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Chapter 1: Introduction

Juvenile delinquency is a subject that captivates the public’s thoughts. Fears of
angry teenage offenders committing violent crimes are sensationalizedlia accounts.
For example, in September 2009, a 17-year old boy was charged in the murder of his 13-
year old girlfriend’s mother. After an argument with the mother, he attacgtad the
home she shared with her daughter. After he killed her, he placed her body in a plastic
bin in her own backyard. This boy is allegedly in a gang and this was not hefiodt
violence (Morse, 2009). Court reports indicate he was serving a probation sehtéece a
time of the homicide. While sensationalized acts of violence such as theaeeare
occurrences, these types of media reports cause people to ask if the justicd:
system is failing at treating juvenile delinquents.

Criminologists have spent the last 100 years attempting to answer the question,
why do juveniles become involved in crime? They have proposed various theories
including: social disorganization (Shaw & McKay, 1942); labeling (Becker, 1883a)n
(Cloward & Ohlin, 1960); and the subculture of violence (Wolfgang & Ferracuti, 1967).
Perhaps just as important as the question of what causes juveniles to comm# tnene i
guestion: once a juvenile is involved in delinquency, how can future offending be

prevented?



According to Chaiken and Johnson (1988), juveniles most likely to continue
crime into adulthood begin committing delinquent acts early in life. Thus, the javenil
justice system has an incentive to undertake effective interventionssSutce
interventions may lower the costs of delinquent behavior today as well as adudatrim
activity tomorrow. Researchers and practitioners need to identify thoseemtiens that
reduce juvenile recidivism.

Of the interventions at the disposal of courts, probation is the most frequently
used. In 1999, juvenile courts handled 1.7 million delinquency cases and of those, 40%
were assigned to probation as the most severe sanction (Puzzanchera, 200i3). For t
reason, targeting juveniles on probation with effective interventions can potehtiaé
an impact on their recidivism.

Intensive supervision programs emerged in the 1980’s as ways to enhance the
effectiveness of probation. These new intensive interventions were popular bbeguse t
were tougher than probation alone. They emerged in part as a response to overcrowding
in juvenile facilities as well as the system’s inability to reducealdrgsim rates among
chronic offenders. Intensive supervision programs were also in step with a broader
movement to toughen community based interventions (Armstrong, 1991). If community
sanctions were strengthened, then they could be a viable alternative to trhditiona
probation and juvenile detention.

School Based Probation is a version of intensive supervision that has gained
popularity in recent years. These types of programs place a probation iofficechool
rather than in a central office. Increasing contact between probatioarsféind youth

may lead to more immediate and effective response to problems (Juvenil@bancti



Center, 2003). SBP is also popular because it allows probation officers greats tac
the juveniles both socially and academically.
Several jurisdictions now have SBP programs with other jurisdictions planning
similar programs. Based on the scant literature available at the tindejveile
Sanction Center stated “At minimum, we would encourage every juvenile court and
probation department that does not have a SBP [SBP] program to carefully consider its
applicability at the local level,” (Juvenile Sanction Center, 2003). Thisarallitie
spread dissemination of SBP may be premature. According to Flay et al. (2068, be
widespread dissemination of a prevention program is justified, it needs to deateonst
effectiveness. To date, SBP programs have not been proven effective. Before this
program can be recommended for widespread dissemination and implementation across
multiple jurisdictions, it needs to be subject to careful evaluation (Greenwood, 1996)
This dissertation proposes to carry out a careful evaluation of one SBP program
and its ability to reduce juvenile recidivism. Chapter two will review thetyisif
probation in the United States, summarize the literature on evaluations of probation
effectiveness with a special focus on other SBP programs, elucidate gapstarahad,
and propose hypothesis that will be evaluated as a part of this project. Chapte#lthree
discuss the proposed measures, sampling strategy and modeling procedures. Chapt
four will present findings, and chapter five will integrate the findings witkteng

literature and discuss implications for future research and practice.
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Chapter 2: Juvenile Probation and School Based Pration:
Status of the Research

A staggering number of young people wind up involved in the juvenile justice
system. Over 2 million juveniles were arrested in 2008. Of those arrested, iof mill
were referred to juvenile court. Over 400,000 youths cycled through detentiomefacilit
and nearly 100,000 were confined in secure detention on any given day in 2008 (Annie E.
Casey Foundation, 2008).

The effects of contact with the system are particularly apparent in uroas ar
Between 30% and 40% of all boys in urban areas will be arrested before their 18
birthday (Greenwood 1996). Most of these boys will not be arrested again. However, f
those who are rearrested, each successive arrest will place themeatrisig for
recidivism. After the fifth or sixth time, they will have a 90% risk of baiegrested
(Greenwood 1996).

The research on life outcomes for court involved youth is not very promising.
Court involved juveniles have dire odds for long term success. They achieve less
academically. They work for less money. They fail at building strongieanThey
experience more chronic health problems. As noted above, they are more likely to be
imprisoned during adulthood (Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2008). Bernburg & Krohn
(2003) found support for a revitalized labeling theory of recidivism centered otusatuc
disadvantage. Using National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, they asked whethéloffic
intervention in adolescence has an effect on crime in early adulthood. Their lsjgothe
was supported. Early intervention increases the odds of crime into adulthood. But this

effect was mediated by educational achievement and employment.



Sweeten (2006) examined the relationship between court involvement and the
drop out rate. He concluded that arrest and court appearances during high schoel increas
the odds of dropping out, independent of offending activity. Sweeten also observed that
the effect of court appearance is especially detrimental to less deliponemtes. These
two studies suggest that youth who come to the attention of the juvenile justera syst
are more likely to continue offending into early adulthood unless their life course is
altered by education and employment.

Given that many juveniles experience contact with the justice systemfeomal of
intervention may produce detrimental effects, it is critical that pi@aogits know which
correctional approaches are best suited to young delinquents. Juveniles, odicated)
delinquent, can receive a range of sanctions from probation to detention in a secure
facility. However, by far the most common sentence for juveniles is probation.

In order to understand the effectiveness of probation for juveniles, careful
evaluation is necessary. “The effectiveness of any one particulagpragiunknown
unless it is evaluated. At a minimum, follow-up recidivism data (rearrestfaepelts)
for an adequate sample of participants must be compared with those for an aj@propria
control group,” (Greenwood 1996, pg. 76). This dissertation proposes to conduct an
evaluation of Maryland’s SBP program using recidivism data and a matched control
group.

Before, turning to the methods of the evaluation in Chapter 3, | will review the
literature on juvenile probation programs. The following section will first proaidaef
history of the development of juvenile justice in the United States and in Maryland.

Second, | will discuss the research on traditional probation and intensive probation



programs for juveniles. Third, | will review the research on SBP programarticular
and identify the weaknesses of past evaluations. Finally, | will discussetidarea

careful evaluation and offer hypotheses for the study.

Literature Review

History of Probation

Probation as punishment in the United States began in 1841 when John Augustus,
a Boston bookmaker, posted bail for a man charged with drunkenness. Augustus was
convinced that the purpose of the law was to reform criminals and to prevent crime, not
solely to punish offenders. Over the next several years Augustus posted bail for over
1,000 offenders. They were released to his supervision in the community and encouraged
to change their ways. This marked the beginning of probation for adult offenders. In 1869
the state of Massachusetts began to experiment with probation for juveniles. About a
decade later, Massachusetts became the first state to formally adopaagor law for
juvenile delinquents (Petersilia, 1997). Other states quickly followed sugsStat
implemented probation for juveniles throughout the United States autonomously from
one another. These programs developed in a haphazard and uncoordinated manner.

Maryland’s use of probation also developed in an erratic fashion. State
intervention in the lives of juveniles began in the early eighteen hundreds. In 1811, as the
state finished building its first penitentiary, reformers turned th&n@tin to solving the
dilemma of criminal children. At that time it was common for children to bedailith
adult offenders. In 1830, the Maryland State Legislature passed an alisl@sigthe

first House of Refuge for Juvenile Delinquents. After the Civil War, refornestdor



youth were established as private institutions segregated by race and Gaede
institutions were viewed as the solution to the juvenile delinquency problem.

After the formation of the first juvenile court in Chicago in 1899, The Charity
Organization Society in Baltimore lobbied for a magistrate for Juveailsé€s to be
appointed. He would hear cases of minors under the age of sixteen. The Magistrate was
authorized to commit children waiting trial to a reformatory instead of &jmta

The magistrate also appointed a probation officer. The officer was to “igatesti
the circumstances of each child brought to trial, represent the interests otdharuthi
have control and custody of the child before and after the trial (Maryland Manual
2010).” With this act, it was possible for a child to be placed on conditional probation
before he or she went to trial (Chapter 6111, Acts of 1902). These acts marked the
beginning of probationary services for juveniles in the State of Maryland. Tiaay
responsibilities of probation officers are varied. They may include: 1¢rsogs to
determine if informal or formal processing is warranted, 2) making detentigiares
(approx 20% of juveniles are detained pending adjudication), 3) preparing pre-eentenc
investigations, 4) supervising caseloads and 5) providing aftercare séovipeseniles

released from secure institutions (Kurlychek, 1998).

Traditional Probation

The use of probation is appealing to scholars, practitioners and policy makers
alike. Probation is a popular sentence for adjudicated juveniles because 1)iitasdim
most probation departments cannot limit their intake, and 2) it is inexpensive (Snyde
1988). The same correctional trends of the 1980’s that saw massive increasese th

of detention also affected probation sentences. Mass incarceration and detention of
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juveniles resulted in concomitant skyrocketing costs of managing detentiontpmysila
There was a need for less expensive community alternatives to secunéonstitif used
properly, probation was a viable alternative to detention. Probation is more cosveffe
than detention. It can provide more opportunities for rehabilitation. Probation sentence
also reduce the risk of offenders associating with one another and honing theialcrimi
skills (Petersilia, 1997).

Although probation is the most frequent sentence for juvenile offenders, the
effectiveness of probation for reducing the recidivism of juvenile offenders isauncl
(Armstrong, 1991; Palmer, 1991; Torbet, 1997; Tonry & Lynch, 1996). Throughout the
history of juvenile justice reform, there has been much controversy and debate over the
efficacy of a separate system of justice for children (Shoemaker, 1988% d¥iHihe one
hand, reformers want to “save” juveniles who misbehave and turn them into law abiding
grownups, on the other hand there is the need to make sure those juveniles who commit
serious crimes get the punishment they deserve (Shoemaker 1988). Thesengompeti
tensions are also reflected in the history of research regarding juveni&ipnob

A number of reports issued in the 1970s focused national attention on the
administration and organization of probation services. The National Advisory
Commission for Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (1972) stated that probation was
the brightest hope for corrections but it was failing to provide adequate accessdess
and adequate supervision of offenders. Shortly after, Robert Martinson (19@4gckele
his report ushering in the “nothing works” doctrine and pointed out the ineffectiveness of
probation. Also the U.S. Comptroller General (1976) published a report stating that

probation as practiced in the U.S. was a failure and probation systems werderoé sta



11

crisis. They observed that the bulk of offenders were sentenced to probation, however
agencies administering probation were woefully under funded and lacked access t
adequate resources. The priority designated to probation services would need to be
reexamined in order to change the situation. However, before the use of probation could
be strengthened, scholars and policy makers needed to better understand theneBsctive
of this sanction in reducing recidivism and reducing the costs of the admiorsiéti
justice. These reports called for practitioners to restructure probation, htraes
potential positive effects, neutralize the potential harmful effects andttheght
become a bright hope for the future of juvenile justice reform.

About a decade later, Gottfredson and Gottfredson (1988) published a review of
decision making in the criminal justice system, one of several that willvieved in
this section. They drew several conclusions regarding the state of hesegnmbation.
First, they concluded that the necessary research to determine whethgoprislbraore
effective than imprisonment as a rehabilitative treatment had not yet beentednduc
Second, the majority of evidence that had been gathered suggests that offensianal pe
characteristics were a better predictor of recidivism than the forreaifrient. Third, it
appears that intensive supervision may result in more technical violations than new
offense convictions so the size of the caseload may have an effect on neciéinially,
they concluded that there is limited evidence to definitively say which forinsaiment
provide the most effective results when applied to probationers (Gottfredson &
Gottfredson 1988).

One of the most thorough meta-analyses for juvenile justice treatment was

conducted by Mark Lipsey (1992). Rather than examining only treatment programs
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offered institutionally (Gottschalk, Davidson, Gensheimer, & Mayer, J., 1987) or only
studies that appeared in research journals (Whitehead & Lab, 1989), Lipsey (1992)
examined 443 published and unpublished evaluations of juvenile programs. Eligible
treatment studies were selected because 1) the treatment under stedytoaieduce,
prevent, treat, or remediate delinquency and antisocial behavior; 2) all juvanileteid
were no older than 21 years of age; 3) they included treatment and control groups and
measured the outcomes quantitatively; 4) they included either random assignment or pr
and post measures on the outcome variables’ 5) they were written in English ama done i
the US; and 6) studies were reported or published after 1950. Lipsey’'s study smtutiniz
the characteristics of the interventions, the context in which the interventawas w
administered, the population that received them, and the study’s evaluation methodology
Lipsey also collected very detailed information on the nature of the suinehesstudy.
Where available, information about the demographic characteristics of timdguypeior
delinquency and other variables were coded. He recorded the direction of effect and the
effect size. He assembled variables on measures, demographics, crigtorad)istudy
design, sample attrition, nature of the treatment — setting, sponsorship, duration and
intensity.

Lipsey’s (1992) meta-analysis presented interesting results. Whil@rerg the
effect sizes of various studies, Lipsey observed that in about 64.3% of the studies, the
effect size and direction favored the treatment groups over control groups dirtithgs
was statistically significant. He observed that there were sevetatdaelated to larger
effect sizes. Effective programs concentrated on treatment deliveeye Were large

amounts of meaningful contact and treatment was delivered by researctessarchers
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had a great deal of influence. Also, effective treatments focused on behavidcatioadif
and were targeted to high risk youth. Smaller effect sizes were asdatititereatment
delivered by public facilities within the criminal justice system ohimicustodial care.
Smaller effect sizes were also observed in programs that focused on detextieerce
than treatment, especially treatment programs in the community. eg#ect sizes
were associated with specific programs like shock incarceration aretSgtaaight
Programs.

Regarding traditional probation, Lipsey is in agreement with earligrsclike
Martinson (1974) and the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards
and Goals (1972). Lipsey (1992) concluded that traditional probation was not an
appropriate treatment for specific groups of offenders. For youth withpheuiisk
factors including several prior arrests, arrests at an early ageprdgagg involvement,
parental problems, regular probation was not effective. Probation as usual was the only
traditional juvenile justice intervention that didt reduce the magnitude of the
difference in effects between experimental and control groups. In essguta
probation was as effective as no treatment at all. However, Lipseyssandbes suggest
that augmented forms of probation can be effective in reducing recidivism.iBnobat
combined with intensive supervision, restitution, intensive behavioral therapy and skills
oriented interventions were more effective than routine probation with high risk
delinquents (Lipsey 1992).

In addition to the focus on deterrence, there are several reasons why probation has
not proven to be an effective sanction for juveniles. Probation is administered by more

than 2,000 agencies throughout the United States (Petersilia 1997). As a resalteher
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vast differences in terms of who administers probation, how the services are funded and
whether probation is a local or state function (Petersilia 1997). The question of who
funds probation services has ramifications for the adequacy of services provided t
individuals on probation. Though probation is recommended more frequently than
incarceration, the administration of probation continues to be under-funded. As the
numbers of probationers increased, the resources dedicated to supervising them did not
increase at a parallel rate (Petersilia 1997).

The burgeoning probation officer caseloads resulted in a decrease in theajuality
service. Peter Greenwood (1996) observed that “an overworked probation officer who
sees a client only once a month has little ability either to monitor the cliettavior or
to exert much of an influence over his life.” Patricia Torbet (1997) refesotmation as
the “workhouse of the juvenile justice system.” Probation officers could haaselad
ranging from 2 — 200 juveniles. For these clients, they are responsibleata int
screenings, pre-sentence investigations, court ordered supervision, a&fi@naar
connecting them to services.

According to practitioners and policy makers, Lipsey’s (1992) findings fbem t
baseline from which all observations about treatment for juveniles are mas(@od
1996). However, despite Lipsey’s bleak remarks, the majority of youth in the juvenile
justice system remain in the community, on regular probation, where few resowees ha
been dedicated to their treatment (Kurlychek, 1998).

Lipsey’s (1992) findings joined the chorus of discontent from evaluators. During
the late 1980’s and 1990’s, states became more dedicated to developing intensive

programs aimed at addressing the deficiencies of regular probation. Asvatensi
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probation programs developed so did the body of research evaluating whethgrgbsse
of programs were effective in reducing recidivism. It is to this bodysafareh that |

now turn.

Juvenile Intensive Supervision Programs

Juvenile Intensive Supervision Programs (JIPS) operate under a philosophical
basis of punishing youthful misbehavior in addition to increasing public safety &lear
Hardyman, 1990). What JIPS does uniquely is enhance the risk control potential of
community supervision by providing more intensive incapacitative and treatment
interventions. In addition to more frequent contacts with a probation officer, altypica
JIPS program may also include counseling, behavioral therapy, or mane@tcgtional
enhancement programs. It is this intensity of surveillance that makestliBctive as an
alternative to institutionalization for juveniles (Clear & Hardyman 1990). évew
promising JIPS may seem philosophically, there is conflicting empinaddiece about
the effectiveness of these programs.

There were two eras of research on JIPS. The first era began in the 1970’s and
focused on evaluating whether reducing caseload size would be effective inlicgntrol
crime (Armstrong 1991). One of these early studies was the Californit Yo
Authority’s Parole Research Project (Palmer & Petrosino, 2003). This stughaoen
the recidivism outcomes of juveniles assigned to probation officers witloadsedf 36
juveniles versus probation officers with caseloads of 72 juveniles. Palmer apsiriRet
(2003) found there was no significant difference in recidivism rates for the oupgr
General conclusions from this study and others suggest 1) much of what was touted as

new and innovative during the mid 1980’s, had already been considered and put into
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practice decades ago, 2) most of the programs considered innovative combinedselement
of social control / surveillance with treatment, and 3) programs that \weeel at

reducing caseload size fell into disfavor with policy makers (Armstrong Ifif)o
consistent null findings.

Around 1981, the second era of JIPS programming began to emerge. This second
wave developed for similar reasons as adult intensive supervision programs — full
juvenile facilities, increasing costs of institutionalization, and a desiretease public
safety by controlling the behavior of the increasing numbers of seriouslgieéienders
(Palmer, 1991). As these new JIPS took shape, the role of rehabilitation as a lgeal of t
programs was exchanged for the goal of controlling juveniles’ behavior. It was
hypothesized that an expansion of both control features and service deliverysfeature
juvenile correctional programs would lead to recidivism reductions (Palmetr&sitm,
2003).

Intensive Probation Supervision programs were a prominent facet of the second
era of JIPS programs. These programs feature a community baseglysivith frequent
contacts and smaller caseload sizes. They are usually administeregmybtteon
department and emphasized external controls and surveillance over juvenilesttRathe
programs featuring skills development such as individual counseling, anger manggeme
vocational training, second era JIPS programs were more likely to includehsois,
curfew monitoring, house arrest and electronic monitoring.

Barry Krisberg & his colleagues (Krisberg, et al., 1989) of the National @ounc
of Children and Delinquency (NCCD) conducted a national survey of 41 operating

intensive probation programs. Krisberg found that JIPS programs sufferdiately
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few formal outcome evaluations. From the few evaluations that have been conducted
(Barton & Butts, 1990; Wooldredge, 1988), a picture of what we know about intensive
interventions begins to emerge.

John Wooldredge (1988) attempted to address conflicting research on the
treatment of juvenile delinquents. Using a sample of 2,038 juvenile offenders in four
lllinois jurisdictions, Wooldredge compared the effectiveness of 12 juvenile court
dispositions and their impact on recidivism. Dispositions included traditional probation,
restitution, community service, detention etc. His results supported a focus on cognmunit
treatment rather than detention. Wooldredge argued that based on his resultg, juvenil
institutionalization should be limited to short periods of time to reduce probabditie
recidivism. However, if juveniles were treated in the community, Wooldrek88]
argued for longer supervision and with a treatment component was the best dispositi
reduce recidivism.

Several studies conducted in the 1990’s published null findings when comparing
JIPS programs with traditional juvenile dispositions. Austin et. al. (1990) codthpare
youths in a no contact routine probation program versus youths in an intensive
supervision program. They found no significant differences in the incidence, frgguenc
nature or timing of re-arrest between the control and comparison groups.

Barton & Butts (1991) offer an alternative perspective to understandingPtie J
programs. They studied a JIPS in Detroit, Michigan and conducted a randomized
experiment which evaluated three intensive supervision programs compared to state
commitment for juvenile offenders. These three programs were not signifiddfearent

than confinement in reducing recidivism. Both the JIPS and commitment had similar
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effects on recidivism as measured by self reported delinquent behavior andiotaér cr
outcomes (Barton & Butts 1991). However, the evaluation did show these programs to be
more cost effective than commitment. The state of Michigan saved about 2/3 the cost of
commitment by using the intensive supervision.

Despite the call to link program development to theory and evaluation, JIPS
programs continue to be developed absent of these components. According to Armstrong
(2991) in his survey of 60 JIPS programs, only 31 had an evaluation component. Of those
only 19 provided recidivism rates for JIPS participants and standard probation
participants.

Recently several JIPS evaluations were conducted. Ted Palmer (2002) published
the bookindividualized Interventions with Young Multiple OffendelPalmer was a
researcher with the California Youth Authority and for over 25 years was involtied w
the Community Treatment Program (CTP). The CTP used a differentiahémat
approach which matched youth with different types of case managers. Ipgtoach
treatment was able to be tailored based on the type of offender. Accordihignén'$a
evaluation, CTP performed better over time in multiple indicators most notabligsmal
caseloads, more contacts with the juvenile and individualized tailored treatment.

The idea of community treatment and increased service provision inspired another
extensive JIPS evaluation. Lane et al. (2005) implemented and evaluatedaaprogr
called the South Oxnard Challenge Project (SOCP). This evaluation was agart of
community treatment program designed to centralize the services avadgieniles

on probation. In addition to applying restorative justice, community policing and
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community corrections while managing offender risks, SOCP also includddetami
the sanctioning process (Lane, et al 2005).

The SOCP team consisted of probation officers, social workers, alcohol and drug
treatment specialists, non-probation service coordinators, mental healfrecediss,
recreation staff, mentors, police, community workers and restorative jaditogates.

The evaluation was a randomized experiment with assessments at 6, 12, and 18 months
post intervention. The study sample consisted of 226 experimental group and 236 control
group participants who were mostly male and Hispanic. The youth were reterred t
probation for relatively minor offenses and then randomly assigned to either SOCP
traditional probation. Data was obtained through weekly contact records with program
staff as well as official sources of recidivism data.

According to the weekly contact records, SOCP youth received significaotky
contacts per month than the control group. SOCP youth received 14 contacts per month
versus one contact per month for traditional probation youth. Where SOCP had an
average of six hours of contact time per month, traditional probation youth had an
average of 6.2 minutes. SOCP youth were also more likely to be referred to atiditiona
services such as drug and alcohol treatment.

Despite this difference in the amount of contact received by the SOCP group,
there was no significant difference between groups in measures of oidihe SOCP
group did not differ from the control group in the nature of new arrests, nor did they
differ in the number of new arrests (Lane et al. 2005). The majority of both groups were
referred to probation for technical violations or rearrested during the studg.p&r

minority of both groups were rearrested for new violent offenses.
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Lane et al.’s (2005) evaluation highlights implementation issues that many
evaluators struggle to address. In asking why there were no significaneddés, the
authors suggest that regular probation officers may not have kept accurads.recor
Perhaps they failed to record additional services that juveniles received. Vditicatate
records of additional services received, it was possible that traditionaliprobtiicers
were also referring their clients to the same resources that $QHPwere receiving.

Also, the samples consisted of relatively low risk youth. The SOCP was intendeddo f
on more serious offenders, however, the sampling strategy did not capture the desired
group of clients and this may have impacted results. Finally, the evaluatioset]

solely on recidivism as an outcome measure; however some official recordslnvigm
may not capture other outcomes such as a better attitude and behavior, stromger fami
ties and greater community interest and support of juvenile correctional progrgm

The utilization of JIPS as a control method remains popular in the face of reviews
of intensive programs (especially those cited above) that produce the sars gen
conclusions — intensive programs are generally no better than those of regjodeiopr
and the few programs that have positive results are designed to be spgtiigalled to
specialized groups of offenders (Clear, 1991). However, JIPS may prove to be more cost
effective than institutionalization and with states actively attemptimgduce the sizes
of their incarcerated youth populations. For these goals, JIPS may prove to bea last
solution.

No evidence of reductions in recidivism was found in even the premier JIPS
programs (Palmer 1991). Palmer offers several suggestions for future ionsvat

intensive interventions. He suggests that there are two possible goals: df)JIFFS
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should aim to reduce over-crowding in juvenile institutions via control / surveillance
functions and with scant attention paid to service delivery and skill development.
Alternatively 2) JIPS can take the opposite path and focus on rehabilitation and

habituation of juvenile offenders. The goal on this path should be to help offenders
overcome problem behaviors and effect internal change as individuals. JIPS could be
paired with intensive life counseling and social skills development to support these
changes (Palmer 1991). School based probation programs (SBP) have been developed as
a middle ground between Palmer’s two path options offering surveillancdlaswe

counseling and services to effect internal personal change in juvenile delsaquent

School Based Probation

SBP programs are a different kind of JIPS program. SBP is a supervision model
in which juvenile probation officers work directly in a school rather than in thgitnaal
office setting. This model allows the probation officer to have more frequerdt divé
substantive contact with clients. The probation officer can observe cliemtcibers with
their peers, teachers, and school administrators and also enforce conditions airprobat
especially those relating to school attendance (Kurlychek, 1998). SBPinangirey in
various jurisdictions across the country as a popular JIPS program — lllinblsyAs
2006), Pennsylvania (Ahalt, 1999; Metzger & Tobin-Fiore, 1997; Torbet et al., 2001),
and Maryland (Curtin-Brosnan & Longmead, 1999) In order to understand how SBP’s
have developed, each of these states’ SBP programs will be discussed in tum. Befor
turning to a discussion of SBP’s, a model for evaluating program efficalclyawil

established.
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Standards of Evidence for Program Evaluation

To examine the efficacy of SBP programs it is helpful to have recognitexdac
for determining program effectiveness. In the spring of 2005, the SocidRydeention
Research commissioned a working group and tasked them with developing standards of
evidence to assist practitioners, policy makers and administratorsiatetevhich
interventions are efficacious, which programs are effective and which pregira ready
for dissemination (Flay et al., 2005). The literature on SBP programs veafidessed
through this lens. According to the committee, before a program is ready for wide
dissemination and implementation, it has to be proven effective. Before it can be shown
to be effective, the program must demonstrate efficacy (Flay et al. 2005).

In order to first establish efficacy, a treatment must be evaluated esatwe
rigorous trials that meet the following standards. First, there must baraanld concise
statement of efficacy. It is important that the conclusions from reseatbdyeand
explicit. Second, evaluators must use psychometrically sound measures and data
collection procedures. Preferably measures with established quality woultizeel .ut
There should be detailed description of the populations, settings, interventions and
outcomes for which efficacy are claimed. Descriptions should be in such ddtail tha
replication is possible. Outcome and predictor measures should be sound, reliable and
valid with analysis to demonstrate that these conditions have been met @I290@%5).

Third, data should be analyzed with rigorous statistical approaches. The
intervention design must allow for the strongest causal statements ankalsdda

account any potential threats to inference or alternative explanationgatiwas must
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have at least one comparable control group that does not receive the treatment. Random
assignment is the gold standard for evaluation research, but where randprmassis

not possible, evaluators should also consider repeated time series designsomegress
discontinuity designs, or matched control group designs. Fourth, statstadgbis

should demonstrate consistent positive effects and also take into account potential
negative effects of the treatment. Results should be reported for every rdeagacene,
regardless of its significance. Every effort must be taken to examine urexkpect
outcomes (Flay et al 2005).

Finally, efficacious treatment should demonstrate practical value anth¢hat
treatment effect does not decay. Rigorous evaluations will demonstraiegract
significance in terms of impact on the public. Also, treatment outcomes maytleunsde
to be deemed efficacious, evaluators must report at least one signifloagttgrm
follow up evaluation. Consistent findings are required from at least two high quality
studies that meet all the above criteria and have adequate statisticalrpovder to
deem a program to be efficacious (Flay et. al 2005).

The above criteria are essential to determine the efficacy of anantiem
program. In addition to being efficacious, a program must also be proven to be effective
According to Flay et al. (2005), an effective program will meet the aboegiariand in
addition will have 1) manuals, appropriate training and technical support; 2) been
evaluated under real world conditions; 3) demonstrated practical importance of
intervention outcomes and 4) clearly stated the population to which the intervention is

effective.
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These standards were designed to advance the field of evaluation research. If
successful, they will aid prevention scientists’ research and be abledgddthre field
new programs and policies (Flay et al 2005). SBP’s will be examined adpitsitéria
established by Flay et al (2005) to determine the level of knowledge avadabiede

types of interventions.

lllinois’ School Based Probation Program

In early 2000, Jackson County, IL was awarded an anti-drug grant for a study to
develop a SBP program for juvenile probationers (Ashley 2006). The Jackson County
program’s initial goals were: to make juveniles more aware of their momgtda
improve communication between probation and schools and also probation department
and parents; to provide immediate response to probation violations; to decrease juvenil
offenses by 20%; and to improve the quality of education for probationers (Ashley 2006).
The county employed two full time SBP officers who shared supervision respawysibili
with two juvenile line officers who were responsible for the caseload of jevenil
probationers.

The Center for the Study of Crime, Delinquency, and Corrections of Southern
lllinois University at Carbondale evaluated the implementation of the Jackson County
SBP program from summer 2000 through fall 2003. During the evaluation period, the
SBP and line probation officers were jointly responsible for serving 18 schools in
Jackson County and a total of about 77 juvenile probationers.

Evaluators obtained information on the SBP program through interviews,
observations, school survey data, probation department data and ride-alongs. SBP

officers generally had brief contacts with their clients, lasting onhydsest 10-15
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minutes per contact. These officers had infrequent contact with school adrtarsstrad
teachers and relatively no contact with the parents of their clients.

Probation data was obtained from 66 of the 77 juveniles who were enrolled in the
SBP program; however this data was not suitable for any impact analyrestiate of
the evaluation. Evaluators examined travel log sheets, school records and jusenile ca
files. Most of these data sources were incomplete. Juvenile’s school reepeds w
missing and probation files were incomplete and unorganized (Ashley 2006).

The Jackson County SBP program was developed as a way to increase juvenile
accountability, reduce school violence, reduce recidivism of juvenile probationérs, a
foster better communication between probation and the school system (Ashley 2006).
These goals could not be adequately evaluated because of poor record keeping and
program implementation limitations. During the 3 years of the program, thera kigh
rate of staff turnover. SBP officers stayed an average of 8.6 months. The shaaticasel
between multiple probation officers was a program flaw. Delineation pbnsgbilities
was unclear and this resulted in unequal distribution of responsibilities. Becdhseseof
limitations evaluators of the Jackson County program could not even offer a givantitat
assessment of recidivism rates for program participants.

The lllinois story of SBP is an example of a program which was well intedtione
However, several factors prevented a quantitative evaluation of thedlI®B# program.
Implementation challenges prevented sufficient data collection for an outcome
evaluation. The SBP was in one county and only for a 3 year period. In the future,

better program implementation and a sound data collection strategy might lead to a
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stronger evaluation of the lllinois SBP. Unlike the Jackson County Illinois @Bgram,

Pennsylvania’s experience with SBP has a longer and more thoroughly di$sstssyg.

Pennsylvania’s School Based Probation Program

Pennsylvania has a very extensive SBP. In 1990 the state passed ACT 211 which
created the Student Assistance Program. This program was designed to open up schools
to collaborate more closely with social service agencies. As a result, ther&BBm
began in 1990 in Lehigh County with funding from Juvenile Court Judges Commission
(JCJIC) (Ahalt 1999). SBP expanded rapidly and by the end of 1995 was in over 40
counties across the state (Metzger & Tobin-Fiore, 1997). The goals of Remiesy
SBP are: 1) reduce disciplinary referrals in school; 2) reduce length andnicgaqie
detentions; 3) improve academic performance and attendance; 4) decrease the drop out
rate; 5) reduce recidivism and; 6) reduce out of home placements for subsequent
delinquent activity. The program has been evaluated several times.

The first evaluation (Metzger & Tobin-Fiore, 1997) was a process andnogtc
evaluation conducted in three phases. It was a series of descriptive stuidiescies
build a foundation against which future evaluations could be compared. Phase | involved
establishing a demographic database of juveniles assigned to SBP progreees bet
1993 and 1995. SBP officers completed reporting forms for juveniles including
demographic information and school performance characteristics. Unforjuthetel
performance data regarding behavior, school attendance and academic pedomas

unusable at the aggregate level because of significant missing data.
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The usable data from reporting forms was linked with data from JCJC s#dtisti
database which allowed researchers access to arrest data. The 3BReyeuhen
matched with a sample of juveniles who were assigned to traditional probation.rigatchi
was accomplished for 451 cases using data reported on statistical catusaviian
information on a juveniles’ history of involvement with the court system (Met&ger
Tobin-Fiore, 1997).

Phase Il of the evaluation consisted of in-depth interviews and site visits to 29
(out of 40) counties that had SBP programs for at least one year. The godalitd the
visits was to understand the breadth of SBP programs and to understand specifia progra
features that may have an impact on the youth they serve. Evaluators intdrviewe
probation officers, school administrators and also juveniles assigned to SBP.darobati
officers were asked questions regarding how they spent their time and fieeir ca
management style. School administrators were chosen based on which stadf nvoske
closely with the SBP officers. They were asked their perceptions iroretatithe
involvement of the officers, the performance of the program and the effecBweftbe
program. In addition 111 juveniles assigned to SBP were randomly chosen to be
interviewed.

Approximately 51 probation officers were interviewed in Phase Il. Offispent
an average of 70% of their time in schools, while the rest of their time was spreetie
contact with other case participants, in court, traveling, training and intaki My
school, officers reported that they spent their time in direct client contaeting with

parents of juveniles involved in SBP, participating in disciplinary decisions for their
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clients, attending nonacademic school activities, giving presentations irsclasde
serving on school committees and programs (Metzger & Tobin-Fiore, 1997).

In Phase II, 52 school administrators were also interviewed. These interviews
were consistent with probation officer interviews. Ratings in the areasfofrpance
were extremely positive and school administrators believed that schomlaatte was
the area that had been affected the most by the program. Of the 111 SBP juveniles
interviewed, most reported that they had frequent contact with their probati@rffio
contrast to school administrators and probation officers, they reported that tlestgreat
impact of the program was on their behavior in and out of school.

In Phase Il of the evaluation, Metzger conducted a comparison study of 75
randomly chose SPB juveniles and compared them to a matched group of 75 “traditional
probation” juveniles from Erie, Lehigh and Somerset Counties. These groups were
matched on demographic as well as official criteria: age, race, gendes,and county
of supervision. Both groups of juveniles were followed for 18 months from the date of
assignment to probation. The two groups were compared on rates of subsequent arrest,
out of home placements, and additional cost of placement. The analysis consisted of
examining whether mean differences between the groups on the outcomessavaia
statistically significant.

Results from Phase Il show that about 48 juveniles had new charges filed.
Approximately an equal number of SBP juveniles and traditional probation juveniles’
were referred to court on new charges (Metzger & Tobin-Fiore, 1997). \Meeeeno
differences in the number of new charges filed between the two groups, but there were

differences in the severity of new charges filed and time until nergetavere filed.
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SBP juveniles had relatively less serious new offenses and also longer timewnt
charges were filed. In terms of out of home placements, while both groups had
approximately the same number of juveniles placed, SBP had a significantlytiomge

until placement than the control group (118 days control and 300 days SBP) (Metzger &
Tobin-Fiore, 1997).

To summarize the findings of these three descriptive studies, Metzger and Tobin
Fiore (1997) suggest that the Pennsylvania SBP may be effective in improvindgsiveni
in school and out of school behavior, increasing their attendance, increasing their
academic performance, decreasing the likelihood of juveniles being chatgddriier
serious crimes and increasing the length of time these juveniles had in therm@omm
before new charges were filed. In addition, while SBP juveniles weredpbtad of the
home at approximately the same rate as the control group, they had longer periods in the
community before placement.

Using a case control approach, Metzger’s (1997) studies showed differences
between the randomly selected SBP cases and their matched control group. Buiethere
limitations to interpreting his conclusions. Metzger’s study was an individegll le
analysis in which juveniles were matched on individual characteristicanpastention.

It is possible that due to selection bias, there were pre-existing ddésreetween these
groups that were uncontrolled in their study. Because of the design of the studiyg and t
analytic technique, no causal inferences about the relationship betweeipgtastidn

the SBP program and recidivism outcomes can be articulated with certaisty,. th#d

data were derived from three counties in the state of Pennsylvania and cannot be
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generalized to other counties throughout the state. While encouraging, tkefresul
this series of descriptive studies are inconclusive.

In 1999, the Pennsylvania program was evaluated again by Nancy Ahalt. This
evaluation differed from Metzger’'s and Tobin-Fiore’s (1997) in that it was stidy of
recidivism. Instead Ahalt conducted an evaluation of the SBP program tonexie
impact of SBP on students, school based probation officers, and school administrators in
selected school districts in Pennsylvania using the Context, Input, Process} Rrodeic
(CIPP) developed by Daniel Stufflebean and others at Western Michigan sityiver
(Ahalt 1999). Also, rather than a matched sample of juveniles, Ahalt’s evaluation
examined students in SBP’s from three schools all in the same county of Penasylvani
Metzger and Tobin-Fore’s (1997) evaluation focused on recidivism, however Skedt a
more process and implementation questions. Ahalt (1999) questioned the design of the
SBP program in that county; its strengths and weaknesses; how its objecteas ke
with the goals of the juvenile court; how was SBP implemented in that county; and
whether it met the needs for which it was designed.

As her data sources, Ahalt (1999) used semi structured interviews and surveys of
three probation officers, three school administrators and 14 juveniles involved in the
program. In addition she reviewed of juveniles’ school records. She was able to obtain
attendance reports, disciplinary infractions including detentions, suspensionsiogpuls
and grades. Because Ahalt worked for one of the school districts and had contacts with
probation officers and school officials she was able to obtain the school performance dat

that was unusable in Metzger's and Tobin-Fiore’s evaluation.
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Ahalt (1999) articulated many of the strengths of SBP programs that headyalr
been mentioned above — opportunity for immediate interventions, collaboration between
schools and probation, increased accountability of juveniles and the positive impacts of
the closer relationship between juveniles and probation officers. Ahalt obsesestidra
her interviews that the program is perceived to be successful from probateansoind
school administrators. In contrast to (Metzger & Tobin-Fiore, 1997), Ahalt did not
analyze reductions in recidivism or out of home placements in the evaluation. However
she was able to analyze other school related outcomes. Contrary to program
expectations, Ahalt found that disciplinary referrals and absences for the SBiRegIve
remained the same after assignment to SBP as they were before assign§BP. In
addition evidence of improved academic performance was inconsistent. Though these
findings would appear to contradict previous research, there were sevdeidmsi that
might have led to these findings. There were only two SBP officers serving tghee hi
schools in this county. These two officers divided their time between the high schools,
the needs of the district, court appearances, home visits, training and otrer dbge
frequent absences of the officers from the school building may have wateredh@own t
effect of SBP.

When Ahalt (1999) is held up to the Flay et al standards of evidence standard,
several other limitations emerge. First, the sample size is srmiji1® SBP
participants were utilized in the analysis. There is no comparable comuopl gith
which Ahalt compares outcomes for the SBP youth. Ahalt (1999) appears to conduct a
pre-intervention, post intervention comparison of outcome measures as hecatatisti

analysis. This method does not allow for generalizability of findings to othergiamd
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nor does it take into account the numerous other factors that may have contributed to her
findings, school characteristics and community characteristics farpea

These two assessments of SBP programs in Pennsylvania examined ao¥ariety
possible outcomes both criminal and education, whether or not they increase student
attendance, increase academic achievement, and improve juveniles’ behavior in and out
of school (Clouser 1995, Griffin 1999; Metzger & Tobin-Fiore 1997; Torbet et al. 2001).
However these evaluations vary in rigor and results. Neither of the stebigns were
rigorous enough to allow for statistical inferences on the causal link betiaee&BP and
the outcome variables of interest. To determine whether SBP programs shoudélige w
disseminated, the field needs research that can articulate cleartfjdheyeof SBP
programs in reducing recidivism.

In the assessments that included a control group, the control group was not
randomly assigned, rather it was a matched sample based on individual level
characteristics. Though at times suggestive, the studies also presenistanofiadings.
SBP programs were correlated with decreased likelihood of serious re-offending,
decreased out-of-hnome placements and decreased detentions in the (Métaber-&
Fiore, 1997) study, while the Ahalt (1999) study reported no significant differences in
school disciplinary referrals and inconsistent evidence for improved academic
performance. This suggests that the efficacy of SBP programs in redueiregidivism
of juvenile probationers remains in question (Henderson et al., 2008).

To date, Pennsylvania is one of the very few states to assess its SBRpnogra

scientific manner. Due to data limitations and implementation issues, #sodacounty,
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IL SBP program was not empirically analyzed for its effectivengss.next state with a

large scale SBP program is Maryland.

Maryland’s Spotlight on Schools Program

The SBP program known as Spotlight on Schools (SOS) originally began as a
pilot program in 1995 called Justice in Cluster Education (JUICE) in the Oxonigiil H
School “cluster®. JUICE was a partnership between Prince George’s County Schools’

Min Leong and Dr. Patricia P. Green and Department of Juvenile Justice’s Dawnisa
The program was funded jointly by a grant from the Juvenile Justice Ad@sanycil of
the Governor’s Office of Crime Control and Prevention and funds from the U.S.

Department of Justice’s Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pievé@tJDP).

SOS places probation officers in schools rather than in their regional offices. In
schools, probation officers have more contact with the juveniles on their caseload, bette
monitoring, better communication with schools and they are able to advocate for the
children in circumstances where their status might be a hindrance.

In the pilot year, the program’s popularity continued to increase. In addition the
program received positive feedback from schools, policy makers and the comranity
a result the decision was made to expand the program and by August of 1998, 35 schools
had the SOS program.

Under the leadership of Lt. Governor Kathleen Kennedy Townsend, SOS
expanded to over 80 schools across the state of Maryland. By 2004, under the direction of

then Governor Robert Ehrlich Jr., there were over 100 probation officers serving over

L«Cluster” refers to Oxon Hill High School and theddle schools that feed into Oxon Hill High School
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100 schools. As of 2008, the SOS program was in 103 schools throughout the state with
plans to add another eight schools (Irvine 2009 Personal Communication). The number
of schools and number of probation officers has fluctuated throughout the life of the SOS
program expanding and contracting at various time periods. Probation officers began to
be assigned to multiple schools and staff turnover reduced the number of probdtion staf
available to fill vacancies.

The SOS program places trained juvenile probation officers inside local high
schools and middle schools. The SBP officers serve as case managers and supervise
juveniles assigned to probation. Maryland probation officers have threeicktgsiis
and they all require at least an associate degree or a bachelor’s delgneseyung levels
of experience (National Center for Juvenile Justice, 2006). Probation officerbenus
certified and licensed with the state. To obtain certification, they must etargtraining
program and a minimum of 160 hours of training in the following areas: juvenile justice
in the criminal justice system; human growth and development; laws and regsilati
assessment; integrated case management; counseling; documentatypansidetcurity
and first aid. SBP officers go through the same training requirements.

Probation officers in the SOS program have five major responsibilities:

1. To supervise all youth who are under DJJ supervision in the

schools to which they are assigned and ensure they are held
accountable for all misconduct;

2. To provide intervention services to students who are referred by
school administrators or on an emergency basis for students who
are in crisis;

3. To respond so that a timely decision can be made and immediate

sanctions provided in situations in which the schools seek police
assistance;



35

4, To participate as a member of the Safe Schools Committee in
each of the selected schools to plan, develop and assist in the
implementation of prevention and early intervention
programming for all students; and

5. To do whatever it takes, in coordination with school
administrators, to provide a safe and healthy school atmosphere
that is conducive to learning and appropriate socialization.

According to a pamphlet describing the SOS program for parents published in
1995, the program was to be evaluated for effectiveness based on the following eight
outcomes:

1. Reduction of the absentee rate of youth on supervised probation;

2. Reduction of the DJJ referral rate for disruptive and violent behavior
of youth on supervised probation;

3. Reduction of the suspension rate of youth on supervised probation;
4. Reduction of the drop-out rate of youth on supervised probation;

5. Reduction of the rate of expulsions of youth on supervised probation;
6. Reduction in the re-offending rate of youth on supervised probation;

7. Enhancement in the academic and social performance of youth on
supervised probation; and

8. Reduction of overall disruptive and delinquent behavior in
participating schools.

Though these statements were explicitly articulated as outcome vayihg&SOS
program has not undergone a rigorous evaluation to date.

The Maryland SOS program has been formally evaluated once. After thestirst
of the program, it was evaluated for the state legislature by Jean-Btwtnan and
Harry Longmead (1999). At the time of the data collection for this evaluatid®99, 86

SBP officers were serving more than 120 schools across the state. Irirtge&p098,
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DJS research staff interviewed probation officers, school administraistiedents in
high schools in Maryland who patrticipated in the SOS program. They also edltEta
on two groups of students; the first group were students under SOS supervision, and the
second group was a control group of students on probation, but not under SOS
supervision.

While the results of the interviews were not reported in the evaluation, the
researchers did attempt to conduct some statistical analysis. To ev&at€Btin-
Brosnan and Longmead (1999) compare attendance records, grade point average,
disciplinary referrals, suspensions, and re-adjudications between the studerntsefrom
schools with the SOS program (N= 99) and the control group of students from schools
without the SOS program (N = 71). Because some students switched schools osdata wa
missing, only those students with completed records for school years were inaoltioed i
analysis.

However, upon examination of the legislative report, several questions arise.
Though the evaluators state they conducted a pre-test post-test researghtdgsig
unclear from the legislative report how the pre-test data was utilized améhgsis of
variance. There is insufficient detail in the methods and results sectionsrtnidete
whether or not statistical controls were used in the ANOVA results presente
findings reported below must be viewed in light of these uncertainties.

Curtin-Brosnan and Longmead’s (1999) findings from the first year ev@iuaf
SOS indicate some support for the program. School attendance and grade poiesaverag
were higher for the treatment group in than the control group. Regarding the bahavior

indicators, disciplinary referrals, out-of-school suspension, the researtthéirsys were
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inconclusive because data were presented only for the treatment group at the end of the
treatment period. Data were not reported for the comparison group.

Unfortunately, while this evaluation is suggestive, it also failed to meetdjeet
al (2005) evaluation standards. While the authors did employ a treatment and control
group design, they gave no details describing the matching procedure usledttthe
control group. There was no description of the two groups nor did the authors provide
data comparing the SOS group to the control group on all the variables. The authors
stated that they used ANOVA to compare the two groups, however they provide no
details regarding control variables included is analysis nor how thegtreéate was
utilized. The analysis presented does not suggest causality nor doeslitt rotleer
explanations for the findings. Curtin-Brosnan & Longmeade (1999) fail to reponmdmsdi
on all study outcomes for each group. A more rigorous evaluation is needed in order to
accurately assess the effectiveness of the SOS program which is thietleencurrent

evaluation

Why Is This Research Important?

More and more jurisdictions are using SBP without solid empirical evidence
regarding whether or not the programs achieve the objectives set out for them. In 2004,
New York states Department of Correctional Services found that 29% of its ccuadies
a probation officer in at least one school (Fasoldt, 2004). Various jurisdictions in New
Jersey have also implemented SBP programs (DiGaetano, 1999) as havessbueta
districts in California (Antonovich, 2006). Lane Lasater has recently dedlaa
Cognitive Behavioral Intervention Program which partnered with SBP officdslings

Montana (Lasater, Willis, Sherman, Schaaf, & Petak, 2009)
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SBP programs are attractive because they have the potential to increase c
time and provide access to additional treatment resources. These progtarasafea
community based strategy with frequent contacts and smaller caseloadT$iegsare
usually administered by the probation department and emphasize external codtrols a
surveillance over juveniles. SBP’s were developed from the same philosopbwithed
other intensive supervision JIPS programs. In terms of juvenile delinquencyioadiic
was assumed that an expansion of both control features and service deliveeg fieatur
juvenile correctional programs would lead to decreases in recidivism (P&lmer
Petrosino 1990; Wooldredge 1988).

The scant number of evaluations done to date on SBP programs does not support
these assumptions. Previous evaluations suffer from limitations that preciufilera
conclusions about the efficacy of SBP’s. First, none of the studies provided a clear and
concise statement of efficacy. It is important that the conclusions fissaneh be clearly
articulated. However, the SBP studies were not designed in such a way as to iteorpora
rigorous statistical analysis or inferences on the causal link betweeBfhand the
outcome variables of interest and thus no statements of efficacy were grd\stiey
(2006) and Ahalt (1999) did not even attempt to assess recidivism outcomes of youth
assigned to SBP programs. The Metzger and Tobin-Fiore (1997) descriptive study at
least attempted to address subsequent recidivism outcomes; however the matched
comparison design was not suited to causal inference.

Second, according to Flay et al. (2005) evaluators must use psychometrically
sound measures and data collection procedures. Preferably measures hliihedta

quality should be used, and there should be detailed description of the populations,
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settings, interventions and outcomes for which efficacy are claimed. Noneprétheus
evaluations was able to meet this criterion for evaluation effectiveness.

Third, data should be analyzed with sound statistical approaches (Flay 2005). The
intervention design must allow for the strongest causal statements ankalsdda
account any potential threats to inference or alternative explanationgatwas must
have at least one comparable control group that does not receive the treatment. The only
evaluation to meet this criterion was the (Metzger & Tobin-Fiore, 1997) ,stidgh
utilized a matched control group design. However Metzger’s study did nogoseus
statistical methods, did not account for alternative explanations for the findmgythe
control group selected may not have been an appropriate control group.

Fourth, statistical analysis should demonstrate consistent positives effetalso
take into account potential negative effects of the treatment, and evetyrai&irbe
taken to examine unexpected outcomes (Flay et al 2005). Once again, the evaluations
reviewed above failed to meet this criterion of efficacious evaluationse Wexe no
consistent positive statistical effects across the (Metzger & Tiibie; 1997) and Ahalt
(1999) studies because each study utilized different outcome measures. And ance agai
the design and data collection techniques did not allow for causal inferences on positive
effects.

Though on the surface the results appear encouraging, the studies above arrived at
inconsistent findings. The (Metzger & Tobin-Fiore, 1997) study suggests thav&BP
correlated with decreased likelihood of serious re-offending, decreased out of home

placement and decreased detentions. The Ahalt (1999) study reported no significant
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differences in school disciplinary referrals (including detentions) and irstent
evidence for improved academic performance.

One significant statistical flaw was the inattention paid to the nature afaa
utilized in these evaluations. Neither Metzger & Tobin-Fiore (1997) nort Ab299)
conducted statistical analysis taking into consideration the clustered obtiata
collected in schools. Both analyses were conducted at the individual level, ighering t
impact that community level variables and school level variables may have had on
recidivism. Because juveniles were clustered in three or more difigleaols, the
observations are not independent of one another. When observations are not independent
one of the assumptions of ordinary least squares (OLS) estimation is violated and
important sources of variation may be ignored. Violating OLS estimation assompt
can lead to biased estimators, incorrect standard errors and inaccurate cenfidenc
intervals, which can lead researchers to draw incorrect conclusions aboypakieelsis.
Therefore, it is important to use the appropriate statistical model to acootim hature
of school based data. According to (Byrk & Raudenbush 1986) the appropriate modeling
method to analyze hierarchically structured data is hierarchical liredelimg (HLM).

This technique will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter.

The current study proposes to address the flaws of previous SBP evaluations by
conducting a quasi-experimental non-equivalent control group experiment using-a mult
level modeling technique to assess the impact of the SOS program on recidivism of
juveniles while controlling for statistically relevant individual level anosd level
characteristics. This study will be a school based analysis and matcltI808 svith

non-SOS schools to provide an appropriate comparison. This study will include relevant
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individual level and school level control variables in an attempt to account for alterna

explanations.

Research Hypotheses

Previous research on SBP, while flawed, does provide directions for future
evaluations. The current study proposes to test several hypotheses ¢hatiggested
from the Metzger & Tobin-Fiore (1997) and Ahalt (1999) studies.
The first hypothesis is:
1. Students in SOS will be less likely to recidivate than students on
traditional probation.
Although statements of the goals of SBP programs suggest that the programs should
reduce recidivism, no previous study has found evidence of such an effect. Thehature o
Maryland’s SOS program is to place probation officers in schools whererthbgtter
able to monitor the juveniles on their caseload. | hypothesize that this increased
monitoring would result in significantly lower recidivism rates when compared to
traditional probation students. This hypothesis will be explicitly tested invhlaaion.
2. Students in SOS have less serious forms of recidivism compared
to students on traditional probation.
This hypothesis stems from several observations. Because SOS participambsear
intensely monitored compared to their traditional probation peers, their probation
violations may be detected more easily. This is hypothesized based on the suggestive

findings of Metzger and Tobin Fiore (1997). He found that juveniles on traditional



42

probation were just as likely to recidivate as juveniles in the SBP progravaloated.
However, their recidivism took different forms.

One of Metzger’s additional observations was that youth on SBP were more likely
to have technical violations subsequent to their participation in the SBP program,
whereas traditional probation youth were more likely to recidivate due to arresi a
This suggests that the level of seriousness of new offenses was redwstaddaots
assigned to SOS. | will test this hypothesis using information about the nahew of
recidivism offenses. In the analysis below, felonies, violent offenses, andetiateglr
offenses all represent more serious recidivism, while school related sffepsesent
less serious recidivism. These hypotheses will serve as a fornsticahtest of

Metzger’s suggestive findings.

3. Juveniles on tradition probation will be more likely to have an
out-of-home placement than juveniles in SOS.
| hypothesize that in addition to being involved in more serious forms of delinquency, as
a result of that involvement, traditional probation clients will be more likely to have a
out-of-home placement then their SOS probation peers. Metzger and Tobin-Fiore’s
(1997) study suggests that SOS participants were less likely to have out-of-home
placements compared to their traditional probation peers.

4. Students in SOS will have more time in the community until
recidivism than those in traditional probation

Results from Metzger and Tobin-Fiore’s (1997) Phase Il analysis steghthat
juveniles in the Pennsylvania SBP program had more days in the community bejore th

had a subsequent contact with the system. This hypothesis will stafisiEsdiss this
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assessment by determining if the individuals in SOS schools have more months in the
community prior to a subsequent contact with the system.
The next chapter will elucidate more explicitly the data collectiomoust, study

design, variables utilized and analytic strategy of the present evaluation.
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Measures, Data Selection and Analytic Method
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Chapter 3: Data, Measures, and Analytic Strategy

This study uses non-equivalent comparison group design to examine the impact of
SOS on juveniles’ recidivism. | will compare schools with and without SOS ngl&i
multilevel modeling strategy. The most appropriate design for this studeithat
compares probationers in SOS schools to probationers in non-SOS schools serving
similar communities.

Schools are selected as the unit of analysis because, according to a DepeHrtme
Juvenile Service official (Personal Communication, 2008), all eligible povieas who
attend a school with SOS are assigned to the SOS program. Although according to this
policy, all the students who are assigned to probation and attend a high school with the
SOS program will be assigned to SOS, in practice this was not alwayseheloasniles
who were assigned to probation may have also been enrolled in other DJS programs such
as C-SAFE or the Violence Prevention Initiative (VPI). Such students, altresuglled
in SOS schools, do not receive the SOS program as intended. Also, students may have
transferred schools from year to year and DJS may not become awssethanges
for some time (Personal Communication 2010). As will be described below, only those
juveniles assigned to SOS and traditional probation and not simultaneously involved in
any other programs were included in this study sample.

Data from Maryland Department of Juvenile Services (DJS), the Marylatel St
Department of Education, and the Census Bureau will be used to evaluate the SOS
program and its effects on recidivism. The quantitative analysis will be @lessasl

through the lens of school officials and probation officers’ evaluation of the SOS
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program. This section will provide an overview of the data sources, measures, sample

selection and analytic approach.

Data Sources

This study gathered data from several sources of data: 1) Marylandistidept
of Juvenile Services (DJS) — demographic and criminal history data; 2) the Census
Bureau — community level data; 3) Maryland State Department of Education — school
level data; and 4) questionnaire responses from probation officers and school grincipal
Measures were collected from the first three sources and combined Eircstlaginalysis.
Since community level data was obtained by zip codes for areas surroundingpttie,sch
for the remainder of this analysis, community level variables will beregf¢o as school
level variables. The responses from the questionnaires were used to addtodhtext

guantitative results.

Maryland Department of Juvenile Services Data

DJS provided offense and probation data for youth assigned to traditional
probation and youth assigned to SOS between May 2002 and May 2007. The May 2007
cut off date was selected because juveniles assigned to probation in May 2007 would be
able to serve a one yéaentence, through May 2008, and allow for an additional year
follow up period (through May 2009). Juveniles’ subsequent contact with DJS will be

monitored for two years following the start of the initial probation sentence.

2 According to DJS officials (Personal Communicat&fi®9), the average length of sentence for juvenile
assigned to SOS and assigned to traditional prab&ione year.
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DJS provided data on juvenile probationers who attended SOS schools and
therefore participated in SOS, as well as juveniles who attended the controssaiabol
therefore were assigned to traditional probation. The files included data offetiseof
leading to the probation sentence of interest, the juvenile’s contact with D3$oghe
probation sentence, and any subsequent contacts after the probation. The selection of
treatment and control schools is described in more detail below.

The files from DJS included many of the individual variables of interest for the
juveniles. For each contact with DJS, files included a “Fake ID” nuintbete of birth,
age, gender, race, start date and end date of probation sentence, school name, county,
caseworker name, and age at time of offense. The records also contain data about the
offense leading to the probation sentence including the complaint date; the souece of th
complaint (law enforcement or citizen complaint); the offense date; thesaftype
(felony or misdemeanor); the adjudication date; the adjudicated offense; and the
adjudication decision. Information regarding out-of-home placements was alsoegor.

The control variables and outcome variables on the individual level were created from
these data files.

In addition to individual criminal offense data on juveniles attending SOS and
non-SOS schools, DJS also provided data to help calculate juvenile crime ragdisags w
implementation of the SOS probation program. To calculate juvenile crime, DJS
provided raw counts of the numbers of youth admitted though intake for felonies and
misdemeanors from 2002 — 2007 per zip code for the zip code areas surrounding each

school. This was used to creiteenile intake ratevariable described below. To assess

% In accordance with the MOU from DJS, and to protiee confidentiality of the juveniles, DJS persehn
created fake identification numbers for the juvesiin this study.
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implementation, DJS also provided caseload information for caseworkers included in the
study. For both SOS and non-SOS probation officers, DJS was able to provide a raw
count of the number of cases that probation officer had from 2002-2007. Finally, DJS
was able to provide an approximate cost estimate of one probation officer. Thisadata

used to conduct a cost benefit comparison of SOS to non-SOS program.

2000 Census Data

The second source of data comes from the U.S. Census Bureau. The census
conducts the official population census of the United States called the decennial census
Data is collected from every household in the U.S. every ten years, moshyrecére
year 2000 (“Censuses and Surveys - American FactFinder,” 2008) | colle@dtbdat
the American Fact Finder tool on the Census Bureau’s website

(http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_langbased on the zip code of the

schools selected in the study.

Zip code of the youth in the programs would have been a more precise measure of
the communities that the juveniles originate from. The zip codes of the schoels wer
selected in lieu of the zip code of the juveniles for two reasons. First DJSeddol
provide the zip codes of the sample of students provided for this evaluation. According
to DJS, zip codes in addition to demographic information (race, sex, date of birth), and
schools attended by the juveniles would have violated the memoranda of understanding
preventing evaluators from potentially obtaining identifying informati@to®d, this
evaluation is a school level evaluation. Review of the catchment areas of schools in
several counties included in this analysis revealed that, while not ettecdame, school

catchment areas closely mirrored postal zip code boundaries. This is ¢ tihat all
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juveniles who attend a high school live in that zip code. Juveniles may be bussed to a
different school than their local school to enroll in a special high school programsuc

a magnet program. Families may lie about their residence in order toteanotdhildren

in better schools. However, because DJS would not provide the zip code for the
individual juveniles, and school catchment areas closely mirror zip codes, the school’s
Zip code are used as a proxy for the neighborhood characteristics of the juveniles
included in the study.

The variables | collected for each zip code include: the percentage of female
headed households; median income; percentage of residents with a high school diploma
or higher; the population density; the percentage of renter occupied dwehiags; t
percentage of families that switched residences in the past yedregpertentage of
residents living below the poverty line. These variables were selected bpaatise
research has demonstrated that these variables are associated with ¢penmuai

rates.

Maryland State Report Card Data

The third source of data was the Maryland State Department of Education.
Several reports from the Maryland State Department of Education (MDSE& used as
sources of data. First, the data from the Maryland State Report Card weateco[This
is data compiled on an annual basis by MDSE. The goals of the report card are to provide
information on school performance, specifically how Maryland’s 24 school distrects a
progressing in meeting federal No Child Left Behind requirements (“2009Iduhak

Report Card,” 2009). In addition to standardized test scores, the Maryland State Repor
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Card also gathers data on the demographic characteristics of individual schools
throughout the state. The school characteristic | collected for this sicidge: school
enrollment, school attendance, percent of students who are African Ameieans, t
percentage of students who receive free or reduced lunch, and school dropout rate. Each
variable was collected for three years, 2005-2007.

One variable, school suspension rate, was not available on the Maryland State
Report Card (2009) but was available on the Maryland State Department of &ducati
website (http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/msde/). The DepartmemtuaiaEion
compiles yearly reports called “Suspensions, Expulsions, and Health Relatesidhs
Maryland Public Schools”. The reports contain statistics on In and Out of school
suspension for each school each year. From these documents, | collected the number of
suspension incidents per school from 2005-2007 and, using the school enroliment data

for the same years, calculated the average rate of suspensions for eath scho

Interview Data

In addition to the above data sources, | collected supplementary qualitative data
for this evaluation. | conducted in-person interviews with SOS probation officérs a
school principals in the spring of 2009. The purpose of the interviews was to gain
accounts and detailed information from individuals who are intimately involved in the
implementation of the program. | selected interview participants based on thei
geographic location, principals and officers in Prince Georges County. PrioogeGe
County was also the first county to implement the program and has the longest history of

collaboration with local high schools. A total of 18 interviews were completell, wit
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seven principals and 11 probation officers. | digitally recorded the interviedvs a
transcribed them. Principals’ and Probation officers’ responses will be usedfig cla

understand, and present possible explanations for the quantitative findings.

Measures

The variables in this analysis can be divided into three categories - outcome
variables, individual level predictor variables, and school level variables. Eaclsef the
categories will be discussed in detail below. Appendix A presents a summiagy of t
coding decision for each variable and Appendices B and C provide Pearson correlations

detaining the bivariate relationships among variables at the individual and scied®l le

Outcome Variables

| propose to examine the impact of the SOS probation program in reducing
recidivism when compared to traditional probation. In order to assess thisnstai, |
will examine seven outcome variables.

The original study design included an analysis of the seriousness ofiszitly
comparing new arrests to technical violations of probation. However sevaoasfied
to a change in this plan. First, DJS did not begin tracking violations of probationYintil F
2003 (Maryland Department of Juvenile Services Annual Statistical Report 2003), one
year after the beginning of data collection for the present study. Also, in 2004&he dat
management system for DJS was updated and this caused significant mis&iaglata
for about 4,000 intake cases that year (Maryland Department of Juvenile Sémiaeal
Statistical Report 2004). Additionally, there was no consistency acrossqgtiasdi

regarding how to enter data on technical violations (Personal Communication 2010).
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Some jurisdictions indicate a violation of probation by selecting the adjudicdted®f
as “Violation of Probation”, other jurisdictions insert an “N/A” in the adjudidaiffense
field to signify a violation of probation, and still other jurisdictions included thee tex
“VIOP” at the end of the complaint identification number. These differentodstfor
identifying violations were used at different points in the study period and leyatitf
jurisdictions. However, it was unclear which jurisdictions were using this metitbd a
impossible to isolate time periods. For all of these reasons, disentangloigretords
indicated a violation of probation proved to be very difficult. Since the intent of
including technical violations was to address the seriousness of a juvenildigisat|
the technical violation variable was replaced by other variables measwisgrtousness
of recidivism. These other variables are discussed below.

Recidivism— Previous recidivism studies have examined recidivism in various
ways: rearrest, reconviction, technical violations, length of time until state In this
study, recidivism will be measured multiple ways, first, as any subseguestduring
the first year after probation placemedte Year RecidivismOne year was reported as
the average length of sentence (Personal Communication 2009). Thus for thi©study,
Year Recidivismvill approximate a recidivism offense while the juvenile is under the
probation sentence. Second, recidivism will be measured as any arrest wotyeans
of probation placementwo Year RecidivismSince the average length of sentence is
one yearfwo year recidivisnwill allow observation for one year after the probation
sentence. Recidivism events will be coded similarly for these two vaiailere 1 =

new arrest during the specified time period or 0 = no new arrest.
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Seriousness of Recidivism OffersBrevious research has indicated that juveniles

under SBP sentences may tend to recidivate with less serious offensi®ibhen
traditional probation counterparts. To assess this outcome, | examined four additiona
variables that describe the type of offense that lead to a subsequent contadtSvith D
These variables are Recidivism Felonywhere 1 = the first offense after probation was
a felony offense or 0 if first offense was a misdemean®&e2)divism Violencevhere 1

= first offense after probation sentence included violence and 0 = first offitegise a
probation did not include violence Becidivism Drugwhere 1 = first offense after
probation included controlled substances and 0 = recidivism offense did not involve
controlled substances, Recidivism Schopivhere 1 = recidivism offense was
“Disturbing School Activities” and O = all other offenses. It was observed ahat sf

the recidivism records included the offense “Disturbing School Activities”. One
indicator of whether or not juveniles in SOS were involved in less serious forms of
recidivism would be if they were charged with offenses related to disturtiiogls
activities. These four contrasts as a whole are meant to measure sessamfsne
recidivism. These variables are measured so that only those recidivism tfeatsare
felonies, involve violence, drugs or school activities are coded as = 1. Juveniles who did
not recidivate were coded as a 0.

Time to recidivism-days to new arrestill also be an outcome variable. These

variables will be measured in days and observed for the probation sentence period (0-365
days) and the full two year follow up period (0-730 days). Previous evaluationgy@vietz
& Tobin-Fiore, 1997; Wooldredge, 1988) have found that juveniles involved in intensive

supervision programs spent more time in the community until a subsequent contact with
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the criminal justice system. Estimating the SOS program’s impact ortaeg&divism
will empirically test this hypothesis.

Placement One additional indication of the seriousness of recidivism is an out-
of-home placement. Youth who have been adjudicated, placed on probation or committed
to DJS custody by a judge may be eligible for an out-of-home placement. DJS
determines placement of juveniles based on a security risk assessmeneatrdentr
needs assessment. The results of the risk and needs assessments detetineinthevhe
youth can remain at home or whether residential placement is necessaha$d five-
level classification system for placements. These range from Iskdrevel |, an in-
home placement, to the highest risk, Level V, placement in a secure trettoiét
DJS has three types of treatment facilities: 1) non-secure — fadbtigouth with low to
medium risk security profiles; 2) residential treatment center — the#igies can be
secure or non-secure and they offer intensive psychiatric care and yericevith a
range of security profiles; and finally 3) secure treatment fi@sil- facilities for youth
with a broad range of emotional, behavioral and other needs whose profiles suggest a
high risk of re-offending, flight, or harm to themselves or others (DJS 2009).

For the purposes of the current analysis, out-of-home placement was defined as a
DJS disposition labeled “Committed to DJS/DJJ — Placement” occuftarglze initial
probation sentence that triggered the youth’s inclusion in the study within the 24 month
follow up period. If a juvenile has an out-of-home placement within the 24 month
follow up period as a result of recidivism, the variable will be coded 1 = out-of-home

placement, or 0 = no out-of-home placement. Metzger and Tobin-Fiore’s (1997)

* Missing data identifying which institutions thegeuth were placed into prevented a more specific
assessment of potential differences between namresand secure placements.
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evaluation indicated that juveniles placed on SBP were less likely to have arhaum®f
placement subsequent to recidivism.

In the data provided by DJS, 20% of youth in this sample had an out-of-home
placement within the follow up period. It is important to note that the majority ¢f thes
juveniles received a placement decision as the result of a subsequent offense while
already under probation supervision. Therefore, placement in a secure &acildynot
have influenced the dependent variables used in this study because only thefligst offe

following entry into the study is used to measure re-offending.

Individual Level Predictor Variables

Demographic Variables Variables describing the individual juveniles’

demographic characteristics were obtained from DJS records. Theseegainahlde
the juvenilesgender(Female = 0; Male = 1)ace (Binary variables for each race 1=
White, Black, Hispanic / Latino and Other, O for all elsge at current offense
(calculated from the date of birth).

Criminal History— DJS provided a full history of contacts for each juvenile. This

record included details of previous contacts, arrests and dispositions. Of particular
interest werege of onset calculated by subtracting date of first contact with DJS from
date of birthNumber of previous offensesded as number of previous contacts with
DJS. Felony criminal historycoded as a binary variable coded 1 = the individual had a
prior felony offense and O = all else. For the juveniles in the sample who did not have
any previous offenses before the current offense, the felony criminal hiartaile was

coded = 0.
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Current Offense- Type of offense leading to probation was used to control for

differences in the analysis of recidivism. Type of offense was mezhiuree ways. First

as a dichotomous indicatteglonywhere 1 = current offense was a felony offense and 0 =

all other offenses. Second, as a dichotomous indieati@ncewhere 1 = the current

offense involved violence and O = all other offenses. Third, as a dichotomous indicator of
drug use where 1 = current offense involved drugs and O = all other. In instances where a
juvenile was charged with multiple offenses in the same complaint, the most serious
offense was counted. For example, if a juvenile was charged with one felony and two
misdemeanor offenses, that juvenile would be coded 1 for felony. The same logic was

applied to the violence and drug variables.

School Level Variables

SOS Participatior Treatment and control schools differ in their participation in

the SOS program. SOS will be a binary variable where 1 = a school has an a&8ive SO
program and 0 = no SOS program in the school.

Community Juvenile Crime Juvenile intake ratewere also included as a control

variable. While community crime rates are highly correlated to owaffalhding,
juvenile intake rate as measured in this analysis is a more precise atidesereasure
of juvenile offending patterns in these zip codes. Official DJS intake data éslikely
to closely resemble juvenile offending patterns than the overall commuinity Kate.
Community level crime would include adult offending in addition to juvenile offending
patterns.

DJS provided raw counts of the number of juveniles admitted to DJS for felonies

and misdemeanors broken down by zip code for the study years. This data was received
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as an aggregate count of the number of juveniles that went through DJS intake from
2002-2007. To obtain thavenile intake ratethe number of juvenile intakes was
summed across offense type, felonies & misdemeanors. This total was thed bijvide
five, the number of years the data sparin&He result was then also divided by the
population counts for people under the age of 18 from the Census. This rate was then
multiplied by 1,000. The resultant variable represents an average avamnae intake

rate per zip code calculated for the years 2002-2007 per 1,000 juveniles.

Community Organization FacterThe community organization factor was

comprised of several variables including community level variables, schebl le

variables and thgivenile intake ratelescribed above. The zip code of each school was
used to obtain Census 2000 data on community characteZsttcresvere calculated

for median household income, population mobility, population density, education,
percent of female headed households, percent of renter occupied housing units, and
percent of the population below poverty. Population mobility was measured as the
percent of households that moved within the last year. Education was measured as the
percentage of the population who received a high school diploma. The average of these
standard scores (after reversing the direction of certain indicatassjised as one

method of matching schools (see discussion below for more detail on how scores were

calculated and utilized in this analysis).

® Juvenile intake data was provided by DJS as rawtsoof youth processed through intake in eachef t
zip code areas included in the study. In calcogathe juvenile intake rate variable, it was pdssior a
juvenile to be arrested for multiple offenses oftiple times in the same year. To address these
possibilities, the following decision rules werglgd to the counting 1) If a juvenile had one céeimt
with multiple charges including felonies and mis@éamors, that juvenile was only counted once urtaer t
felony category. 2) If a juvenile went throughaké several times in a year, but each time foffardnt
complaint, than each of those complaints agairsjubenile was counted separately in calculatirg th
juvenile intake rate.
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Several school level characteristics were also collected. Theadenatal
enrollment -average number of students enrolled per year from 2005-a@eidance —
average proportion of students attending daily from 2005-3@¢gntage of African
Americans -average proportion of the student body that was African American;
percentage of students receivinge and reduced lunchaverage proportion of students
receiving free or reduced lunch averaged from 2005-2007; percentage of students that
drop ouf — proportion of students that dropped out of the school during that academic
year averaged from 2005 - 2Q@hnd thesuspension rata each school — the rate of
students suspended during the school year proportional to the enrollment for that year
averaged from 2005-2007. Each of these variables was collected from the Maryland
State Report Card (2009), except for sclsuspension rateSchool suspension data was
collected from the Maryland Department of Education website. This rate leaktad
using total number of suspensions and the total enrollment for the school for each year
between 2005 and 2007.

Many of the school level variables are highly correlated (See AppendixhHeseT
relationships may present issues of multicollinearity in subsequent @ddyaian The
percentage diemale headed householdsedian incomgpercentage of the population
with high school diplomagopulation densitypoverty average school enrollment
percentage of the school receiving free or reduced lunch, average pert¢edéonfsswho
are African Americanaverage school attendangavenile intake ratand average

school dropoutre all significantly correlated with each other. Many of the coroalst

® Drop out represents the percentage of studenppig out of school in grades 9 through 12 in glsin
year. The number and percentages of students alve Echool for any reason, except death, before
graduation or completion of a Maryland approvedoadional program and who are not known to enroll in
another school or state-approved program duringthent school year. The rate is representatitbef
four year graduation rate of students who startgl school the previous year.
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range from .6 to .8. Including too many variables in the analysis might have a
detrimental effect on the model estimation and because so many of the sciabi¢sar
and community variables were correlated to each other, | conducted a faffsisana
an attempt to reduce the number of these variables. All of the school level griable
community level variables and juvenile intake rate were included in the cadoutdtine
factor score. Factor analysis with a Varimax rotation demonstrated disabifithe
variables loaded on one component. Factor loadings for this component are presented in
Appendix D. The variables listed above seem to repressrhmunity level social
organizationvariable. The larger the factor score, the more socially organized the
community surrounding the school. The only school level variable that did not load on
this factor was theuspension rateThe subsequent analyses were estimated with the
community organization factor scoif®m the factor analysis and averagspension
rate in the level two models.

Table 1 shows descriptive data for all study variables for the sample to be
described shortly. Appendix B shows correlations among the individual level variables

and Appendix C shows correlations among the school level variables.

Qualitative Data

DJS supplied the names and contact information of current SOS program
probation officers in Prince George’s County, Anne Arundel County, St. Mary’s County,
Charles County, Calvert County and Baltimore City. Probation officer patimipaas
solicited through a letter written by research staff. The letterdigaisbuted to probation
officers through their DJS regional supervisors. These letters weyevdaollup with

phone calls from the research staff to solicit participation. Attempts totsoli



60

participation from probation officers ceased after the third attemptesrthé participant
declined to be interviewed.

Contact information for 35 school principals and administrators was obtained
from the individual schools’ websites. A letter was mailed to each principal dodéddl
up with phone calls from the author. Attempts to interview administrators alsalcease
after the third failed attempt. This provided a sample of 11 probation offmetsseven
principals who participated in the interviews.

These probation officers and principals were administered an in-person, serirstt
interview, with both open ended and closed ended questions. The survey developed for
this evaluation was adapted from Torbet et al's (2001) questionnaire for Peniasylva
SBP program Appendix F and G present the interview instruments used for probation
officers and principals respectively. A total of 18 probation officers and prascypére
interviewed between January 2009 and April 2009. These interviews were digitally
recorded and transcribed. Probation officer and principal responses will sénecbasis

for assessing implementation of the SOS program.

All participants were interviewed by the author in order to ensure consisiadcy
reliability. All closed ended responses were recorded by the author andraieinge
were digitally recorded. During transcription of interviews written respongere
verified for accuracy.

Items included in the survey were questions not addressed from other data
sources. Probation officers were asked about their caseload, their perceinseda &8P

officer compared to how others’ might view them, their duties and responssbititesr

" Two of the probation officers who participated @eupervisors and no longer maintained a current
caseload of juveniles. Their interviews mirroreteimiews of the remaining nine probation officexsept
they were not asked about the composition of tteseloads.
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satisfaction with the position, how effective they perceived the program to fieatirs
positive change in the lives of probationer, and how they felt their presence afifiected t
overall school climate. In addition they were asked their opinions on the strengths and
weaknesses of the SOS program.

Principals were asked similar questions. They were queried on their knowledge of
the SOS program, their working relationship with the probation officer, theirgience
of the probation officers roles and responsibilities, their satisfaction withrtiggam in
achieving positive changes with the juveniles they supervised and their opinion on the
strengths and weaknesses of the program.

This qualitative data are used to supplement the quantitative analysis a®d asse
the implementation of the SOS program. | was not able to obtain direct measutss of S
implementation. Because principals and probation officers work directlyetutxthe
program, their insights may illuminate other factors impacting the prégram

effectiveness that are not readily apparent with the data on hand.

Selection of Schools

| obtained a list of all schools in the state with the SOS prdfirmm DJS. There
are 103 high schools and middle schools designated as SOS schools. For this evaluation,
the treatment sample was limited to high schools because the number of middle schools

with the program was comparatively small

8 This list was current from DJS as of March 2008.
° Of the 103 schools with the SOS program, 86 wigk schools, 11 were middle schools and six were
combination high schools and middle schools.
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The treatment group of high schowlith the SOS program was selected based on
their geographic location. Prior to 2007, DJS divided the state into five geographic
regions’, Areas I-V. Area V contained Prince George’s County, Calvert County, Charles
County, Anne Arundel County and St. Mary’s County. Area V had the largest
concentration of schools with SOS since the program originated in Prince George’s
County. Schools with SOS in Area V counties were selected for inclusion into thetcurre
research as the treatment schools. However, since the majority of schoa i had
the SOS program there was a dearth of high schools without the program that would
make suitable control schools. As a result, it was a necessary to seledtsgols
from Area V as well as from counties other than those included in Area V.

To obtain a control sample, the communities surrounding Area V SOS schools
were compared to communities surrounding high schools that did not have SOS. Schools
in areas surrounding SOS schools in Area V were considered as were schools in
Baltimore City because the schools in Baltimore City had demograpdmaathristics the
most similar to those from the Area V schools.

There were 109 total high schools from Area V and Baltimore City. Of those
schools, 24 were special education schools or alternative high schools. Thirteen schools
were combination high school and middle schools. Three schools were newer schools
that opened after May 1, 2002. Two schools closed in 2005. All of these were excluded

from the analysis, resulting in a total of 67 schools to choose from for comparison

10| egislation passed in 2007 SB 359 required DJ$etiver services on a regional basis while
incorporating residential and community function®ithe regions. Regionalization and Decentralirati
allows each region to independently manage itdces\and resources customized by the need of the
region. This regionalization resulted in 6 newlyfigured regions — Baltimore Region (Baltimore ity
Central Region (Baltimore, Carroll, Harford and Hod Counties); Metro Region (Montgomery and
Prince George’s Counties); Southern Region (Annendel, Calvert, Charles and St. Mary’s Counties);
Western Region (Allegany, Frederick, Garrett, anaistWngton Counties); and Eastern Region (Caroline,
Cecil, Dorchester, Kent, Queen Anne’s, SomersdhofawWicomico, and Worcester Counties).
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purposes. Thirty-six of these were schools with the SOS program in Area V ande31 wer
schools without the program.

To further narrow down the schools, DJS provided a list of juveniles who
participated in SOS between May 2002 and May 2007. The file contained identification
numbers, the name of the school the juvenile attended, the name of the probation officer
and the dates they began and ended SOS. This list was analyzed to determine the number
of subjects per school who participated in the treatment program. In order to avoid
estimation errors resulting from a small number of cases within each schoak(Mor
1995), we wished to avoid schools in which the number of juveniles on probation was
lower than 20. Based on this examination, four of the 36 treatment schools were dropped
due to insufficient numbers of juveniles assigned to SOS in that school.

A similar process was used to confirm that a sufficient number of control
juveniles would be available for analysis. DJS provided a list of juveniles who were
assigned to traditional probation and attended the schools located in Area V and
Baltimore City that did not have SOS. This list was quite large for sevesain®aln
Maryland, there are other programs that juveniles in traditional probation may be
assigned to in lieu of SOS. These alternatives include the Violence Preverttadivéni
(VPI1), Female Intervention Team (FIT), C-SAFE, intensive aftercanaces, waiver to
adult court, and mental health treatment. Such juveniles were excluded flosmoinen
both treatment and control samples. According to DJS youths in these programs would
not be eligible to participate in SOS at the same time, even if they att@/@@8 school.

Also, the treatment effects of these other programs may mask eff&DS.
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The remaining list of juveniles was then analyzed to determine the number of
probation cases per school. Non-SOS schools with fewer than 20 cases were excluded
from the analysis. Of the 31 non-SOS schools, 11 had fewer than the 20 required cases
during the study period. This resulted in 20 possible control schools for matching
purposes. Because the design called for comparing SOS schools with control sthools, a
of the eligible control schools were selected for inclusion in the study. énthehere
were 52 schools eligible for inclusion in this study, 32 treatment schools and 20 control
schools. All but one of the 32 treatment schools was located in Area V. Six of the 20
control schools were located in Area V and the remaining 14 were located indsaltim

City.

Identifying Comparable Schools

The next step was to identify SOS schools that were closely comparable to the
available control schools. Using the zip code of the school and the previously collected
Census 2000 variables, | created a data table including the community level Census
variables for the eligible 52 schools in Area V and Baltimore City.

The values of these variables were on different scales (e.g. some in percentages
and others in dollars), and were in different directions. This made direct cempari
difficult. In order to compare variables to one another, | standardized eastsCe
variable. First, to deal with the fact that different variables were codéidferent
directions, | reversed the direction of populatmability, renter occupied housing
population densitypercentage of female headed housefjalknile intake rateand

percentage of families below tpevertyline by multiplying each by “-1”.
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Then by subtracting the variable mean from individual raw scores on each
variable and dividing by the standard deviation, | obtained norn&alSmoredor each
variable. The& Scoreswvere then averaged across the variables to cre#eanage Z
Scorefor each school. Schools with the SOS program were then initially matched with
control schools based primarily on thawerage Z scoregSee Appendix Dfor a list of
eligible schools and theikverage Z Scorgs

However, it became clear that tAeerage Z scorgesvhile incorporating Census
2000 variables describing the community, did not account for characteristics of the
schools that might be related to study outcomes. In order to refine the matches and
choose among control schools with very simiaerage Z score®ther variables were
collected for each school. The following additional variables were obtaioedtire
Maryland State Department of Education’s State Report'€fmdthree years (2005-
2007): total enrollment, attendance rate, drop out rate, percentage of African America
Students, and percentage of students receiving free and reduced lunch. Suspension rates
were also collected from Maryland State Department of Education & ylears 2005-
2007. Each of these variables was averaged across the three years to prodexagan av
enrollment, average attendance, average drop out rate, average percantAfrarican
students, average percent of students receiving reduced and free lunch, and average
suspension rate.

The original matches were made using onlyAkerage Z scored hen, using the
school level variables, those matches were refined, especially in casesevkeal

potential treatment schools had simikaserage Z scoreas a control school. From the

M The additional school data was collected from wedsite http://www.mdreportcard.org/in July 2008.
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list of 52 eligible schools, 32 treatment and 20 control, the matching process and

refinement of matches resulted in a list of 20 pairs of treatment and controlsschool

Validity of the Matches

To assess the quality of the matching procedure described above a paired sample
t-tests comparing the treatment and control groups was performed. This anaby/sis
compared on botAverage Z Scoresnd school variables. School means for the
individual-level variables used in the analysis by condition are presented inZTaide
results of the mean comparison are shown in Table 3 and discussetfbelow

Table 3 shows that thverage Z score®r the SOS schools and control schools
were not significantly different. However, several differences irchiagacteristics that
made up théverage Z-scorenerit discussion. The control group consisted of schools
that came from more densely populated communities than the treatment schodth and w
a significantly higher transient populations and a higher percentage of faliwilig
below poverty. Since 14 of the 20 control schools are in Baltimore City, the sigtlifica
different population densities, population mobility and percentage families belowypove
level can be explained as a result of the geographic sampling strateggrusieining
control schools. I will explicitly control for these community level cheastics in the
models presented below.

The treatment and control groups also differegueenile crime ratesariable.

Recall this variable was added in an attempt to capture community level juvenile

12 propensity score matching would have been usefuhfitching treatment and control schools if adarg
number of variables were available on a large nurabschools. | could have calculated a propersityre
and selected treatment and control schools witllagipropensity scores. The small number of schaots
limited information available on the schools makie approach less useful. | did calculate propgnsit
scores, but there was little overlap in propensityres for treatment and control schools probabbabse
several of the control variables were very difféfen treatment and control schools. The propgnsit
scores were therefore not useful for identifyinghparable treatment and control schools.
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offending behavior. The control schools have a significantly higher average juvenile
crime rate. Once again, this may be a reflection of the selection of controlsschasl
possible that police policies and juvenile offending behavior differ significantiyeles
Prince George’s County and Baltimore City resulting in the difference imijevatake
rates.

Three school variables also demonstrated significant differences betwee
treatment and control schools. First, comparison schools had a significantgrsmal
average enrollment size than the treatment schools. This difference imemtaize
might be attributable to the Baltimore City Public Schools System'’s r&sfatm
Initiative (Smerdon & Cohen, 2007). This initiative broke up all nine large
comprehensive schools into smaller neighborhood schools sharing the same campus.
Each neighborhood school had its own faculty, staff, school colors etc. However, the
smaller schools would continue to share the same campus as their comprelcbosive s
predecessors. The aim of creating neighborhood schools was to provide a smaller
learning environment. By 2006 BCPS went from nine comprehensive schools down to
five and increased the number of smaller neighborhood schools from four to 13 (Smerdon
& Cohen, 2007).

School size is a factor that is often hypothesized to have an impact on school
climate, organizational structure, school discipline, student victimization, ademac
performance. However, the relationship between school size and crime rencdess.

A recent report by Cook et al. (2009), reviewed 15 studies that examined school size and
problem behavior. Of the 15 reports, only one found a positive association between

school size and misbehavior. They then go on to reanalyze data from the School Survey
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on Crime and Safety to assess how school size relates to crime. When controlling for
school location and school level, they demonstrate that school size is not sidgificant
related to school crime (Cook, Denise C. Gottfredson, & Na, 2009). While the school
enrollment variable differs across treatment and control groups, therkeis\ittence to
indicate that school enrollment will have an impact on recidivism. Nevertheless, |
control for school enrollment during the data analysis.

The second school variable that demonstrated a significant difference between the
treatment and control group was the average suspension rate variable. Tredtowst sc
had an average suspension rate of .44 compared to .25 for control schools. This may be
occurring for a couple of reasons. Perhaps SOS is being placed in schoolsri@eare
punitive and have a zero tolerance policy for misbehavior. More punitive principals may
request the SOS program in their schools as an added threat of punishment to students.
Or perhaps the students in treatment schools are more likely to misbehalleomtnol
for school suspension during the data analysis.

Finally, the treatment and control schools differed significantly in tle@adénce
rates. The SOS sample schools had average attendance of 89% compared to 85% of the
control sample. Once again, this may be an artifact of the selection procesgrfur con
schools. Since several of the matched control schools were in Baltimoréh€jtynay
have more difficulty in getting students to attend school regularly.

At the end of this selection and verification process, this study sample contained a
total of 1,757 juveniles. All students who were assigned to SOS and attended the 40
selected treatment and control schools between May 2002 and May 2007 were included

in the analysis. This sample consisted of N = 625 SOS youth and 1,135 control youth.
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Data Analysis Strategy

As noted above, this evaluation is a non-equivalent control quasi-experiment
comparing juveniles in SOS with a sample of juveniles on traditional probation. These
data are nested. The juveniles are the lowest level of analysis. Becausertheglected
based on the high schools they attended, the juveniles attending the same schools share
similar characteristics. These individual youths are nested within theiolsc Statistical
analysis of nested data can be misinterpreted if the hierarchical strofctheedata is
neglected. Simple linear regression and multiple regression modeling techaiigue
inadequate to account for hierarchical data without losing important informagen (S
discussion below and Raudenbush & Bryk, 2001).

One traditional way to make statistical inferences is linear regnesBor this
evaluation, simple linear regression was inappropriate because the data tinaate
underlying assumptions of linear regression. One assumption of ordinary leass squa
(OLS) models is the independence of observations. When individuals are drawn from any
institution such as a business or a school, the individuals will be more homogeneous than
if they were randomly drawn from the population at large. For example, individuals i
schools will share characteristics such as school climate, extra crrnesburces,
teachers, principals, guidance counselors etc. Observations based on thekeladi
are not independent of one another thus violating the independence of observations
assumption of OLS (Guo & Zhoa, 2000; S. W. Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).

Also, there is the difficulty of dealing with cross-level data. In OLS, when

researchers want to investigate how environmental variables affect indigiduaames,
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researchers often bring the higher level variables down to the individuabievel

assigning environmental observations to each individual. This again violates the
independence of observations assumption because the values for cases withimoehch sc
are the same (Osborne 2000; Guo & Zhoa 2000). When observations are clustered, and
this structure of the data is ignored the traditional linear regression nundigsestimate

the standard errors (Guo& Zhao 2000). In this context multilevel modeling provides
corrected standard errors, confidence intervals and significance tests.

Finally, the dependent variables in this analysis are binary dependent wariable
and thus not normally distributed. Hierarchical logistic regression modéleniksed in
this study to account for the clustering of cases within schools and the binangeiepe
measure. Hierarchical models use separate regression equations to modierdre dif
levels of the analysis, level-1 (students) and level-2 (schools). The vaaissmaated
with the school and the variance associated with the student can be separated for the
intercept and slope parameters (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). By estimating the two
equations separately, variances and standard errors will be more pretiseoré
precise standard errors and more accurate confidence intervals, theafrianogectly
rejecting the null hypotheses was reduced.

Survival analysis was utilized to analyze the timing of the arrests. Theagues
of interest was whether juveniles in schools with the SOS program had a longdr peri
before re-offending when compared to their counterparts on traditional proabBtis
time variable may have significant right censoring given that some jusemilenever
re-offend and some will re-offend after the two year observation period. Survilgdiana

techniques can model the hazard, or the likelihood of recidivism, at a point in time, given
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that recidivism has not occurred before. Cox regression proportional hazard modeling
predicts the odds of the hazard based on covariates. It is the least redtazavd

regression model because it makes no assumptions about the underlying survival
distribution. Cox regression was used to analyze the timing of recidivism. Gess®n
procedures do not provide a straightforward method to handle nested data. To control for
the hierarchical nature of school level data, | included a cluster commandSTATA

to adjust the standard errors for intragroup correlation at the school level. Aka@achec

the adequacy of the cluster command for handling the nested data in the survivad,analysi
| ran the logistic regression models using the level-2 covariates (individilais w

schools) with the cluster command with STATA. | will compare the resuwlts this

analysis to those obtained using the hierarchical linear modeling described above.

The present study conducts these statistical analyses in severaliss¢pis. F
estimate a multilevel model to predict treatment effectsmeryear recidivism, two year
recidivism, recidivism felony, recidivism violence, recidivism druggdrgsm schooblnd
placementhypotheses 1, 2 and 3). Finally, survival analysis was conducted to test for a
treatment effect on the timing of recidivism using Cox regression and ardastenand
in STATA. To assess the effectiveness of the clustered Cox regression in hémalling
nested nature of school level data, | estimated a clustered logisgss®g and compare
those results to the hierarchical model (hypothesis 4). Each hypothesis and tlee mode
associated with that hypothesis will be discussed below.

Hypothesis 1 through 3

Recall the hypotheses:

1. Students in SOS will be less likely to recidivate than students on
traditional probation.
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2. Students in SOS have less serious forms of recidivism compared
to students on traditional probation.

3. Juveniles on tradition probation will be more likely to have an
out-of-home placement than juveniles in SOS.

These hypotheses were analyzed usingtigeyear recidivism, two year recidivism,
recidivism felony, recidivism violence, recidivism drug, recidivism sdcadplacement
outcome variables. Students in SOS are expected to have lower rates ofesevioaver
rates of out-of-home placement and lower rates of recidivism offendedimgfelonies,
violence, drugs but higher rates of school infractions than students on traditional
probation.

Table 4 shows the equations to be estimated. For each dependent variable,
Equation 3.1 represents the sampling model and calculates the probaleéthof
outcome for studentin schoolj. Because all the outcomes were binomial variables, the
logit link function was needed in Equation 3.2 to produce the log odds of angeyear
recidivism, two year recidivism, recidivism felony, recidivism wicde recidivism drug,
recidivism schooandplacement.Equation 3.3 represents the individual level of analysis
examining the log odds of each outcome given juveniieschoolj controlling for
relevant level-1 variables. In each of the models presented in the restidis,deevel-1
variables that will be controlled for includeice, gender age at current offensage of
onset number of previous offensdslony criminal historycurrent offense felony

current offense violencandcurrent offense drugs
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For ease of interpretation, one additional step will be taken. In Equation 3.3
(X, — X,) was selected as the location for X variables. The meaning of the intercept

in the level-1 model depends on the location of the level-1 predictor variables
(Raudenbush & Byrk 2002). In the simple model of HLM, the meaning of the intercept is
the expected outcome for a student who has a value set to;0 ®heXe are instances
where a value of 0 onjpcannot be meaningfully interpreted. It is often more meaningful
to center the variable X on the grand mean. When grand mean centering iseentipdoy
interpretation of the intercefg; is the expected outcome for juvenil@ schoolj whose
value on variable X is equal to the average of X (Raudenbush & Byrk 2002). This
centering will ease with interpreting the model such that the intercepseayis the

school average for each outcome after adjusting for the predictor variBiideslopes for
these control variables will be fixed to be the same across schools. This means, for
example, that the effect of the juvenile’s race will be the same in one schoisl ias
another school.

The level-2 model uses the intercdfyf, which represents the expected school
average outcome after adjusting for the level-1 predictor variables. In HieMevel-2
analysis is where school level explanatory variables are included in the indted.
analysis, school level explanatory variables inclu8€&& participationcommunity
social organizatiorandaverage suspension rat€his level-2 analysis is represented by
Equation 3.5.Note that the independent variable of interest in this study is a level-2
variable,SOS participation

In summary, the three hypotheses regarding SOS juveniles likelihood of

recidivism when compared to students on traditional probation will be evaluated based on
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seven dependent variablesie year recidivism, two year recidivism, out of-home
placement, recidivism felony, recidivism violence, recidivism drug andivessh school
Using the HLM model | will estimate these outcome variables contrdiingelevant

individual level and school level variables.

Hypothesis 4
The fourth hypothesis requires a different analytical strategy.
4. Students in SOS will have more time in the community until
recidivism than those in traditional probation
Days to recidivisnwill be used to assess this hypothesis. This variable will be measured
in days from the date of the beginning of probation through the date of a new arrest for
those that recidivate, or through the end of the 24 month follow up period. Previous
research (DeJong, 1997; Hepburn & Albonetti, 1994; Schmidt & Witte, 1989) has
utilized survival analysis for modeling time until recidivism. Cox regogs& one of the
most popular methods of estimating the effects of covariates for timingidivism.
The dependent variable in Cox regression is the hazard or instantaneous
likelihood of an event occurring on daySincedays to recidivismvill be measured in
days, this analysis utilized a continuous survival analysis strategy. Thetproglor
hazard models experience the same independence of observations violations that OLS
suffers from when analyzing nested data. The outcome variables in hypothesiaa4 have
multilevel structure and are dynamic. Survival models alone do not control for group

level contextual characteristics (Barber et al., 2000). For this reas@uli¢ted the odds



75

of recidivism using a Cox proportional hazard model with a STATA cluster command
using the equations in Table 5

In survival analysis, | can control for observable factors correlated with the
outcome of interest. But it is problematic to control for unobserved variation tilabis
correlated with recidivism. Failure to account for unobserved variance in theeennor t
will lead to biased estimates of standard errors and can also lead t@asrorferences
(Fischer, 2005). Using the cluster command, | can set the number of clusters tolbe equa
to the number of schools. This clustering procedure can estimate the worrela&rrors
for individuals within a school and produce a biased, but consistent estimate of the
standard errors. Variances between individuals in different clustersremzorrelated
(Fischer, 2005).

In this analysisgender, race, age of onset, number of previous offenses,
seriousness of previous offense, and type of current offe@seeated as individual
control variablesSOS, school enrollment, attendance rate, percentage of African
American students, percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch, school
dropout rate, community level juvenile criiedAverage Z-scorare school level
variables assigned to each individual in the school.

Using the clustered Cox regression hazard model represented by Equations 3.7, |
will compare the hazard of the timing of nelays to recidivisnfior juveniles in SOS to
juveniles on traditional probation.

In summary, | use several strategies to analyze the data 1) HLM modaeling t
determine the probability @ne year recidivism, two year recidivism, recidivism felony,

recidivism violence, recidivism drug and recidivism sch2pkILM modeling to
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determine the probability gflacementgor SOS schools versus non-SOS schools, 3) Cox
regression proportional hazard modeling with a STATA cluster command to detefm

participation in SOS has an impact on the timindayfs to recidivism.
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Chapter 4: Results

As described above, the empirical examinations of SBP programs is sbané. T
are few studies that attempt to assess the impact of SBP programs usitgy@hulti
modeling methods to account for the nested nature of school based data. The goal of this
study is to address this gap in the literature and determine if the SOS program has
effect on recidivism, seriousness of recidivism and the timing of recidivisgt. Fi
descriptive statistics are discussed for the variables of interest. Tean,differences
between the treatment and control group are assessed. Next, hierarchicaiditelarof
recidivism, placement, and seriousness of recidivism are estimated. Foalyal

analysis is conducted to assess whether the program affects the timengliwism.

Descriptive Findings

Table 1 examines descriptive statistics for outcome, individual level, schebl le
and community level predictor variables. Recall the sample size (N = 1,758 Wwhap
students were in the control group compared to 625 in the SOS sample. Examination of
the dependent variables demonstrates that 21% of the total sample wasectaitbst
the first year and 38% were rearrested within two years of the starirgbithieation
sentence. For those who recidivated, the average time length to a newasr84i
days. About 20% of the total sample was subject to an out-of-home placement after the
current offense selected in this study. When examining the kinds of offenseadhiat le
subsequent contact with DJS, 29% were felonies, 20% involved a violent offense, and

29% involved drugs.
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From the demographic characteristics, we see that the majority @fntipdesare
males, 84%, African American, 78%, and were about 15.5 years of age at thettie of
offense that triggered their inclusion in the study. The sample also has hglaiver
criminal histories. The average number of previous offenses was less thandooelya
about 20% of the sample had previous offenses that were felonies. According to the
characteristics of the current offense that triggered their probatiomsen&bout half of
the sample was adjudicated for felonies, 23% for offenses that involved violence and
26% for charges that involve drugs.

Examination of the school and community level variables demonstrates that the
average school size was 1,551 students. Average percent of black students in the schools
was 66%. These schools had some discipline issues as demonstrated by the average
suspension rate of the schools. The total sample had an average of 34 suspensions per
100 students. Looking at the community level variables, the median income across the
sample was $48,637, and percent of residents with high school diplomas was 79%. The
communities experienced relatively high population mobility (35%), high population
densities (5,494.25 per square mile), high numbers of renter occupied housing units
(35%) and high juvenile intake rates (49.88 per 1,000 youth below 18 years old).

As this study is examining the differences between two groups of individuals
based on their school attendance and participation in the SOS program, it is intportant
examine how these groups may differ at the outset of this analysis. To detelratherw
or not there were significant differences between the groups, | conductedgaaneles

t-tests (See Table 3).
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Since this study is a school level analysis, it is important to comparehbels
in order to observe differences at the school level. Recall that Table 3 smamthe
findings of the paired sample t-test analysis. Several variables \garkcsintly different
between treatment and comparison groppgulation mobility population density
proportion of families beloyoverty juvenile intake ratdy zip code, average school
enrollment averagattendanceand averagsuspension rate

As evidenced in Table 2, the SOS group and the non-SOS schools differ on a
number of aggregate individual level variables as well. The groups differtde on
outcome variables of interest. SOS schools had a smaller average propadstioryear
recidivism .33 compared to .42 for the non-SOS schools. When examining the
seriousness of recidivism offense variables, the groups also differ. Compdrechtm+
SOS controls, SOS schools had significantly smaller proportion of recidiviemsef
that involved felonies (SOS = .19, non-SOS = .33) and drugs (SOS = .17, non-SOS =
.33), p<.001. However, SOS schools did have larger proportions on two of the indicators
of seriousness of recidivism offenses. SOS schools had larger averagéiqmayor
recidivism offenses that involved violence (SOS = .24, non-SOS = .18) and larger
average proportion of recidivism offenses that involved disrupting school activid&s (S
=.07, non-SOS = .02).

The two groups differ on several demographic and criminal history variables
including race. SOS has proportionally fewer African Americans and more Y\lhite-
Hispanic students. The SOS sample also appears to have significantly fewaurgprevi

offenses than the comparison group, .3 previous offenses compared to .93 respectively.
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The comparison group was more likely to have committed felonies and drug ofisnses
the current offense that triggered their inclusion in the study

This study employed a method to find matched treatment and control groups. As
discussed above, schools were matched bas@aenage Z scoresHowever, all of the
SOS schools were located in one of the DJS geographic areas and because not enough
non-SOS schools were available in this area, | had to choose control schools from
Baltimore City. This necessary decision resulted in non-equivalencies a@aisnent
and control schools. The two samples differ on several important individual level
variables includinghumber of previous offensagpes of offenses that brought them into
contact with DJS andhce of sample participants. The samples also differ significantly
on school level characteristics includipgpulation mobility population densitythe
proportion of families beloywoverty juvenile intake rateaverage scho@anroliment
averageattendanceand averagschool suspension rate

This raises the possibility that the differences observed on the outcomes of
interest may not be due to SOS participation but to these pre-existing grovgndife
Note, however, that the observed differences indicated that students in tisel®0B
were less at-risk of recidivism. That is, the pre-existing differendeseba the groups
suggest that students in the SOS schools would have lower recidivism rates when
compared to the non-SOS schools. These differences then would have been a plausible
alternative explanation for a finding that the SOS participation was iseymify related
to lower recidivism on the outcome variables compared the control schools. However,
they do not explain null findings since the treatment group was less at risk than the

control group.
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Individual HLM Models of Recidivism

Before using HLM to estimate individual level models of recidivism, it is
important to estimate the fully unconditional model. The fully unconditional model
includes each dependent variable and the intercept. This intercept-only model helps
determine how much variance in each dependent variable exists between amd withi
schools. Table 6 summarizes the findings from the fully unconditional model &stisna
on the seven outcome variables used in this analysis. According to the analysis, ther
significant variance between schools for six of the seven outcome variables. The only
variable with no significant between-school variance is whether or not aviscidi
offense involved violence. Since there is no between-school variance in the
unconditional model, it will be excluded from future analysis because the eaoiabl
interest,SOS participationa school level variable, cannot explain variance in the
outcome.

HLM also has the advantage of allowing the effects of variables to difigeeet
schools by estimating random slope models. To test whether fixed effeatslonr
slope model would fit this data better, | estimated models with random slapes att
of the level-1 covariates. The results of these estimates are in Table Tablehshows
that none of the variance components estimated by the random effects welesignif
when they were allowed to vary across schools for any of the six outcome \sariable

For this reason, fixed effects models were used for the remainder of thgsesanal

13| checked the random effects models two differemys. First | added all the individual level coaeis
in and allowed all of them to vary across schoskcond, | added the covariates in the model ondiate
and allowed it to vary across schools. Both meshm@sented the same results.
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Table 8 presents results for the fixed effects HLM models examining individua
level influences on ongear recidivismtwo year recidivismplacementrecidivism
offense includindgelony, anddrugs These models correct for correlated error terms
among juveniles in the same school. One additional outcome was excluded from Table 8
and all subsequent tables. There was not sufficient school level variation in the
recidivism school variable. Only 31 of the 1,757 total sample’s recidivism offense
involved disturbing school activities. These 31 disturbing school activities offenses
came from 19 different schools and most of those schools had one juvenile with this type
of offense as their recidivism offense. For these reasons it will hedexicfrom further
analysis as well.

Analyzing the results of the HLM level 1 models, several covariates afagpear
have a significant effect on the outcome variables. Two variables did cagrtiyi
increase the odds of recidivating within the first yege at current offensandcurrent
offense drugsignificantly increased the odds of recidivating within the first yefahel
current offense involved drugs, the juvenile was 40% more likely to recidivdtm wite
year.

The results for thewo year recidivisnmodel differ slightly than thene year
recidivismmodel. While theurrent offense druggariable remains significant,
additional variables significantly increase the oddisvaf year recidivism Gender is
significantly related to increased oddswb year recidivismmales have a 67%
increased odds of recidivating in two years compared to females. The number of previous

offenses significantly increases the oddsnad year recidivismOne variable was
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negatively related to this outcome variable. Higpanic / Latinoethnicity variable is
significantly decreased the likelihood of a juvenile recidivating within tvars/e

Out-of-home Placement was another outcome variable of interest examined in thi
study. Recall that hypothesis 3 postulated that juveniles on traditional probdtiba wi
more likely to have an out-of-home placement than juveniles in SOS. According to the
HLM model,age at current offensgender andnumber of previous offensess
significantly related to the odds of ant-of-home placemestbsequent to the current
probation sentence. In addition, youth whoggent offense involved violenbad a
24% increased odds of an out-of-home placement after the current offense.

The two remaining outcome variablesgidivism felonyandrecidivism drug
were analyzed in order to look at the seriousness of recidivism offenses. | Severa
predictor variables were significantly related to the seriousness ditevism offense.
Demographic variables suchrase age at current offensendgenderwere significantly
related to whether the recidivism offense involvddlanyor involveddrugs

Similar to previous recidivism research, several of the individual level control
variables were significantly related to both the odds of recidivism and alsoftype
recidivism on the individual level. These variables include, gender, race, age, and
criminal history characteristics.

| next checked to see whether controlling for these individual level covariates
explained much of the between school variation in the dependent variablestoRle¢er
bottom of Table 8 to see the estimated between school variance of each niotmleli
1 fixed effects. Only three of the seven outcome variables have significaeebetw

school variation remaining in the dependent variable in these level 1 models afbes
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two year recidivisnrecidivism felonyandrecidivism drug Further analysis on these
outcome variables was conducted and described below. The other outcome variables,
one year recidivispout-of-home placemertave no remaining significant between
school variation. As noted at the bottom of Table 8, the between school variance
components was explained by the individual level covariates included in the models.
This means there is no longer any significant variance between schoolayhag m
attributed to the school’s participation in SOS program. For these reasons, furthe
analysis will only examine the three outcome variables with remainingisagrtif

variation in the outcome variable that maybe explained by school level vatfables

School Level Models of Recidivism

Recall from the individual level HLM analysis described above, three outcome
variables had significant between-school variance remaining to beresgkter
accounting for individual level covariates. These outcotmesyear recidivism
recidivism felonyandrecidivism drugwere estimated in multilevel models controlling for
individual and school level variables. Table 9 presents the results of this analysis.

Before interpreting the results of Table 9, note one important analytiedl det
The analysis for these models was estimated with a simplified versioninéiihidual

level model&>. Table 8 presented individual level models with each of the individual

% The full HLM level 2 fixed effects with covariatesalysis was conducted on one year recidivismpbut
home placement, and recidivism violence outcomeakibes. While this analysis is not provided hefrés i
available on request. The level 2 variable ofredg School SOS participation, was not signifigant
related to the average school level odds of reisidivfor any of these outcomes.

!> Models including all level 1 and level 2 variablesre also estimated. For ease of comparison leatwe
level 1, SOS only and Level 2 models, the simplifiersion is presented here. The tables withnfioitiels
including all level 1 and level 2 covariates araikable upon request.
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level covariates estimated in the model. In the following models, rather thadimgc

each of the level 1 covariates from Table 8, | only include those covariatestieat w
significantly related to the outcome variable in the previously estimatedduodl level
models. Thus for each outcome variabl year recidivisnrecidivism felonyand
recidivism drug the simplified model does not include variables that were not related to

the outcome variables on the individual level.

Two Year Recidivism Outcome

When examining the results ftwo year recidivismit is apparent that all of the
variables that were significantly relatedtweo year recidivisnat the individual level
continue to be significantly related to this outcome variable V@@8 community
organizationandaverage suspension raagee introduced into the model. Those
individual level predictors that significantly increased the odds of recidivaiihgn two
years include gender (males 70% increased probability of recidivating iyeaws,
number of previous offenses (each additional offense in the juvenile’s criminayhistor
increased the odds of recidivating within two years by 10%), and if the curremgeffe
involved drugs (increased the probability of recidivating within two years by).44%
Hispanic / Latino ethnicity continues to be negatively related to the oddsidif/rem,
Hispanics have a 26% lower chance of recidivating compared to all othertethnici

When SOS is added to the mod&DS participatiorwas not significantly related
to average schoalvo year recidivismThis non effect remains the same when the

additional level 2 variablespmmunity organizatidfi andsuspension ratare included

'®As a check on the effects of using factor scorstead of the individual covariates, | did conduwilgsis
with the simplified level 1 variables and all oktlevel 2 covariates. The results are almost idehto the
analysis using the community organization factor.
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in the model. The SOS program appears to have no relationship with the average school

leveltwo year recidivism

Recidivism Felony Outcome

In examining the models for thecidivism felonyoutcome, once again, the
individual level covariates that were significantly relatedetmdivism felonyoutcome
continue to be significant in the simplified level 1 model, the level 2 SOS only model and
the level 2 model with covariates. The only exception is the Black / Africarriéane
variable. In the Level 2 Model with covariates, this variable is no longer isigymif

Regarding the level 2 covariate of interé&DS participationthe results differ
somewhat from thawvo year recidivisnoutcome. When th80S participatiorvariable is
added to the model by itself, it is significantly negatively related towbreage school
recidivism felony variable. If this effect holds once school level covaratadded to
the model, it would suggest that the SOS program might reduce the likelihood of a
juvenile committing a felony offense after participation in the program. edery this
negative effect is no longer significant when tloenmunity organization fact@and
average school suspension raie added to the model. In facimmunity organization
factor is significantly negatively related tecidivism offense felonyThis negative
relationship indicates that as the schools scomammunity organizatiomcreases, the

likelihood of a juvenile committing a felony offense decreases.

Recidivism Offense Drug

Once again, Table 9 demonstrates that the individual level variables that are

significantly related to theecidivism offense drugutcome at the individual level are
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also significantly related at the school level. These variables inalyelat current
offensegender and not surprisingly, whether therpent offense involved drugé/hen
SOS patrticipations added to the model, it is significantly related to average school level
recidivism offense drugUnliketwo year recidivisnandrecidivism offense felony
outcome variableSOS participatiomemains significantly related to recidivism offense
drug when the school level covariates are added to the model. Also note that the
relationship is negative. Schools with the SOS program have a lower axe@pgsm
offense involving drugwhen all other variables are held at their averages. This is the
only outcome for which SOS patrticipation is significantly related to theomeavhile
controlling for important school level variables. Students who participated in SOS had a
50% reduced odds of their offense leading to recidivism being a drug related offense
when controlling for individual level and community level organization variables.
Throughout all of these models, the variable of intereéSOS Participation As
evidenced by Table §OS participations not significantly related to six out of seven of
the outcome variables in this school level analysis. Recall the hypothe=isdeshg
this analysis, hypothesis 2 postulated that students in SOS have less serieud form
recidivism compared to students on traditional probation. In this analysis, riess se
forms of recidivism were operationalized using the type of recidivism @&fédifenses
involving felony violence or drug use were considered more serious and school related
offenses were considered less serious. According to the HLM analyssatecsbove,
the only outcome for which SOS participation was significantly related tdivestn was

when therecidivism offense involved drugs
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Cox Regression Analysis Results

Recall the fourth hypothesis tested in this dissertation:
Hypothesis 4

4. Students in SOS will have more time in the community until
recidivism than those in traditional probation.

Refer to the data in Table 2. The SOS sample had an average of 336 days before
new contact with DJS versus 345 days for the control sample. While these déferen
are not statistically significant, they suggest that perhaps the SOS sdjpleniles
have a shorter time in the community before recidivism compared to the controé sampl
Further analysis will explore this relationship.

Cox regression analysis was used to test iBB& participatiorhas an impact on
the timing of recidivism while controlling for relevant individual and school level
covariates. Table 10 presents the results of this analysis on the outcome vViareabde
recidivism As discussed in chapter 3, this analysis was run in STATA using to cluster
command in an attempt to account for the hierarchical structure of the schodldet/el

The first model in Table 10 is a Cox regression model run with SOS participation
as the only covariate. He®0OS participations significantly related ttime to
recidivism The relationship is negative which indicates that SOS participation may lead
fewer days before recidivism. When the individual level covariates are added to t

model, we observe that several variables are significantly relatededo recidivism

" Supplemental analysis was conducted to determiménat extent the cluster command approximates an
HLM model. Logistic regression on each of the oute variables was compared to a logistic regression
model using the STATA cluster command and the sameéels run with the HLM software. In each of
these models the beta coefficients were identi€ak standard errors in the models were variedyidtic
regression with the cluster command produced $igimaller standard errors than the un-clusteredaho
The HLM models’ standard errors were very simitatite Logistic regression models clustered on dchoo
This analysis indicated that the STATA cluster camnnhis a reasonable method to control for schoel le
variation in this analysis. Results of this anelyse available upon request.
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Hispanic / Latinoethnicity is significantly negatively relatedtime to recidivism This
suggests that Hispanic / Latino youth survive fewer days in the community bedgre t
have a subsequent contact with DJS.

However, males, juveniles with highemmbers of previous offensestheir
criminal histories and juvenile whosarrent offenses involves drugee all covariates
that are significantly increase the hazardirmfng of recidivism Note that when the
individual level covariates are added to the Cox regression model estitmagng
recidivism the significant effect c5OS patrticipatiordisappears. The beta coefficient is
reduced by more than half (from -0.29 to -0.13) and the variable’s efféich@mo
recidivismbecomes insignificant. This pattern holds when average suspension rate and
community level organization factecore are includedSOS patrticipatiordoes not

appear to be significantly related to the hazard of timing of recidivism.

Anne Arundel County Sensitivity Analysis

In light of the fact that the SOS and non-SOS schools are non-equivalent, |
conducted a sub-analysis of schools in one jurisdiction to assess whether schools tha
were more similar to one another would have different results. One county, Anne
Arundel, had 283 juveniles from three SOS schools and six non-SOS schools. These
schools from Anne Arundel County were selected to conduct a sensitivity analysis.

Before running the analysis, | compared the Anne Arundel schools on the
community and school level characteristics to assess the comparabiligyschibols.
Compared to the full sample, where treatment and control schools differed in elght of t
16 comparison variables (See Table 3), the Anne Arundel sub sample only differed in

three of the 16 comparison variables, see Table 11. SOS schools had a significantl
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lower median income than the comparison schools, $51,129 compared to $71,310. The
Anne Arundel SOS schools had significantly lower percentage of the populatioa wit
high school diplomas (80%) compared with the Anne Arundel controls (88%). Finally,
the Anne Arundel SOS schools had significantly lower average school attendange (91%
compared to the Anne Arundel controls (94%). The differences observed in the median
income and education variables are likely very highly correlated to one another and
represent an underlying community economic capacity construct. Theenitfs and
the differences in school attendance are the only significant differencesebetve Anne
Arundel county SOS schools and control schools. The observed significant differences,
all of which favor the control schools, are statistically controlled in thevitig
analyses.

| re-ran the HLM school level models using only these nine schools as a
sensitivity check on the overall study results. The ethnicity variabigganic / Latino
andAfrican Americanwere omitted from this analysis because there was no within-
school variation on these variables in some of the schools. Also, since the threesvariable
that were significantly different between treatment and control groups wéig hig
correlated to one another (Pears@rall greater than .92 and significgng .001), factor
analysis was used to create a single component factor scoreAratiedirundel
community factar Three variables were used to calculate these factor scores, median
income, percentage of the population with a high school diploma and average attendance
at school. Itis also important to note that Table 12 presents model results votheit
standard errors. HLM calculation of robust standard errors is dependent on the datase

having a large number of level 2 units. In this Anne Arundel County sub analysis, there
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are only nine level 2 schools and thus the robust standard error adjustments do not fit the
data. The results of this sub analysis are presented in Table 12.

In this sub analysis of treatment and control schools from Anne Arn8o8,
participationwas not significantly related to ttwo year recidivisnoutcome variable.
SOS participation was not significantly related torgnadivism felonyoutcome variable
and neither was it related to trexidivism drugoutcome variable. In all three of these
models,genderandage at current offensappear to be the only variables that
significantly impact recidivism. This sub analysis confirms the refoits the analysis
of the full sample of 1,757 juveniles.

Recall the results for threcidivism drugoutcome variable in the full sample
analysis SOS participationvas significantly related teecidivism drug SOS
participationdid significantly reduce the risk of a juvenile committingeeidivism
offense involving drugsn the Anne Arundel County analysis, this negative relationship
disappears. The coefficient in Table 12 suggests that the relationship, while not
significant, was in the positive direction.

This analysis of a sub-sample of juveniles from Anne Arundel County was a way
to assess the sensitivity of results from the overall analysis in a sempleich the
treatment and control schools were more similar pri@Q@& participation SOS
participationdoes not significantly reduce recidivism nor does it reduce the seriousness
of recidivism. While the community and school characteristics in this sub sample a
more similar than the overall study, this sample is a smaller size argtlemslizable
since these schools came from the same jurisdiction. The sub analysisstigg88S

participationdoes not have a significant impact on the likelihood of recidivism. The
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conclusions from both of these analyses, the full sample and Anne Arundel County sub
sample, need to be interpreted through an understanding of the implementation of the

SOS program across jurisdictions.

Implementation of SOS

The results presented above indicate that the SOS program does not significantly
impact recidivism with the exception for juveniles committing subsequent datgdel
offenses. These null findings prompted a closer examination of the impleioeofat
the SOS program. Qualitative data from caseworker and principal inteygeel
level implementation variables, and caseworker caseload information wiidaeto

assess implementation of the SOS program.

Qualitative Interview Analysis

Recall that principals and probation officers were interviewed as parsof thi
evaluation study. Probation officer and principal responses will serve badiseor
assessing implementation. SBP officers came from various backgrahded a wide
range of experiences working as probation officers. Several SBP offexdi@most 20
years of experience, while others were just beginning their caregrskagion officers.

Upon review of the interview responses, several themes emerged that mayhthad lig
the evaluation findings summarized above. The probation officers perceived role and
responsibilities, training and knowledge, enforcement powers and caseloacesatie
themes that emerged in the course of the interviews.
One question asked probation officers, “What do you believe to be your perceived

role: child advocate, mentor, officer of the court, police officer / secuahgd official,
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or social worker?” SBP officers viewed themselves as either cffafehe court or they
viewed themselves more as child advocates / social workers / mentors. Thidiperae
their roles and responsibilities seemed to be influenced by their training or lack of
training. According to one respondent, the purpose and mission of the SOS program was
clearer when the program first began.
Originally, 10 years ago, | was one of the first SOS workers and we had
one school and our directive was to work with the kids on probation and to
work prevention, prevention, prevention, prevention. If you work
prevention, it limits the number of kids that end up in the system. That
focus has changed through the years ... Now, the SOS program is, in my
humble opinion, a watered down version of what somebody thinks it
should be and none of these people who are making decisions about this
program went through the original training. [Interviewee # 207]
In analyzing the interview responses, there seemed to be a marked diffarence i
perceptions of roles and responsibilities between newer and older SBPsofficercadre
of SBP officers who had been with the program for more than five years repoited the
roles as child advocates / social workers / mentors. They each had a cleafsens
purpose and their activities reflected their perception of themselveddiadimwcates.
They recalled attending regular retreats and trainings to share kigevebdut best
practice with one another. One SBP officer suggested that this lack of traning
communication between SBP staff was the cause of high staff turnover and $owgber
investment of newer SBP officers in the SOS program.
In contrast, the newer cadre of SBP officers reported less clarity and
understanding of their role in the school. When administrators asked them to perform

security duties such as monitoring the lunchrooms or hallways, they were undertain i

those were appropriate duties for an SBP officer. They were more unedtait how
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to establish their roles in the school and how to determine what activities to kacgesta
a SBP officer.

Review of the interviews also demonstrated little consistency in praatoess
probation officers including differences in frequency of contact and respoimnessbilith
youth on their caseloads. While some officers reported daily contact nimmsgeets
and daily progress reports from teachers, others reported that they eeighés
juveniles once per week depending on when they were in that particular school.

The interviews also asked about SBP officer’'s expectations towards thalgener
school population and juveniles whom the school identified as at-risk for delinquency
involvement. As interviewee #207 mentioned, SOS officers were tasked with being
actively involved in prevention of future delinquency. Once again, the SBP offibers w
had been in SOS longer viewed prevention activities as essential to their jompeder
and were dissatisfied that there was no way to quantify this work for theircssr
DJS. However, newer SBP officers had a more narrow focus and viewed theiyprimar
work to be with the juveniles already under supervision.

Finally, perhaps the theme that was repeated most frequently by SBirRsoffacse
their assignment to schools. Again, many of the older SBP officer recalteghbia
SOS began, SBP officers were assigned to one school. However, at the time of
interviewees seven of the 11 officers were assigned to multiple schools, and one of thos
officers was assigned to three schools.

Part B of Table 12 examines the distribution of juveniles across casewaorkers i
more detail. When | examined the caseworkers who supervised the juveniles in this

study sample, 402 different caseworkers were assigned to the 1,757 juvepites. U
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closer analysis of the caseworkers caseloads, it was apparent thatedreesame

caseworkers who supervised non-SOS juveniles (N=108), some caseworkers who
supervised SOS juveniles (N= 147) and caseworkers who supervised both SOS and non-
SOS juveniles (N = 147). Using ANOVA, | compared the average caselo&@33f

non-SOS and both caseworkers. The average caseload size for the non-SOS and SOS
caseworkers did not significantly differ from one another. But, for those cdsawor

who supervised both SOS and Non-SOS juveniles, their caseloads were about 20
juveniles more than the other groups.

This analysis is supported with responses from interviews with the probation
officers. One SOS probation officer in response to a question about overall satisfact
with the SOS program said,

“[1 am] somewhat satisfied. My only problem is the multiple schools and
the kids outside. It would be a more effective program if you didn’t have
to deal with the kids that were not in school, if those kids were in the
regular probation unit. Or if you only had one school the program would
be a lot more effective and the worker would be a lot more satisfied ....”
(Interviewee #201)
The problem of probation officers being assigned to multiple schools and simukgne
being assigned juveniles from the community was a recurring them doeassetrviews.
In response to a question about what she liked least about the SOS program one probation
officer answered:
“[What | like] least about the program right now for me is having kids that
are not in my school. Then | have to leave my school. My kids are
wondering, where were you? Where have you been? They know we can't
do anything about court, we have to go[But] | have to leave [the
school] to deal with another kid at another school. Then | have to go over
and deal with that kid in my school. Or if a parent calls me and says my

kid is doing such and such. This maybe [a kid] who is not in school,
maybe at home doing a GED. Then | still have to address that issue. Get
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them in here or go see them or something. That splits your time.
(Interviewee #203)

In fact, almost all of the probation officers expressed concerns about spiitteng t
between multiple schools and managing their caseloads. Chief among theingoncer
were that their efforts at prevention and intervention within the schools were bein

watered down because they were spending fewer hours in any one school.

Length of Probation and Program Costs

Table 12 presents data gathered on implementation characteristics ah@OS a
comparison schools. Juveniles in SOS schools served probation sentences that were
significantly longer than juveniles in the comparison schools. SOS juveniles had an
average of 434 dalfsbetween their probation start date and end date, compared to 396
days for the control schools, p<.001.

Part B of Table 12 also presents estimated costs of the SOS program. gcordi
to DJS personnel (Personal Communication 2010), the cost to DJS of a community
probation officer is identical to the cost of a SOS probation officer. These cdstieinc
salary®, benefits, travel, and training. The average annual cost of probation officers is
about $71,810. SOS and non-SOS officers represent approximately equal annual costs to
DJS. Their average caseloads are not statistically different frormnmtieer. The one
aspect in which these programs do differ is in the approximate length of senfeéfGsS |
juveniles have a longer length of sentence, as suggested by the data, themsiatetto

increased costs of the SOS program in comparison to traditional probation.

'8 For reasons addressed in detail in chapter Settuth of probation variable in Table 12 was natdias
a control variable in this analysis. The resuigarted in Table 12 are an approximation of thgtleof
sentence using DJS data. See page 108 for a rataiéed discussion.

19 salary alone was estimated to be $49,371 whitteisverage salary of probation officers acrossethr
levels of probation officers for the last merit palyyincrease as of 2010.
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion

This chapter provides a summary and discussion of the results presented in the
previous chapter. Limitations of the research are reviewed, followed bgussien of

future research directions, and finally concluding remarks are offered.

Summary of Findings

Recall that the goal of this evaluation was to determine the relationshigebetwe
school participation in the SOS program and recidivism using rigorous statistitteods
and controlling for relevant individual level and school level variables. Using a &avo ye
follow up period and a hierarchical modeling strategy, recidivism was exd meiigiet
different ways -one year recidivisipwo year recidivismout-of-home placement
recidivism felonyrecidivism drugrecidivism violencgrecidivism schooandtime to
recidivism

The results presented in Chapter 4 indicate little support for the hypotheses
presented in this study. Hypothesis 1 asserted that students in SOS wouldikelyess
to recidivate than students in traditional probation. If the program was efacti
reducing the recidivism rate, then youth in the SOS program would have lower
recidivism rates than the comparison gro@me year recidivisnandtwo year recidivism
were the outcome variables used to assess this relationship. SOS participatimt wa
significantly related to either of these outcomes. From this analysisna@nalude that
the SOS program does not significantly decrease the likelihood of recidivitim in t
sample of juveniles. WhiIl8OS participatiorwas negatively related tlme yearandtwo

year recidivismthis effect was not statistically significant.
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The second hypothesis was that students in SOS would have less serious forms of
recidivism compared to juveniles in traditional probation. Four outcomes werenedami
in regards to this hypothesisecidivism felonyrecidivism drugrecidivism violencge
recidivism schoollf SOS patrticipation was related to seriousness of recidivism offenses,
then | would expect that this variable would be negatively related to each @fdbes
outcomes.

As discussed in the results section, two of these outcomes did not have sufficient
variation between schools for further analysis. Neitherabiglivism violenc®utcome
nor therecidivism school variabléad enough between school variation in the outcome
to be included in the HLM analysis. This means that ne8i@$ participatiomor any of
the other school level variables could significantly predict variation inettidivism
violenceandrecidivism schoobutcome variable since no such variation remained in
those outcomesSOS participatiorwas not significantly related to the average school
recidivismfeloniesor recidivism violence However, participation in the SOS program
did significantly reduce the likelihood that a juvenile would be rearrested foga dru
offense. Recall that thecidivism drugvariable includes all offenses related to drugs,
from possession to manufacture with intent to distribute. This was the only outcome for
which SOS patrticipation significantly reduced the type of recidivism. duggests that
the SOS participatiormay cause juveniles to curtail their offending involving controlled
substances.

This finding is intriguing. There are a couple of potential explanations. It
possible that juveniles in SOS perceive that they are monitored more closegrby t

probation officers and as a result, they restrict their drug-related beh@&nother
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explanation might be that SOS officers are better able to assess the indivatisabhe
their clients, especially those with drug problems and are able to get then into drug
treatment programs.

An alternative explanation is that, while more thorough than previous analysis,
this study may have failed to control for pre-existing individual level diffea®itdrug
abuse. SOS schools were less at risk than non-SOS schools in a number of ways. Recal
thatcurrent offense drugvas one of the control variables. The proportion of the SOS
sample whose current offense involved drugs was .10 compared to .34 for the comparison
schools. Although I controlled for this measured characteristic, this measffieiaf
drug related offending may not adequately reflect the full extent apséing
predisposition to use drugs. That is unmeasured characteristics may haed theor
SOS schools. Further analysis would be required to understand how the SOS program
engages juveniles with drug related offenses.

Because&sOS participatiorwas significantly related to one of the seriousness of
recidivism outcome variables, the hypothesis that juveniles in SOS programdsve le
serious forms of recidivism was, in general, not supported by this analysis. The
significant relationship betwee30OS participatiorandrecidivism offense drugyarrants
further investigation to disentangle the actual relationship.

The third hypothesis examined in this study was that juveniles on traditional
probation will be more likely to have aut-of-home placemetitan juveniles in SOS.

In estimating the individual level modelit-of-home placemerninclusion of the
individual level covariates explained most of the variation in the placement outcome.

Because there was no significant variation remaining to explain after inchiréing



103

individual level covariates, one can conclude 8@t participatiorwas not significantly
related to juveniles’ odds of being assignedutof-home placemestibsequent to
participation in the treatment program. Instead, several individual levektérastcs

were better predictors out-of-home placememicludingBlack / African American

race, age at time of current offensgender and thenumber of previous offenses

committed by the juvenile. This hypothesis was not supported in this study. Juveniles on
traditional probation are no more or less likely to have a subsegutot-home
placementompared to juveniles in the SOS program.

This study examinedut-of-home placemenés a measure of subsequent
recidivism offenses. Several comments during the interviews suggestishagl not
always be the case. Probation officers indicate that juveniles were plaagdioe home
both for subsequent offending, and also because of family circumstances. Onemprobati
officer said,

“How effective is SOS in reducing out-of-home placement? Again, it
depends on the situation. | have three kids right now who are being placed
out of the home; one for criminal and the other two because their parents
don’t want to deal with them. | would say somewhat. (Interviewee #202)
Another probation officer expressed it this way:
| am strict with my kids and they know that. | will bring them back to
court. A lot of my kids are gang involved. | don’t always view placement
as a bad thing. Sometimes | will take kids out of the home for their own
protection. Now they wouldn’t look at it that way of course. But if | know
their life is in danger, | will place them out of the home in order to save
their future. (Interviewee #7)

If juveniles are placed out of the home for multiple reasons, only one of which is

subsequent offending behavior, that maybe an explanation for the null findings.
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The fourth and final hypothesis examined was whether students in SOS had more
time in the community until recidivism than those in traditional probation. This
hypothesis was analyzed using Cox regression techniques in STATA withrexuste
variance around the schools.SIDS participatiorwas significantly related to thaming
of recidivism then this hypothesis would be supported. Howes@&S$ participatiorwas
not significantly related to th@ming of recidivism This hypothesis was not supported.

As an added analysis, Anne Arundel County schools were analyzed. These
schools were more similar to one another than the overall school sample. Results fr
this sub analysis indicate tHaOS participatiorwas not significantly related tavo year
recidivism recidivism felonyor recidivism drug These findings follow the same trend as
the full sample analysis. The observation that in a sub sample of schools that were
statistically more similar than the full sampB0S participatiorhad no impact on
recidivism supports the overall findings from the full sample analysis.

This evaluation of the Maryland SOS program indicatesSkx& participations
not significantly related to the seriousness of recidivismtithiag of recidivismand not
significantly related to the likelihood of aut-of-home placemenBased on the analysis
of probation officer caseloads in this sample of SOS and non-SOS caseworkers, SOS
does not reduce costs associated with the administration of probation services since i
cost the same as having traditional probation officer. The Anne Arundel County sub
analysis supports the conclusion tB&S participatiordoes not have an impact on the

likelihood of recidivism.
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Synthesis of Evaluation Results

This evaluation presents findings that indicate that the SOS program does not
work to reduce recidivism. There are several theories that may explain tHese nul
findings. Perhaps the implementation of the SOS program has resulted in a \datene
treatment effect. Finally perhaps some characteristics of thigagial have contributed
to the null findings. Each of these possibilities will be discussed in detail below.

One possible explanation for the null study findings is perhaps the
implementation of SOS has resulted in a weakened treatment effectl flRatahe
interviews that probation officers perceived role and responsibiliti@singaknowledge,
enforcement powers and caseload size are all themes that emerged suggesting
implementation issues with SOS.

Through the course of this evaluation additional implementation challenges were
illuminated. Ideally SOS was designed to treat all probationers who attand&OS
school and control schools would only serve probationers on probation and no other
programs. However it was possible that probationers were assigned to a school and did
not receive the SOS program. During the interviews, probation officers commerged on
lag between when a child was placed on probation in their school and when they were
notified. Also, juveniles who attend their SOS school might have been assigned to
another probation officer not with the SOS program. To minimize the potential
contamination that these scenarios may have engendered, only those juvenitesl &ssig
SOS and traditional probation and not simultaneously involved in any other programs

were included in this study sample. However without more accurate data on whe
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juveniles actually began receiving SOS services, it would be difficult tatdisgle these
findings.
Finally, some limitations of this evaluation may have contributed to the null

findings. Those limitations will be discussed in more detail in the followingosec

Limitations of Current Research

As with all non-equivalent control group design studies, this study suffered from
limitations. This study was an attempt to evaluate the SOS program tche&éay et al
(2005) standards of evaluation research. This research was able to meet soohalbut
of those standards. First, the current study was designed to incorporetagigiatistical
analysis. Using HLM and Cox proportional Hazard modeling to ascertain d takisa
between SBP, likelihood of recidivism and the timing of recidivism was an improvement
on previous evaluations of SBPs. Second, not only did this evaluation use a more
rigorous statistical technique, it also acknowledged that school level datseid aed
used methods that controlled for the nested nature of the data. Both HLM and the Cox
Proportional Hazard Modeling with the cluster command controlled for school level
differences in the analysis. Third, this study utilized more sound mealsarearty of the
previous SBP evaluations. Recidivism was measured eight different ways, caynmuni
and school level variables were included to control for alternative explanatidnisea
analysis compared groups of youth receiving the treatment with groups noingtee

treatment.
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Non-equivalent Comparison and Control Groups

However, this study also failed to meet the Flay et. al (2005) standards in some
important respects. A major limitation of the evaluation was that the treaament
control groups were not equivalent. Because the treatment schools were sedetted f
DJS Area V, and most control schools were selected from Baltimore CityOtheusd
Non-SOS groups were not equivalent. Dissemination of the SOS program herste
resulted in almost all schools in Prince George’s county having the program.eiroord
find comparison schools, | had to look outside of DJS Area V schools and selected
Baltimore City as a comparison area. | calcul#edrage Z Scores an attempt to
match schools on school and community level variables. But, there were stilcaignif
differences between the treatment and control groups. This indicatestibals that
receive the SOS program are different than schools that do not have the program.

To successfully meet the Flay et. al. (2005) standards, this evaluation needed to
do a better match on treatment and comparison schools. This could have been achieved
through a randomized trial. Rather than matching schools from two DJS region¥, Area
and Baltimore City, a randomized control trial where schools without the prageam
randomly assigned to SOS and non-SOS treatment conditions would result in more
comparable groups. Future analysis of the SOS program should consider this study
design.

Despite the current study’s design shortcoming, it is important to noté¢hat t
non-equivalencies demonstrated that the youth in the SOS program wereisthanr
the non-SOS youth. The SOS sample of juveniles consisted of less seriadersffe

from neighborhoods that were more socially organized. The offenses they tedrthmit
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triggered their probation sentence were less likely to be felonies and invaobee dr
Because SOS youth were less delinquent, these factors might explain the twe posi
finding of the study, that students in SOS schools had lower rates of drug-relate
recidivism than students in comparison schools. However, this limitation can nahexpla
the null findings found for seven of the eight outcome variables.

As an extra precaution, | conducted a sensitivity analysis to check on the
possibility that initial non-equivalencies between the treatment and corttomlsc
explained the study outcomes. | conducted additional analysis on treatment aold contr
schools in Anne Arundel County. These schools were all located in the same jonsdicti
and were more similar than the larger sample of treatment and control ssleeclable
11. Anindependent sample t-test found three significant differences between Anne
Arundel SOS schools and non-SOS schools. These differences were in median income,
percentage of the population with a high school diploma and the school average
attendance. These factors were controlled explicitly in the Anne Arundel Caumnty
analysis.

The results of this analysis mirror the results of the full HLM analy&{3S
participationdid not significantly reduce the likelihood of recidivism, nor did it decrease
the seriousness of recidivism. SOS schools in Anne Arundel County were le&s at ri
than the comparison schools and $&S participatiorstill did not significantly decrease

the likelihood of recidivism.

Use of Official Records

A second limitation of this study was the dependence on official records 83 asse

recidivism. Official records capture recidivism that has been etdy the criminal
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justice system. Yet, a juveniles offending behavior may continue withoutidateét
better analysis would triangulate offending behavior by using multiple soofckata

including official records and self reported offending behavior.

Data Limitations

Another set of limitations of the current study was the lack additionatluktta
would have strengthened the evaluation’s conclusions. This study was unable to obtain
data on length of time assigned to probation, educational variables related talshef go
SOS and quantitative implementation data to asses how this program was being
administered. First, while, the measures used in this analysis were rergiwexthan
previous evaluations by controlling for individual level, school level and community
level characteristics, at least one important variable was not included inahjisis.

The length of the juveniles’ probation sentence was not analyzed. Data prolilems w
calculating an accurate measure of probation length prevented its includien in t
analysis.

DJS was able to provide dates called “probation start date” and “probation end
date” in the data they provided. However, there was significant missing diatdevend
date variable. Upon further investigation, it was discovered that, in some cases, the
probation end date in DJS data was not the date which the juvenile’s probation was
terminated for the offense that triggered their inclusion in this evaluatiosofier
Communication 2010). According to DJS officials, a juvenile was not necessarily under
probation supervision for the entire period between the start date and end dabeithf a y
recidivated and was given another probation disposition, the end date in the data

represents the last date of probation dismissal.
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This is problematic because if probation length was calculated with these date
that variable may not accurately reflect the youth’s assignment to prolatithe
current offense and may include subsequent supervision due to recidivism. Omitting
length of probation sentence was a limitation of this study. Juvenile’s reaftendi
behavior may change dramatically while they are under supervision and whemethmey
longer under probation supervision. Without a measure that accurately reflects the
youth’s length of probation sentence this analysis was unable to control fposisible
surveillance effect. By utilizing the 24 month follow up period | attempted to use one
year as proximate length of probation sentence for each individual. However, one year
represents an approximate average length of sentence. Few of the youteamities
actually served probation sentences that were the average.

Another data limitation was that | did not obtain important school related outcome
variables such as the juveniles’ attendance, disciplinary infractions, dropast atad
academic performance. Several of the goals of the SOS program were#séschool
attendance and increase academic achievement while decreasinghdiscipferrals,
expulsions and reoffending behavior. This evaluation was able to analyze recidivism;
however it is possible that this program may have a significant impact on sdated re
outcomes. The interviews also suggest that SBP officers spend a grexdttolealand
energy working on these other outcomes:

A lot of times, what will happen is we will get a kid on probation that has
maybe been socially promoted out of elementary and socially promoted
out of middle school because of behavior problems. Somewhere around
8th grade summer or coming into 9th grade they will get into some
trouble. At that point they are so far behind academically that they see no
light at the end of the tunnel. It is very difficult for those kids. For the kids

you catch young, you can really work on that dropout rate if you get them
matched with the right services. For the older kids that come on probation
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— for example | have a 16 year old that can barely read and can barely
spell his name. For him, | am working really hard on getting him not to
drop out. It takes everything in me just to get him to come to school and to
try because he is embarrassed. | think | have helped with that. | had to put
some sanctions in place because at first | just couldn’t even get him to
come [to school]. His Mom is happy that at least now he is coming to
school and making some effort. We also set him up with some tutoring
things after school to give him some one-on-one help. (Interviewee #204)

This school related data is currently not maintained by DJS and thus unavailable
for analysis in this current study. These additional variables may shedighten the
other effects of SOS program in addition to recidivism.

Finally, a significant data limitation was that this evaluation did not include
sufficient data on the implementation of the SOS program. | attempted to atitsess
limitation by interviewing probation officers and principals and gathermsgload and
cost information from DJS. In the interviews, several SBP officers inditlas the
implementation of the SOS program has changed since the beginning of thenprogra
However, without more careful assessment of implementation this remaimsaéidin of

this study. It is possible that the program was not implemented with fidalitypetter

implementation may increase program effectiveness.

Discussion of Results in Context of SBP Literature

Prior to the present research, other states have attempted to evalu&BPheir
programs. Ashley (2006) evaluated the Jackson County lllinois program. This evaluation
was flawed because program implementation issues prevented data collection in
important outcome variables and the evaluation did not include a quantitative

examination of recidivism. Metzger and Tobin-Fiore (1997) used a slightly ngoreuis



112

methodology to evaluate the Pennsylvania SBP program. They matched juveniles on
age, race, gender and county of supervision. In their matched comparison and control
group analysis of 75 youth, they compared mean differences between the two groups.
The study found statistically significant differences in the severitg@élivism and the
timing of recidivism. However, while Metzger and Tobin-Fiore (1997) matched
treatment and control groups, their analysis failed to control for relevanaledeichool
level variables. The present analysis demonstrated that in Table 1G®8en
participationwas used to predict the hazard of recidivism, it was significant. When
covariates were added to the model, that significant effect disappeared.

Guided by the Flay et al (2005) suggestions for effective evaluations, thetprese
study has attempted to provide a more rigorous treatment of SBP program enaluati
particular, this study controlled for relevant school and community level ¢basscs .

The data was analyzed with rigorous statistical approaches. Given tlué faolgram
implementation data, the quasi-experimental design of this study attempigskess the
causal relationship between SOS and recidivism. This study also comparé&sthe S
group with a sample of students who did not receive the treatment program.
Unfortunately, the non-equivalent treatment and control samples prevent thifetady
making strong causal statements regarding the efficacy of the program

With these methodological factors in mind, the results of this study contradict the
previous research on SBP programs. Using a more sophisticated method and controlling
for relevant individual level and school level characteristics, this stiidgimgs differ
from the Metzger and Tobin-Fiore (1997) study. Metzger and Tobin-Fi(ir8%)

analysis indicated statistically significant differences in therggwa& new charges and
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in the timing of new charges between their matched samples of SBP pdutiaditional
probation youth. This examination found no such effects.

There are several reasons for these divergent findings. On reason may be the
study design. While Metzger and Tobin-Fiore (1997) matched their sample on the
individual level, they did not control for pre-existing differences among the jegeni
such as number of previous offenses or felony criminal history. The presentdstudy
control for these and other variables that may have an impact on recidivism. Another
reason may Metzger and Tobin-Fiore (1997) essentially conducted a comparison of
means. The authors even acknowledge that they cannot determine whether the
differences they observed can be attributable to the SBP program. Their glata onl
suggest a program effect. The design of this study used a comparison grouggdontrol
for the nested nature of school data by using hierarchical linear modeling, andedntrol
for relevant individual level and school level variables. For these reasons, the present
study addressed limitations in the Metzger and Tobin-Fiore (1997) evaluation of
Pennsylvania’s SBP program. This study is a more rigorous assessmept mfadgBams

than the other evaluations reviewed above.

Discussion of Results in Context of Intensive Supesion Literature

SBP programs are one example of JIPS. This evaluation of SOS joins an ever
growing list of evaluations which suggest that JIPS programs do not have significant
effects on juvenile recidivism (Austin et al. 1990; Barton & Butts 1991; and Lathe et a
2005).

The Lipsey (1992) meta-analysis reviewed in previous chapters indicated

effective interventions are ones that have treatment delivery withdargants of
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meaningful contact, are focused on behavior modification and targeted toward high risk
youth. Smaller effect sizes are generally found in evaluations of preghatnfocused on
deterrence only. If SBP programs are implemented with only deterrencednthey

are likely to be less effective than other programs.

Intensive programs are generally no better than those of regular probation and the
few programs that have positive results are designed to be specifiogdiiethto
specialized groups of offenders (Clear 1991). At the moment, the SOS program in
Maryland is not geared towards specific groups of offenders. Rather it is busadlyor
all offenders who attend a school that has the program.

Lane et al.’s (2005) evaluation highlights implementation issues that many
evaluators struggle to address. In asking why there were no significaneddés, the
authors suggest that incomplete or inaccurate data files of probation offifaitarerto
record additional services that juveniles received. How a program is iepiedican
have strong impacts on the effects of that program. The present evaluation is no
exception to these observations.

The above discussion of the limitations of the current research highlighted
implementation issues that may account for the null findings in the present Bhisl
study was not able to fully capture implementation of the SOS SBP program. Howeve
the qualitative interviews conducted with principals and probation officers indnzdtatt
present there is no clarity in the role of a SOS officer and their resporesbitiin the
school structure. New SOS officers were not given the same training as f@6 of
received in the beginning of the program. There is no formal mechanism for SOS

officers to pass on knowledge about best practices or what works to one another. There
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was little clarity on the enforcement powers of SOS officers. Some resgsnde
interviewed felt they had no power to violate a juvenile, while others would not kesitat
to do so. These factors suggest a lack of clarity and focus in the administratien of t

SOS program today.

Suggestions for Policy on Juvenile Offenders

In regard to policy for juvenile offenders, the implementation of SBP pragram
needs to be strengthened. This evaluation is the third, in addition to Ahalt, (1999) and
Ashley, (2006) that suffered from implementation challenges. The Mar8®S
program would benefit from revamping the program to address the implementsdies is
currently afflicting the program. In addition to the goals and respongbiliti an SOS
officer, SOS probation officers should receive explicit guidance on theirantes
responsibilities within the context of the school and their authority to handivien
or non-compliance with probationary guidelines. Explicit guidance from Dy$eip
these officers focus their efforts in the areas that are most impart@dstrather than
spending time in school related activities that may or may not have bearingron the
specific role in the school. These other activities may take time aomytfireir SOS
activities and water down the effect of the SOS program.

Another recommendation is that DJS provide an opportunity for SOS officers to
obtain training, discuss strategies and have significant interactibormere experienced
SOS probation officers. One of the SOS officers interviewed had been witkis@Sts

inception. She indicated that yearly training retreats were once a copnamice during
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the early years of SOS. DJS may consider employing a similaggstriat ensure that
effective strategies, best practices, and programmatic knowdedgrmssed from one
generation of SOS officers to the next.

Finally, DJS should analyze how caseload size and assignment to different
schools affects the way SOS officers carry out their duties. Several 8D efficers
interviewed indicated that challenges they face when they are assigneltiptem
schools. The cost benefit analysis indicates that juveniles were assigned torSO
longer periods of time than their traditional probation counterparts. Whilengtaff
challenges may not allow for one SOS officer to be assigned to one school, perhaps
analyzing the workload of officers assigned to multiple schools would lead to @solut
that would ease the burden of the SOS officer.

Probation continues to be one of the most frequently used sentences for juvenile
offenders (Armstrong, 1991; Palmer 1991; Torbet 1997; Tonry & Lynch 1996). Forty
years ago the National Advisory Commission for Criminal Justice StandaddSaals
(1972) and the U.S. Comptroller General (1976) both articulated that probation was a
“bright hope” for the future of the criminal justice system. Unfortunagaigbation
administration has yet to reach its potential. Preventing recidivism gongargle
offenders should be a big priority for criminal justice policy.

This evaluation suggests that, on their own, JIPS programs are not effective in
reducing recidivism. This body of research suggests that in order to be effective
intensive juvenile probation programs should be based on more than just increased

monitoring and deterrence. Greenwood (1996) recommended that effective JIPS
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programs would offer large doses of meaningful treatment, to a specific group of
juveniles and for an appropriate length of time.

SBP programs may benefit from these suggestions. More focused and specific
delineation of the SBP officers roles and responsibilities, better implemanithe
program through regular training opportunities for SBP officers, and minimizéng t
burden of supervising both SOS and non-SOS juveniles may help improve the

implementation of the SOS program specifically and other SBP program$racty.

Suggestions for Future Research

While this evaluation was an improvement on previous evaluations of SBP
programs, further research is needed. The major limitation of this evaluasdheva
non-equivalence of treatment and control groups. DJS should attempt to address the
limitations of the implementation of the SOS program as well as the limitatfdhe
current evaluation. Future research should consider a randomized controlled experim
with equivalent groups. Random assignment designs allow the strongest causal
statements about the effectiveness of the SOS program in reducing ratidivis

Future studies should conduct an explicit implementation evaluation to closely
examine how the SOS program has been implemented. In addition to collecting
implementation data, future evaluations should also collect data on pre-existyng dr
abuse of the juveniles; indicators of how drug involved offenders are treated by SOS
officers, and better data on characteristics of recidivism. Additiotalaharecidivism
may disentangle possible surveillance effects of the SOS program. iWgahaations
of probation, the type of recidivism offense and location of the recidivism offentes(

school or in the community) Also, future research should attempt to measure the school
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related variables that were missing from this analysis. These variatlieda school
attendance, school disciplinary referrals, school suspension, grade point avetage, a
dropout rate. These suggestions would greatly improve any future analysis 0fShe S

program and any other SBP programs.
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Mean S.D. N Min Max
Individual Level Outcome Variables
New Arrests Within One Yea 0.21 1757 0 1
New Arrests Within Two Years 0.38 1757 0 1
Time to New Arrest (in Days) 343 210 674 2 730
Out-of-home placement 0.20 1757 0 1
Recidivism Offense Felony 0.29 1757 0 1
Recidivism Offense Violence 0.20 1757 0 1
Recidivism Offense Drug 0.29 1757 0 1
Recidivism Offense School 0.03 1757 0 1
Individual Level Predictor Variables
Demographic
Gender 0.84 - 1757 0 1
Black / African American 0.78 1757 0 1
White / Non-Hispanic 0.18 1757 0 1
Hispanic/Latino 0.01 1757 0 1
Other Race 0.01 1757 0 1
Age at Current Offense 15.64 1.38 1756 10 20
Criminal History
Age of Onset 14.35 1.84 1754 7.54 17.99
Number of Previous Offenses 0.71 1.32 1757 0 13
Previous Offenses Include Felony Charge 0.19 -- 5717 0 1
Characteristics of Current Offense
Current Offense Charge is a Felony 0.56 1757 0 1
Current Offense Charge Involves Violence 0.23 --- 751 0 1
Current Offense Charge Involves Drugs 0.26 - 1757 0 1
School Level Predictor Variables
SOS Participation 0.50 40 0 1
Social Organization Factor Score .00 1.00 40 -2.22 1.87
Average Enroliment (2005-2007) 1,551 555 40 639 2,571
Average Attendance (2005-2007)  0.87 0.06 40 0.73 0.95
Average Students Receiving Free or  0.36 0.20 40 0.02 0.65
Reduced Lunch (2005-2007)
Average Percent Black (2005-2007)  0.66 0.36 40 0.04 0.99
Average Dropout (2005-2007) 0.04 0.03 40 0.00 0.15
Average Suspension Rate (2005-2007) 0.34 0.20 40 0.02 1.04
Community Predictor Variables
Percentage Female Headed Households 0.11 0.05 40 -0.03 0.19
Median Income 48,637.93 16,840.96 40 20,637 85,530
Population Mobility 0.17 0.07 40 0.00 0.33
Percentage Renter Occupied Housing 0.35 0.17 40 0.09 0.72
Education 0.79 0.10 40 0.51 0.94
Population Density 5,494.25  4,616.37 40 18,845.40 139.00
Percentage Families Below Poverty  0.10 0.10 40 0.01 0.50
Juvenile Crime Rate by Zip Code  49.88 25.43 40 12.27 100.97
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Table 2. School Means for Individual-Level Variables Used in Analysis by Caiition

SOS Schools Comparison Schools
Mean SD N =20 Mean SD N =20
Individual Level Qutcome
Variables
New Arrests Within One Year (.19 0.39 20 0.22 0.42 20
New Arrests Within Two Years 33 s« 0.35 20 0.42 0.40 20
Time to New Arrest (in Days) 336.78 203.02 20 345.73 212.54 20
Out-of-Home Placement g 19 0.39 20 0.21 0.41 20
Recidivism Offense Felony 19 #xx 0.40 20 0.33 0.47 20
Recidivism Offense Violence 54  « 0.43 20 0.18 0.38 20
Recidivism Offense Drug g 17+« 037 20 0.33 0.47 20
Recidivism Offense School 5 57w« 0.25 20 0.02 0.13 20
Individual Level Predictor
Variables
Demographic
Gender 0.84 0.37 20 0.83 0.37 20
Black / African American 0.71 *** 0.46 20 0.82 0.38 20
White / Non-Hispanic .24 #**x 0.43 20 0.15 0.35 20
Hispanic/Latino (.04 *** 0.18 20 0.002 0.04 20
Other Race (.02 ** 0.13 20 0.004 0.06 20
Age at Time of Current Offense 15.59 1.27 20 15.67 1.44 20
Criminal History
Age of Onset 1450 ** 1.83 20 14.27 1.83 20
Number of Previous Offenses (.30 *** 0.98 20 0.93 1.43 20
% Previous Offenses Include Felony 20 20
Charge 0.10 *** 0.30 0.25 0.43
Characteristics of Current Offense
Current Offense Felony (.49 *** 0.50 20 0.61 0.49 20
Current Offense Violence (.24 0.43 20 0.23 0.42 20
Current Offense Drugs (.10 *** 0.30 20 0.34 0.47 20
* p<.05
*k p <.01

*kk p <.001
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Table 3. Mean Differences for School Level Independent Variables

SOS Schools Comparison Schools
Mean SD EI(; Mean SD N=20
Community Level Variables
Percentage Female Headed Househdl 0.11 0.05 20 0.11 0.05 20
Median Incomé 52,887 12,458 20 44,389 20,236 20
Population Mobility 2 0.19 .« 0.07 20 0.15 0.06 20
Percentage Renter Occupied Housfh 0.36 0.16 20 0.35 0.17 20
Education 0.81 0.09 20 0.76 0.13 20
Population Densit§ 3,001 ** 2178 20 7,988 5057 20
*
Percentage Families Below Povetfy 0.06 . 0.09 20 0.14 0.13 20
Juvenile Crime Rate by Zip Cole  41.23 , 24.49 20 58.53 23.88 20
Average Z Score 0.12 031 20 0.09 0.36 20
Community Social Organization Factt 305 . 0.65 20 -.305 1.20 20
School Variables
Average Enroliment (2005-2007) 1,816 s« 456 20 1,286 552 20
Average Attendance (2005-200 0.89 ., 0.03 20 0.85 0.07 20
Average Students Receiving Reduced Lur 0.31 0.17 20 0.39 0.24 20
(2005-2007)
Average Percent Black (2005-200 0.6 0.32 20 0.71 0.39 20
Average Dropout (2005-2007 0.03 0.02 20 0.05 0.04 20
Average Suspension Rate (2005-260 0.44 ** 0.19 20 0.24 0.15 20

* p<.05 Paired Sample T-Test

** p<.01

¥+ p<.001

a. Indicates variables multiplied by -1 in the gsak.

b. These variables were on a different scale thamest of the variables. For HLM models they wiwided by 1,000.
c. Poverty was multiplied by 100 for HLM analysisdrder to put it on the same scale as the otheeligior variables.
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Table 4. Model Specifications and Data Analysis Strategy

No. Equation

3.1 Level-l | Y, |g ~B(m,¢)

Where:

i = student in schogl

Y;; = the number of successes if tnals
@;; = the probability of success

3.2 Level-1 ¢
n; =log ——
J (1_ ¢ J

Where:
n;j = the log of the odds of success

3.3 Level-1
i = Boj + Buj (Xyi — X)) + By (Xgj = X))+t By (X — Xy ) +;

Where:
By = regression coefficient that characterizes refestiip between each individua
predictor and the outcome variable in school

(inj —X_k) = value of the explanatory variablg %r juvenilei in school j,

centered on the grand mean of the variahle X
ry = random error term

3.4 Level-1 1
"1+ expt7;)

3.5 Level-2 Bo i~ oo + ‘901\Nij + 05, W, j T OoWV; i

Where:

0Bgp = level-2 coefficients capture effect of schoaldevariables on level-1
coefficient8y; for variablep and schooj

W, = level-2 predictor variables for schqol

Hoj = error representing the random component foragho
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Table 5. Cox Regression Proportional Hazard Model Equations

Equation Equation
0.

Cor Reression | () (4,1 %)) = ()” eXPUAX + .o+ k)
37 Where:

ho(t) = the baseline hazard of recidivism value ofartates is set to 0.
Xi1..m= individual covariates (i.e. race, gender etc)
This model will cluster on schools.
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Table 6. HLM Unconditional Models for Outcome Variables

Recidivism Qutcome Variables Variance S.D. Chi-Square df
Proportion New Arrests Within One Year 0.06 0.25 57.09 39 *
Proportion New Arrests Within Two Years 0.17 0.41 99.00 39
Proportion in Placement After Probation 0.07 0.26 57.04 39 *

Severity of Recidivism Outcomes Variables

Recidivism Offense Felony 0.66 0.81 215.89 39 e
Recidivism Offense Violence 0.01 0.07 37.40 39
Recidivism Offense Drug 0.52 0.72 158.71 39 e
Recidivism Offense School 0.84 0.92 62.46 39 *
* p<.05
* <01

*kk p <.001
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Table 7. HLM Random Coefficient Models for One Year & Two Year Recidivismand
Placement — Random Effects

Individual Level Models
Full Random Effects
Two Year Placement
One Year Recidivism Recidivism

Variance df X?® Variance df X? Variance df @ X?

Gender (Female Reference) 019 39 1.26 0.14 39 2.28 0.08 39 1.89
Black / African American 028 39 0.02 0.38 39 0.20 0.42 39 0.29
Hispanic/Latino 062 39 0.01 0.76 39 0.07 012 39 155
Other Race 1.16 39 0.21 0.68 39 0.64 122 39 1.13
Age at Current Offense 002 39 0.62 0.04 39 0.20 0.04 39 0.47
Age of Onset 001 39 051 0.01 39 0.92 0.01 39 0.17
Number of Previous Offenses 0.07 39 0.00 0.01 39 0.54 011 39 0.74
Felony Charge in Criminal History 012 39 001 0.16 39 0.03 026 39 171
Current Offense is a Felony 006 39 131 0.01 39 0.14 0.17 39 0.29
Current Offense Involves Violence .16 39  1.42 0.11 39 1.8 0.03 39 0.00
Current Offense Involves Drugs 0.04 39 0.30 0.03 39 0.25 019 39 0.25

Individual Level Models
Full Random Effects

Recidivism Offense Felony Recidivism Drug
Variance df X232 Variance df x2a
Gender (Female Reference) 0.52 39 0.04 1.19 39 0.93
Black / African American 058 139 0.03 0.85 39 0.00
Hispanic/Latino 0.24 39 0.00 1.62 39 0.11
Other Race 222 39 0.03 0.17 39 0.13
Age at Current Offense 0.06 39 0.01 0.03 39 3.00
Age of Onset 0.00 39 0.00 0.05 39  0.08
Number of Previous Offenses 0.00 39 0.00 0.01 39 0.10
Felony Charge in Criminal History 0.48 39 0.00 0.30 39 0.95
Current Offense is a Felony 0.45 39 0.00 0.45 39 0.02
Current Offense Involves Violence 0.28 139 0.01 0.62 39 277
Current Offense Involves Drugs 0.23 39 0.00 0.14 39 3.40
* p<.05
*% pSOl

** p<.001



Table 8. HLM Models for Outcome Variables - Fixed Effects
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Individual Level Models

Fixed Effects

One Year Recidivism Two Year Recidivism Placement
Odds Odds Odds
Individual Level Predictors b S.E. Ratio b S.E. Ratio b S.E. Ratio
Constant -1.39  0.06 0.25 ok 051 0.07 060 ** 156 0.07 021 *=*
Demographics
White / Non-Hispanic (reference)
Black / African American 025 0.16 0.78 0.04 0.16 1.04 051 019 0.68
Hispanic/Latino -1.11 059 0.33 -1.35 052 0.26 ** -0.62 039 054
Other Race -0.20 055 0.82 -0.44 049 0.64 -0.76 067 70.4
Age at Current Offense 021 0.05 1.24 ok 0.04 0.06 1.04 -0.45 0.06 64. ***
Gender (Female Reference) 020 0.18 1.22 0.52 0.14 1.67 *** 0.67 0.16 5L.9 %=
Criminal History
Age of Onset -0.02 0.04 0098 -0.04 0.04 0096 -0.05 0.04 50.9
Number of Previous Offenses 0.09 0.05 1.09 0.09 0.04 110 * 0.26 0.06 130 **
Felony Charge in Criminal History 0.04 0.13 1.04 -0.07 0.15 0.93 0.24 0.17 1.27
Characteristics of Current Offense
Current Offense is a Felony -0.03 010 0.97 0.05 0.08 1.05 0.16 0.13 1.18
Current Offense Involves Violence -0.08 015 0092 -0.07 0.12 0093 0.22 0.13 1.24
Current Offense Involves Drugs 0.34 0.13 1.40 *x 0.44 0.12 155 ** 0.18 0.16 .2Q
Varianc
Estimation of Variance Component Variance  df x? Variance  df x? e df x2
0.01 39 4381 0.09 39 7042 ** 0.03 39 49.19
N 1,757 1,757 1,757
* p5.05 falalad p§.001

** p<.01



Table 8. HLM Models for Outcome Variables - Fixed Effects (Cont'd}
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Individual Level Models
Fixed Effects

Individual Level Predictors
Constant

Demographics
White / Non-Hispanic (reference)

Black / African American

Hispanic/Latino

Other Race

Age at Current Offense

Gender (Female Reference)
Criminal History

Age of Onset

Number of Previous Offenses

Felony Charge in Criminal History
Characteristics of Current Offense

Current Offense is a Felony

Current Offense Involves Violence

Current Offense Involves Drugs

Estimation of Variance Components

N

Recidivism Offense is Felony

Seriousness of Recidivism Models
Recidivism Offense Drug

b

-2.06

1.07
0.77
0.38
-0.30
1.12

-0.05
-0.05
0.22

-0.06
-0.35
0.54

Variance

0.31

Odds
S.E. Ratio
0.12 0.13
0.33 2.91
0.47 2.16
0.97 1.46
0.05 0.74
0.25 3.06
0.04 0.95
0.05 0.95
0.19 1.24
0.16 0.94
0.20 0.71
0.18 1.72
df X2
39 109.05
1,757

K%k

*kk

*%

*kk

*kk

*%

*kk

b

-1.96

0.52
-0.08
1.10
-0.13
1.45

-0.06
-0.05
-0.04

0.19
0.01
1.08

Variance
0.20

S.E.

0.11

0.23
0.74
0.63
0.05
0.36

0.06
0.06
0.22

0.15
0.19
0.15

df

39
1,757

Odds
Ratio

0.14

1.68
0.92
3.01
0.88
4.26

0.94
0.95
0.96

1.21
1.01
2.93

X2
80.87

*kk

*%

*kk

*k%

a. There was not sufficient data at level 2 for tha@diwism school variable and thus this was exclufilech further analysis.

* p<.05
*k p 5.01
*kk p 5001



Table 9. HLM School Level Models for Two Year, Recidivism Felony and Drug - Siplified
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Individual and School Level
Models

Fixed Effects

Individual Level Predictors
Constant
Demographics
Hispanic/Latino
Gender (Female Reference)
Criminal History
Number of Previous Offenses
Characteristics of Current Offense
Current Offense Involves Drugs
School Level Predictors
SOS Participation
Community Organization Factor
Average Suspension Rate

Individual Level Variance
School Level Variance

Simplified Level 1 Model

(N=1752)
Odds
b S.E. Ratio
-0.52 0.07 0.60  ***
-1.39 0.53 0.25 =
0.52 0.14 1.69  ***
0.10 0.03 1.10 »=
0.46 0.12 1.59  Fx*
Variance  df X2
0.10 39 72.06 ***

Two Year Recidivism

Level 2 Model SOS Only

(N=1750)
Odds
b S.E. Ratio
-0.53 0.08 0.59 Hhk
-1.33 0.55 0.26 *
0.53 0.14 1.70 Fokk
0.09 0.03 1.10 *kk
044 013 1.56
017 016 084
Variance  df X2
0.10 38 69.62 **

Level 2 Model with Covariates

(N=1748)

Odds
b S.E. Ratio
-0.53 0.08 0.59 ***
-1.33 0.57 026 *
0.53 0.14 .71  ***
0.09 0.03 1.10  ***
0.44 0.13 .55  ***
-0.16 0.23 0.85
-0.01 0.07 0.99
0.01 0.37 1.01

Variance df X?

0.11 36 69.80 ***

* p<.05
** <01
<001



Table 9. HLM School Level Models for Two Year, Recidivism Felony and Drug - Sinmiiied (cont'd)
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Individual and School Level Models

Fixed Effects

Simplified Level 1 Model

Recidivism Offense Felony

Level 2 Model SOS Only

Level 2 Model with Covariates

(N=1751) (N=1750) (N=1748)
Odds Odds Odds
Individual Level Predictors b S.E. Ratio b S.E. Ratio b S.E. Ratio
-2.05 0.13 0.13 bkl -2.07 0.11  0.13  **= 2.14 0.10 0.12  ***

Constant

Demographics

Black / African American 0.94 0.30 2.56 *x 0.98 0.30 2.67 0.57 0.31 1.77
Age at Current Offense -0.34 0.05 0.71 rxk -0.34 0.05 0.71  *** -0.34 ®0 0.71  ***
Gender (Female Reference) 1.17 0.26 3.21 Fokk 1.19 0.26 3.29  wxx 1.21 0.26 .33 w7
Characteristics of Current Offense
Current Offense Involves Drugs 0.63 0.16 1.89 ok 0.60 0.16 1.82 ¥ 0.54 0.16 .71  ***
School Level Predictors
SOS Participation -0.72 0.22 0.48 ** -0.25 0.19 0.78
Community Organization Factor -0.45 0.11 0.64 ¥
Average Suspension Rate 0.66 0.49 1.93
Variance  df x? Variance  df X2 Variance  df X2
Individual Level Variance 0.32 39 110.39  ***
School Level Variance 0.15 38 65.82 ** 0.09 36 50.59
* p<.05
= p<01

<001
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Table 9. HLM School Level Models for Two Year, Recidivism Felony and Drug - Sipiified (cont'd)

Individual and School Level Models

Fixed Effects

Simplified Level 1 Model

Recidivism Drug

Level 2 Model SOS Only

Level 2 Model with Covariates

(N=1751) (N=1750) (N=1748)
Odds Odds Odds

Individual Level Predictors b S.E. Ratio b S.E. Ratio b S.E. Ratio

Constant -1.96 0.11 0.14 ekl -2.06 0.11 0.13  *** -2.08 0.11 0.12  ***
Demographics

Black / African American 0.47 0.20 1.61 * 0.42 0.22 1.52 0.20 0.22 1.23

Age at Current Offense -0.18 0.04 0.83 ok -0.19 0.04 0.83  *** -0.19 m 0.83  ***

Gender (Female Reference) 1.46 0.35 4.29 Fkk 1.48 0.34 440 1.49 0.35 4.44  **=*
Characteristics of Current Offense

Current Offense Involves Drugs 1.06 0.13 2.90 ok 1.03 0.13 2.80  *** 0.99 0.13 2.68  ***
School Level Predictors

SOS Participation -0.95 0.21611 0.39  *=** -0.69 0.24 050 *

Community Organization Factor -0.16 0.08 0.85

Average Suspension Rate 0.67 0.38 1.94

Variance  df X2 Variance df X2 Variance df X2
Individual Level Variance
School Level Variance 0.23 39 82.85  x** 0.01 38.00 50.30 0.01 @®b. 44.51

* p<.05
* <01
5 0<001



Table 10. Cox Regression Proportional Hazard Model Days to Recidivism

Days to Recidivism

Individual Level Factored
SOS Predictors Model
Individual Level Predictors b S.E. b S.E. b. S.E.
Demographics
White / Non-Hispanic (reference)
Black / African American -0.02 0.12 -0.01 0.14
Hispanic/Latino -1.13 0.47  ** -1.12 048 *
Other Race -0.35 0.42 -0.34 0.42
Age at Current Offense 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.04
Gender (Female Reference) 0.41 0.13  *** 0.41 0.13  ***
Criminal History
Age of Onset -0.04 0.03 -0.03 0.03
Number of Previous Offenses 0.08 0.03  ** 0.08 0.03  **
Felony Charge in Criminal History -0.07 0.11 -0.07 0.11
Characteristics of Current Offense
Current Offense is a Felony 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.06
Current Offense Involves Violence -0.08 0.09 -0.09 0.09
Current Offense Involves Drugs 0.33 0.09 ok 0.33 0.09 ok
Length of Probation Sentence 0.01 .20 0.01 .20
School Level Predictors
SOS Participation -0.29 0.13 ~ -0.13 0.13 -0.13 0.15
Average Suspension Rate 44 31
Community Social Organization 0.01 0.05
*  p<.05
**  p<.01

Fokok p<001



Table 11. Anne Arundel County Mean Differences for School Level Indepeat

Variables

SOS Schools Comparison Schools
Mean SD N=3 Mean SD N=6

Community Level Variables
Percentage Female Headed Househdlds 0.07 0.02 3 0.06 0.04 6
Median Incomé $51,129 8947.29 3 $71,310 8891.23 6
Population Mobility 0.12 0.11 3 0.09 0.07 6
Percentage Renter Occupied Housfhg 0.26 0.11 3 0.13 0.06 6
Education 0.80 , 0.04 3 0.88 0.04 6
Population Densit§* 2314.83 665.09 3 2693.05 4165.32 6
Percentage Families Below Povetty 0.04 0.01 3 0.10 0.20 6
Juvenile Crime Rate by Zip Cofe 50.68 32.50 3 46.19 24.64 6
Community Social Organization Factor 0.¢ 0.37 3 1.28 0.43 6

School Variables
Average Enrollment (2005-200%) 2044 127.76 3 1814 381.34 6
Average Attendance (2005-2007) 091 0.01 3 0.94 0.01 6
Average Students Reduced Lunch (2005- 0.16 0.09 3 0.07 0.04 6
Average Percent Black (200250-(2)(7))07) 0.17 0.10 3 0.12 0.10 6
Average Dropout (2005-2007) 0.02 0.01 3 0.01 0.01 6
Average Suspension Rate (2005-2607) 0.35 0.01 3 0.21 0.10 6

* p<.05

* p<.01

¥* p<.001

a. Indicates variables multiplied by -1 in the gsak.

b. These variables were on a different scale thamest of the variables. For HLM models they wivided by 1,000.
c. Poverty was multiplied by 100 for HLM analysisdrder to put it on the same scale as the otlegligior variables.



Table 12. Anne Arundel County Sensitivity Analysis
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Individual and School Level
Models Two Year Recidivism

Fixed Effects
Simplified Level 2 Model

Recidivism Felony

Simplified Level 2 Model

Recidivism Drug

Simplified Level 2 Model

(N=276) (N=276) (N=276)
Odds Odds Odds
Individual Level Predictors b S.E. Ratio b S.E. Ratio b S.E. Ratio
Constant -0.3 0.13 0.70 * -3.53 0.41 0.03 rkk 2.67 0.10 0.12  *x*
Demographics
Gender (Female Reference) 0.89 039 243 = 0.68 0.85 1.97 1.10 0.72 3.01
Age at Current Offense -0.68 0.18 0.50 ok -0.28 0.14 0.75 *
Criminal History
Number of Previous Offenses -0.09 0.11 0.90 -- -- -- -- - --
Characteristics of Current Offense
Current Offense Involves Drugs -0.02 0.33 0.98 -1.00 1.08 0.36 0.44 0.65 1.56
School Level Predictors
SOS Participation 0.7 0.23 2.65 -0.37 0.89 0.69 0.76 0.43 2.14
Anne Arunde County Factor -0.09 044 091 0.27 0.58 1.31 0.17 0.25 1.1
Average Suspension Rate 1.77 1.81 5.89 -8.689 4.50 0.00 3.38 2.00 29.34
Variance df  X? Variance df x? Variance  df x?
School Level Variance 0.00 5 265 0.00 5 2.82 0.00 5 4.32
* p<.05
** p<.01

<001



Table 13. SOS & Comparison School Implementation Table

SOS Schools Comparison Schools
Mean SD N =20 Mean SD N =20
Part A School Level Implementation
Length of Probation SenteF106434.00 Fxk 211.77 20 395.54 208.27 20
Caseworker Caseload Size 44 g 39.73 20 42.85 38.95 20
Juveniles On Probation Per School 31 .25 15.50 20 56.60 54.68 20
Part B Caseworker Caseload & Cost
Mean SD N Min Max Estimated Cost
SOS Caseworkers 459 3973 147 1 142 $3,202,007.90
Non-SOS Caseworkers 45 g5 3895 108 1 187  $3,077,058.50
Both SOS and Non-SOS Caseworkers g3 27 3527 147 6 212 $4,543,418.70
* p<.05
*k pS.Ol

*+ <001

134



Appendix A. Outcome and Predictor Variable Coding Table
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Individual Level Outcome Variables

Proportion New Arrests Within One Year
Proportion New Arrests Within Two Years
Number of Days to New Contact with DJS

Proportion in Placement After Probation Sentence
Recidivism Offense Felony
Recidivism Offense Violence
Recidivism Offense Drug
Recidivism Offense School

Individual Level Predictor Variables

Demograghié
Gender

Black / African American
White / Non-Hispanic

Hispanic/Latino
Other Race

Age at Time of Current Offense

Criminal History
Age of Onset
Number of Previous Offenses
Previous Offenses Include Felony Charge

Characteristics of Current Offense

Coding

1 =1 yr New Arrest
1 =2 yr New Arrest
2 - 730 days

1 = Placement

1 = Recid Felony

1 = Recid Violence
1 = Recid Drug

1 = Recid School

1= Male

1 = Black

1 = White
(reference)
1 = Hispanic

1 = Other Race
(9-19)

(7 - 18)
(0-13)
1 = Felony Prev
Offense

Description

Dichotomous variable for cataith DJS 1 year after probation start date
Dichotomous variable for cantaith DJS 2 years after probation start date
If recidivated, number of days framb@ation start date to new offense date
Committed to Department of Juveddlevices after probation start date

If recidivated, offense was afigl

If recidivated, first offensiéea recidivism involved violence

If recidivated, first offense aftecidivism involved drugs

If recidivated, first offenseeaftecidivism was "Disturbing School Activities"

Dichotomous variable 1 = Male
Dichotomous variable 1 = Black and 0 lkothers

Dichotomous variable 1 = White andAll-others
Dichotomous variable 1 = Hispanic 8ndAll others

Categorical Variable including Mathmerican, Pacific Islander, Asians and Unknoacer

Age (Years) calculated subtracting ddteuorent offense from date of birth

Age (Years) calculated subtracting dditeith from date of first offense
Number of Previous Contacts with DJS

Felony charge in Juveniles criminal history

Current Offense Felony 1 = Felony Current Offense charge was a felony
Current Offense Violence 1 = Violence Current Offense charge was a viotéfense
Current Offense Drugs 1 = Drugs Current Offense charge was a drug séfen
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Appendix B. Individual Level Covariates Correlation Matrix

Recid Disturbing

SOSs lyear 2vyears Days Placement Felony Violence Offense Drug School Gender Black White Hispanic
SOS Participation (SOS) 1
Individual Level Outcome Variables
One Year Recidivism -.043 1
Two Year Recidivism -.087 .651 1
Days to New Arrest -.020 -869 .a 1
Placement -.020 -.005 .065 .099 1
Recidivism Offense Felony -.135 -.040 -.028  .050 .087 1
Recidivism Offense .066 -.092 -073  .059 .099 -.058 1
Violence
Recidivism Offense Drug -.165 .060 .081 .008 -.044 274 -.278 1
Recidivism Offense School 134 -.004 -.010 .018 .016 -.102 .043 -.100 1
Individual Level Predictor Variables
Gender .009 .040 .107 .052 .109 110 -.074 .139 .010 1
Black -.154 -.027 .036 .099 -.015 .166 .005 .077 -.074 08.0 1
White .106 .038 -.013 -.085 .021 -.176 -.006 -.084 .085 .008 -.927
Hispanic .138 -.036 -.063 -.050 -.011 .035 -.006 .008 -.014 .027 -.228 -.056 1
Other Race .066 -.005 -.026 -.034 -.019 -.033 .012 .018 -.016 -.021 -.186 -.046 -.011
Age at Current Offense -.034 123 021 -341 -.235 -.015 -.160 142 -.084 -.039 -.083 .092 -.021
School -.049 -.005 .006 .016 .048 -.010 .030 -.007 -.060 .002 .091 -.092 -.013
Previous Offenses -.228 .089 111 -.061 .162 .036 .033 .016 -.057 2.14 117 -.098 -.041
Age of Onset .059 .040 -.050 -.186 -.216 -.012 -.141 .085 -.086 -.105 -.072 .058 .034
Felony Criminal History -.175 .059 .075 -.032 125 .077 .020 .029 -.056 0.14 .151 -.135 -.033
Current Offense Felony -.115 .004 .042  .046 .036 .069 -.065 Ja21 -.066 8.10 .160 -.151 -.015
Current Offense Violence .015 -.050 -.055 .043 .035 -.080 125 -.077 .058 07%. .022 -.023 -.019
Current Offense Drugs -.265 .103 139 -.042 .013 127 -.150 .250 -.068 19.1 .087 -.068 -.047




Appendix B. Individual Level Covariates Correlation Matrix (Cont'd)
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Other
Race

SOS Participation (SOS)

Individual Level Outcome Variables

One Year Recidivism

Two Year Recidivism

Days to New Arrest
Placement

Recidivism Offense Felony
Recidivism Offense Violence
Recidivism Offense Drug
Recidivism Offense School

Individual Level Predictor Variables

Gender

Black

White

Hispanic

Other Race 1
Age at Current Offense .002
School .005
Previous Offenses -.042
Age of Onset .020
Felony Criminal History -.047
Current Offense Felony -.048
Current Offense Violence .032

Current Offense Drugs -.029

Age at
Offense

-.020
.099
.610
.049

-.007

-.123
191

School

.069
-.033
.029
-.010
011
.002

Num Previous  Age of  Eelony Criminal Current Offense Current Offense Current
Offenses Onset History Felony Violence Offense Drugs
1
-.227 1
.629 =172 1
.059 .034 .073 1
-.044 -.076 -.068 -.100 1
.209 .043 177 .143 -.311




Appendix C. School Level Correlation Matrix
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School
SOS Participation

Female Headed
Household
Median Income

Population Mobility

Renter Occupied
Housing
Education

Population Density
Poverty

Average School
Enroliment

Average School
Attendance
Average Free Lunch

Average Black
Average Dropout

Average Suspension
Rate
Juvenile Intake Rate

School

1
-.061
-.008

.077
.078
.196

.041
.013
.185
-.082

-274

.021
-.081
-.140
-.060

-.219

SOS

.022

.256
-.332
-.024

.262
.547
419
484

.326

.187
.150
.269
-.508

a

Female

.682
.388
.726

541
.480
489
341

.539

.643
.704
AT75
.067

- 729

<

ed
c

>

.354
.821

.874
.781
551
428

.681

.846
.661
.590
-.075

-.649

Pop
Mobility

.620

.138
.237
132
-.085

107

.367
.357
131
213

-.587

Renter
Housing

.679
.647
466
123

407

.718
.607
.395
.034

-.752

Educ

727
578
.389

.596

.696
447
.596
-.081

-.765

Avg Juv.

Pop Avg Avg Free Avg Avg Avg Intake
Density Poverty Enrolled Attend Lunch Black Dropout  Susp Rate

1

.539 1

.397 214 1

.567 .354 511 1

.664 .375 484  733. 1

.584 .252 499  .694 .821 1

.501 .346 391 .860 .624 496 1

-.322 -.254 -.036 .004 -.064 -.033 .079 1

-.630 -.880 /190 -.247 -.382 -.311 -.338 -.030




Appendix D. Factor Loadings for Community Social

Organization Variable

School Level Variables

Female Headed Household
Median Income

Population Mobility

Renter Occupied Housing
Education

Population Density

Poverty

Average School Enrollment
Average School Attendance
Average Free Lunch
Average Black

Average Dropout

Juvenile Intake Rate

Component

1

74

941

391
.804

.841
.814
.617

521
792
.887

N
719

487

139
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RECIDIVISM
Appendix E. Potential Treatment and Control Schools
County School Zip Code SOS Average Z Score Pair
Anne Arundel Meade High 20755 Y -0.95
Prince Georges Bladensburg Hs 20710 Y -0.63 Q
Anne Arundel Broadneck High School 21409 N -0.54 Q
Baltimore City Samuel L. Banks High 21223 N -0.47 D
Baltimore City Vivien T. Thomas Medical Arts 21223 N -0.47
Baltimore City Frederick Douglass Senior 21217 N .3%0 E
Baltimore City Northwestern Sr HS B. City 21215 N 0.35 L
St. Mary Great Mills Hs 20634 Y -0.18 D
Prince Georges Oxon Hill Hs 20745 Y -0.18 E
Prince Georges Potomac Hs 20745 Y -0.18 L
Baltimore City Patterson Hs 21224 Y -0.12 N
Baltimore City Lake Clifton 21213 N -0.09 K
Baltimore City Walbrook Liberal Arts 21216 N -0.09 N
Prince Georges Northwestern Hs 20783 Y -0.06 K
Prince Georges Laurel Hs 20707 Y 0.02
Baltimore City Carver Vocational Tech Hs 21218 N 04. F
Baltimore City Mergenthaler Vocational Tech 21218 N 0.04 J
Baltimore City Baltimore City College 21218 N 0.04 S
Prince Georges Suitland Hs 20747 Y 0.07 F
Prince Georges Forestville Hs 20747 Y 0.07 H
Calvert Calvert Hs 20678 Y 0.09 I
Prince Georges Central Hs 20743 Y 0.12 M
Prince Georges High Point Hs 20705 Y 0.12 S
Prince Georges Fairmont Heights Hs 20743 Y 0.12
Baltimore City Edmondson Westside High 21229 N 0.13 I
St. Mary Leonardtown Hs 20650 Y 0.13 J
Baltimore City Thurgood Marshall High 21206 N 0.17 H
Baltimore City Forest Park Hs 21207 Y 0.19 R
Anne Arundel North County Hs 21061 Y 0.19 R
Baltimore City WEB Dubois Hs 21214 N 0.22 A
Baltimore City Reginald F. Lewis High 21214 N 0.22 G
Baltimore City Northern Sr HS / B.City 21214 N 0.22 o
Charles Westlake Hs 20603 Y 0.22 O
Prince Georges Crossland Hs 20748 Y 0.23 A
Charles Thomas Stone Hs 20601 Y 0.27 G
Prince Georges Duval Hs 20706 Y 0.31
Prince Georges Gwynn Park Hs 20613 Y 0.32
Anne Arundel Glen Burnie Hs 21060 Y 0.36 P
Anne Arundel Old Mills Hs 21108 Y 0.41
Anne Arundel Annapolis Hs 21401 Y 0.48
Calvert Northern Hs 20736 Y 0.50
Prince Georges Flowers 20774 Y 0.51
Prince Georges Largo Hs 20772 Y 0.52
Anne Arundel Arundel High School 21054 N 0.54 M
Anne Arundel South River High School 21037 N 0.55 C
Prince Georges Surrattsville Hs 20735 Y 0.56 C
Anne Arundel Chesapeake Hs 21122 Y 0.65 B
St. Mary Chopticon Hs 20660 Y 0.65
Prince Georges Friendly Hs 20744 Y 0.71 T
Anne Arundel Severna Park Hs 21146 N 0.91 B
Anne Arundel Southern Hs 20776 N 0.95 P
Anne Arundel Northeast High School 21122 N 0.98 T
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RECIDIVISM
Appendix E. Potential Treatment and Control Schools (Cont'd)
County School Zip Code  SOS Average Z Score Pair
Anne Arundel Meade High 20755 Y -0.95
Prince Georges Bladensburg Hs 20710 Y -0.63 Q
Anne Arundel Broadneck High School 21409 N -0.54 Q
Baltimore City Samuel L. Banks High 21223 N -0.47 D
Baltimore City Vivien T. Thomas Medical Arts 21223 N -0.47
Baltimore City Frederick Douglass Senior 21217 N 0.35 E
Baltimore City Northwestern Sr HS B. City 21215 N -0.35 L
St. Mary Great Mills Hs 20634 Y -0.18 D
Prince Georges Oxon Hill Hs 20745 Y -0.18 E
Prince Georges Potomac Hs 20745 Y -0.18 L
Baltimore City Patterson Hs 21224 Y -0.12 N
Baltimore City Lake Clifton 21213 N -0.09 K
Baltimore City Walbrook Liberal Arts 21216 N -0.09 N
Prince Georges Northwestern Hs 20783 Y -0.06 K
Prince Georges Laurel Hs 20707 Y 0.02
Baltimore City Carver Vocational Tech Hs 21218 N .00 F
Baltimore City Mergenthaler Vocational Tech 21218 N 0.04 J
Baltimore City Baltimore City College 21218 N 0.0 S
Prince Georges Suitland Hs 20747 Y 0.07 F
Prince Georges Forestville Hs 20747 Y 0.07 H
Calvert Calvert Hs 20678 Y 0.09 I
Prince Georges Central Hs 20743 Y 0.12 M
Prince Georges High Point Hs 20705 Y 0.12 S
Prince Georges Fairmont Heights Hs 20743 Y 0.12
Baltimore City Edmondson Westside High 21229 N 30.1 |
St. Mary Leonardtown Hs 20650 Y 0.13 J
Baltimore City Thurgood Marshall High 21206 N 0.17 H
Baltimore City Forest Park Hs 21207 Y 0.19 R
Anne Arundel North County Hs 21061 Y 0.19 R
Baltimore City WEB Dubois Hs 21214 N 0.22 A
Baltimore City Reginald F. Lewis High 21214 N 0.22 G
Baltimore City Northern Sr HS / B.City 21214 N p.2 (0]
Charles Westlake Hs 20603 Y 0.22 (0]
Prince Georges Crossland Hs 20748 Y 0.23 A
Charles Thomas Stone Hs 20601 Y 0.27 G
Prince Georges Duval Hs 20706 Y 0.31
Prince Georges Gwynn Park Hs 20613 Y 0.32
Anne Arundel Glen Burnie Hs 21060 Y 0.36 P
Anne Arundel Old Mills Hs 21108 Y 0.41
Anne Arundel Annapolis Hs 21401 Y 0.48
Calvert Northern Hs 20736 Y 0.50
Prince Georges Flowers 20774 Y 0.51
Prince Georges Largo Hs 20772 Y 0.52
Anne Arundel Arundel High School 21054 N 0.54 M
Anne Arundel South River High School 21037 N 0.55 C
Prince Georges Surrattsville Hs 20735 Y 0.56 C
Anne Arundel Chesapeake Hs 21122 Y 0.65 B
St. Mary Chopticon Hs 20660 Y 0.65
Prince Georges Friendly Hs 20744 Y 0.71 T
Anne Arundel Severna Park Hs 21146 N 0.91 B
Anne Arundel Southern Hs 20776 N 0.95 P
Anne Arundel Northeast High School 21122 N 0.98 T




Appendix F
School Based Probation Survey
Probation Officers

Demographic | nformation

1. Age

2. Gender: Male Female
3. What is your highest level of education?

High School Diploma
Bachelor’s degree
Master’'s Degree
Doctorate

apop
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4. How many years of probation experience did you hgie to your appointment

as a school based probation officer?

0 years

1 year

2 years

3-5 years
5-10 years
Over 10 years

~pooow

5. How long have you been at your current assignment?
a. Oyears
b. 1year
c. 2years
d. 3-5years
e. 5-10 years
f. Over 10 years

6. What attracted you to this current position?

7. How many more years do you plan on being a schasgd probation officer?
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8. What county do you currently supervise probatiom&?Ps

Casaload | nformation

9. What is the approximate size of your current cas#?o

Category Number of Students
Formal Probation
Informal Probation
Spotlight on Schools
C-Safe
Other
(Indicate which
program? & how
many?)

10. Indicate the number of school based probationergan caseload by grade level.

Grade Number of Students

6
7
8
9
10
11
12

11.0n Average, about how many times per week do yee bantact with the
various groups on your caseload?

Category Average # of Contacts
Formal Probation
Informal Probation
Spotlight on Schools
C-Safe
Other (which
program & how
many)

12. At how many schools do you serve as a school-baisdshtion officer?
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13.What services do you most often refer the juverolegour caseload to?

14.1n your opinion what is the optimal caseload smea school based probation
officer?

10 and under

15

25

30

35-40

PO T O

Perceived Roles and Responsibilities

15.What do you believe to be your “Perceived Roleth#f school-based probation
officers listed below, then consider how you betieehool administrators,
probationers on your caseload, and their parerdsdigans view your primary

role.

Your Perceived
Role

School
Administration

Probationers

Parents/Guardians

Child Advocate

Child Advocate

Child Advocate

Child Advocate

Mentor Mentor Mentor Mentor

Officer of the Officer of the Officer of the Officer of the Court
Court Court Court

Police Officer/ Police Officer / Police Officer / Police Officer /
Security Security Security Security

School Official School Official School Official School Official

Social Worker

Social Worker

Social Worker

Social Worker

16.1f you believe school administration views youmpairy role differently from how
you view your role, using a scale 1 (a Little or Eixtent) to 3 (A great extent),
please indicate the extent to which this differeimcele perceptions impacts your
effectiveness as a school based probation officer

Little / No Extent Moderate Extent To Great Extent

1 2 3




17.In what ways, if any does this difference in robgqeption impact your

effectiveness as a school based probation officer?
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18.The following is a list of the possible duties tethto the probationers on your
caseload. Using a scale from 1 (Not Important) (¢&y Important), indicate
how important each of the duties is in your daytay-responsibilities as a school
based probation officer. If activity is not partyafur duties, circle O under the
category “Not Applicable”.

N/A | Not A Little Somewhat Important Very
Important Important Important Important

Develop a supervision plan for each 0 1 2 3 4 5
probationer that included educational goals
and objectives
Conduct an orientation for all newly 0 1 2 3 4 5
assigned probationers & their parents or
guardians
Help probationers obtain services 0 1 2 3 5
Set limits & expectations for probationers () 1 2 3 5
Work to reduce probationers in & outof | () 1 2 3 5
school suspensions, tardiness, absenteeism
and drop out rates
Help develop alternatives to out of schogl () 1 2 3 4 5
suspensions
Provide tutoring services for probationers () 1 2 3 5
Promote participation of probationersin | 1 2 3 5
school activities
Facilitate re-entry of probationers into 0 1 2 3 4 5
school after placement
Function as an advocate for probationers () 1 2 3 5
Encourage the involvement of 0 1 2 3 5
probationers’ parents or guardians in
school activities
Assist school personnel who are making| () 1 2 3 4 5
decisions about probationers
Augment the school disciplinary structure () 1 2 3 4 5
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Maintain a chronological record of 0 1 2 3 4 5
contacts
Collect relevant data to assess program | () 1 2 3 4 5

effectiveness.

19.The following is a list of the possible duties tethto the general school

population gtudents not assigned to school based probation). Using a scale from
1 (Not Important) to 5 (Very Important), pleaseigade how important each of
the duties is to your day-to-day responsibilitissaaschool based probation
officer. If activity is not one of your duties, cle O under the “N/A”.

Possible Duties N/A | Not A Little Somewhat Important Very
Important Important Important Important

Provide in-service training for school 0 1 2 3 4 5
officials about probation services & the
juvenile justice system
Make Presentations in classes about the 1 2 5
juvenile justice system
Serve as a liaison (information source) 1 2 5
between school and court.
Promote a positive image of the juvenile| 1 2 3 4 5
court
At the request of school, help to divert at- () 1 2 3 4 5
risk youth from formal juvenile court
involvement
Provide a presence / visibility in 0 1 2 3 4 5
conjunction with school officials to deter
potential conflicts involving the general
school population
Promote a drug free & safe school 0 1 2 3 4 5
environment
Promote participation of probationersin | 1 2 3 4 5
school activities
Co-Facilitate various support groups 0 1 2 3 5
Get involved in school activities 1 2 5
Provide services to students who are NQT () 1 2 5

under the jurisdiction of the court
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20.What is your level of involvement in school disanalry infractions of the general
school populationgudents not assigned to school-based probation)?

No involvement

Give advice to school officials

Talk to the student

Make an intake decision

Provide informal supervision

Refer case to court

Provide informal supervision

@ropaoop

21.Using a scale from 1 (Not Effective) to 5 (Very &dfive), indicate how effective
you believe school based probation is in meetiegadlowing objectives for
school based probationers. If you are uncertarolecD under the column “Don’t

Know”

Objectives Don't Not A little Somewhat | Effective Very
Know Effective | Effective Effective Effective

Decreasing school disciplinary referrals 0 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing number of days in detention 0 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing frequency of detention 0 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing number of days of suspension 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing frequency of suspensions 0 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing absenteeism 0 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing tardiness 0 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing the drop out rate 0 1 2 3 4 5
Reduce recidivism 0 1 2 3 4 5
Reducing the number of out of home 0 1 2 3 4 5
placements
Improving academic performance 0 1 2 3 4 5
Increasing the number of positive schoo 0 1 2 3 4 5
reports

22.Using a scale from 1 (Not Effective) to 5 (Very é&dfive), indicate how effective
you believe school based probation is in meetiegoliowing objectives for the
general school populatiostgdents not assigned to school based probation). If
you are uncertain, circle O under “Don’t Know” coia.

Objectives Don't Not A little Somewhat | Effective Very
Know Effective | Effective Effective Effective
Deterring non-probation students from 0 1 2 3 4 5

disruptive behaviors

Improving overall school climate 0 1 2 3 4 5
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17. Using a scale from 1 (Dissatisfied) to 4 (Setih, indicate your general level of
satisfaction with the school-based probation pnegr&you are uncertain, circle O under
the column “Don’t Know”.

Objectives Don’t Dissatisfied | Somewhat | Somewhat | Satisfied Very
Know Dissatisfied | Satisfied Satisfied

Satisfaction with your job as a school- 0 1 2 3 4 5

based probation officer

Satisfaction with overall program 0 1 2 3 4 5

Satisfaction with level of 0 1 2 3 4 5

communication between the court and

the schools

Satisfaction with perceived positive 0 1 2 3 4 5

impact on probationers assigned to

school based probation.

Satisfaction with perceived positive 0 1 2 3 4 5

impact of school-based probation on the

overall school climate.

23.What do you like most about school-based probation?

24.What do you like least about school based probation

25. Identify any outcomes (either positive or negatiwe$chool-based probation that
were not anticipated.
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26.How would you describe a successful student irSilB& program?

27.What do you think is the biggest contributing fadtma juvenile being successful
in the school based probation program?

28.1f you could improve any aspect of the SOS progvémat would it be and why?
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Appendix G
School Based Probation Survey
Principals and School Officials

Demographic | nformation

1.

2.

Age

Gender: Male Female
What is your highest level of education?

High School Diploma
Bachelor’s degree
Master’'s Degree
Doctorate

apop

How many years of administration experience did lyave prior to your
appointment as a school administrator?

0 years

1 year

2 years

3-5 years
5-10 years
Over 10 years

~pooow

How long have you been at your current position?
a. Oyears
b. 1year
c. 2years
d. 3-5years
e. 5-10 years
f. Over 10 years

How many more years do you plan on being a pritigipa

What county is your school located?

What grades does your school serve?
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Grades Check which oné
7-12
8-12
9-12
10-12
Other

A1

9. In what year did the SOS program begin in your stho

10.What do you perceive to be themary role of the school based probation
officer?

Officer of the Court

Mentor

Child Advocate

Social Worker

Police Officer / Security

School Official

~P oo oTw

11.Using a scale form 1 (Not Effective) to 5 (Very &five), indicate how effective
you believe school based probation is in meetiegadlowing objectives for
school based probationers. If you are uncertainlecD under the “Don’t Know”

column.

Objectives Don't Not A little Somewhat | Effective Very
Know Effective | Effective Effective Effective

Decreasing school disciplinary referrals 0 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing number of days in detention 0 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing frequency of detention 0 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing number of days of suspension 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing frequency of suspensions 0 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing absenteeism 0 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing tardiness 0 1 2 3 4 5
Decreasing the drop out rate 0 1 2 3 4 5
Reduce recidivism 0 1 2 3 4 5
Reducing the number of out of home 0 1 2 3 4 5
placements
Improving academic performance 0 1 2 3 4 5
Increasing the number of positive schoo 0 1 2 3 4 5
reports
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12. Are there any other objectives for the probatidicef and their case load that
have been omitted from the above list and thatfgeliare important for the
probation officer?

13.Using a scale from 1 (Not Effective), indicate heffective you believe school
based probation is in meeting the following objessi for the general school
population gtudents not assigned to school based probation). If you are
uncertain, circle “0” under “Don’t Know”.

Objectives Don’t Not A little Somewhat | Effective Very
know Effective | Effective Effective Effective

Deterring non-probation students from 0 1 2 3 4 5

disruptive behaviors

Improving overall school climate 0 1 2 3 4 5

14. Are there any other objectives for the probatidicef and the general population

that have been omitted from the above list andytbatfeel are important for the
probation officer?

15.Respond to the following statements concerning aldb@ased probation in your
school

Statements Yes| Ng Don’t Know
A written agreement exists between Court and ttheal district that sets forth
the responsibilities of school based probatiorceffs and school staff
School based probation officers have sufficientaoiwith relevant school
personnel
Regularly scheduled meetings are held between edantnistration and school
administrations to discuss school based probatiogram issues
| would advocate for the continued funding of thbaol based probation
program in this school district

A school Resources officers also works in this stho

16. Estimate the percentage of work time the schoadbasobation officer(s) spends
in your school. Circle the box that applies.

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

17.Does the probation officer in your school havertiogin office?

18. Estimate how often to you have contact with theoption officer per week?
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19.Who initiates the contact, you ore the probatidicef?

20.Describe the quality of your interactions with g@hool probation officer?

21.The following is a list of the possible duties oheol-based probation officers
related to youth on their caseloads. Using a doahe 1 (Not important) to 5
(Very Important), please indicate how importantteatthe duties is to the day-
to-day responsibilities of school based probatifiicers. If you are uncertain,
circle 0 under the “Don’t Know” column.

Duties Don't Not A little Somewhat | Effective | Very
Know Effective | Effective Effective Effective
Develop a supervision plan for each 0 1 2 3 4 5
probationer that includes educational goals
& objectives
Conduct an orientation for all newly 0 1 2 3 4 5

assigned probationers & their parent(s) ¢
guardian(s)

=

Help probationers obtain services 0 1 2 3 4 5
Set limits & expectations for probationers 0 1 2 3 4 5
Work to reduce probationers in & out of 0 1 2 3 4 5

school suspensions, tardiness, absentegism
& drop out rates.

Help to develop alternatives to out of 0 1 2 3 4 5
school suspensions

Provide tutoring services for probationers 0 1 2 3 4 5
Promote participation of probationers in 0 1 2 3 4 5
school activities

Facilitate re-entry of probationers in 0 1 2 3 4 5
school activities

Function as an advocate for probationers 0 1 2 3 4 5
Encourage the involvement of 0 1 2 3 4 5
probationers parents or guardians in school

activities

Assist school personnel who are making 0 1 2 3 4 5
decisions about probationers

Augment the school disciplinary structure 0 1 2 3 4 5
Maintain a chronological record of 0 1 2 3 4 5
contacts

Collect relevant data to assess program 0 1 2 3 4 5

effectiveness
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22.The following is a list of the possible duties oheol based probation officers
related to the general school population (studeotsssigned to school based
probation). Using a scale from 1 (Not Importantbt®/ery Important), please
indicate how important each of the duties is todag-to-day responsibilities of
school based probation officers. If you are unaeriarcle O under “Don’t

Know”.
Duties Don't Not A little Somewhat | Effective Very
Know Effective | Effective Effective Effective
Provide in service training for school 1 2 3 4 5
officials about probation services & the
juvenile justice system
Make presentations in classes about the 1 2 3 4 5
juvenile justice system
Serve as a liaison (information sources) 1 2 3 4 5
between school and court
Promote a positive image of the juvenile 1 2 3 4 5
court
Serve on different school teams 1 2 3 4 5
At the request of school, help divert at ris 1 2 3 4 5
youth from formal juvenile court
involvement
Provide a presence / visibility in 1 2 3 4 5
conjunction with school officials to deter
potential conflicts involving the general
school population
Promote a drug free & safe school 1 2 3 4 5
environment
Co-facilitate various support groups 1 2 3 4 5
Get involved in school activities 1 2 3 4 5
Provide services to students who are NC 1 2 3 4 5
under the jurisdiction of the court

23.Using a scale from 1 (Dissatisfied) to 5 (Very Siaid), indicate your general

level of satisfaction with the school based prafaprogram. If you are

uncertain, circle 0 under “Don’t Know”

Objectives Don’t Dissatisfied | Somewhat | Somewhat | Satisfied Very
Know Dissatisfied | Satisfied Satisfied

Satisfaction with the overall program 0 1 2 3 4 5

Satisfaction with the level of 0 1 2 3 4 5

communication between the court and

the schools

Satisfaction with perceived positive 0 1 2 3 4 5

impact on probationers assigned to

school based probation

Satisfaction with perceived positive 0 1 2 3 4 5

impact of school based probation on the

overall school climate

Satisfaction with services provided by 0 1 2 3 4 5

school based probation
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24.What do you like most about the school based prabg@rogram?

25.What do you like the least about the school basedgtion program?

26. Identify any outcomes (either positive or negatiwe$chool based probation that
were not anticipated.

27.How would you describe a successful student irSth& program?

28.What do you think is the biggest contributing fadtwa juvenile being successful
in the school based probation program?

29.1f you could improve any aspect of the SOS progvamat would it be and why?
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