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ABSTRACT 

 

 The juvenile justice system has long been challenged to provide security for 

communities, while also providing treatment and sanctioning youthful offenders.  This task 

includes the process of determining which offenders pose a low-risk to their community 

and/or themselves, and would best be served by release to their “normal” daily lives and 

home environments with little to no supervision; as well as, which youth pose a higher risk, 

best served by detention placement.  Risk assessment instruments, such as the Positive 

Achievement Change Tool Pre-Screen (PACT-PS) assessed in this research, aid in this 

determination by allowing practitioners in this process to make risk determinations based on 

scientific estimations of probability. 

 Outcome validation and program implementation evaluations of the PACT-PS are 

underreported in the peer reviewed literature in the 13 years of the instruments “life.”  In this 

dissertation, both quantitative and qualitative methods are utilized to provide an initial 

validation and basic program implementation evaluation to assess the PACT-PS within 

Johnson County Kansas’ Department of Corrections.  The secondary data under review are 

the 3,538 youth that were detained by law enforcement or served a “Notice to Appear” in 

court, from January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2012.  This data include 3,036 youth that 
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voluntarily completed the PACT-PS instrument at the Juvenile Intake and Assessment 

Center; as well as a review of the 502 youth who declined to participate in the PACT-PS.  

Only basic level statistics were conducted on the quantitative data due to the data’s basic 

level of mathematical sophistication; as well as, collinear issues existing between the 

independent variables (primarily demographic indicators), and the dependent variable 

(recidivism as measured by the risk determinations provided).  Frequency and descriptive 

statistics are reported to describe the population of youth offenders in Johnson County 

Kansas.  A basic correlation and validation of the PACT-PS has been determined according 

to Crosstab, ChiSquare, and regression analysis; and, a failing level of program 

implementation integrity according to the Johnson Scale of Program Integrity (JSPI).  

Observations are made regarding strengths of the PACT-PS and current JCDOC Program; 

and, recommendations are offered for program improvement to raise the JSPI results. 
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CHAPTER1 

AN INTRODUCTION:  THE GOALS AND ORGANIZATION OF THE RESEARCH 

 

 The responsibility of correctional departments to provide both security to the 

community through public safety and to sanction offenders that have committed crimes is 

often a delicate balance.  This balance has long been an inherent conflict between 

punishment and “constructive behavioral change,” otherwise termed rehabilitation (Lipsey, 

Howell, Kelly, Chapman, & Carver, 2010, p. 5).  This balance of security and sanctioning 

involves the correctional system’s ability to determine the level of risk each offender presents 

to commit future crimes, as well as the costs of various sanctioning options once levels of 

risk have been determined.  This process aids in determining which offenders pose a low-risk 

to their community and/or themselves, and would be best served by release to their “normal” 

daily lives and home environments with little to no supervision; as well as, which youth pose 

a higher risk, best served by detention placement.  Risk assessment is conducted to determine 

which correctional options are necessary on the basis of security criteria of the youth.  Needs 

assessment occurs to identify treatment needs; and, psychological or responsivity 

assessments are conducted to determine treatment assignments based upon personality or 

behavioral criteria (Johnson, 2003a, p. 3; Van Voorhis, 2000, p. 86).  Risk prediction has 

been a focus for criminologists, among other professionals, for some time (Baglivio, 2007; 

Emeka & Sorensen, 2009; Flores, Travis & Latessa, 2003; Herrenkohl, Maguin, Hill, 

Hawkins, Abbott & Catalano, 2000; Lipsey et al., 2010; Meyers & Schmidt, 2011; Mills, 

Kroner & Hemmati, 2007; Mulder, Brand, Bullens & van Marle, 2011; Onifade, Davidson & 
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Campbell, 2009; Onifade, Nyandoro, Davidson & Campbell, 2010; Schwalbe, 2009; Taylor, 

Skubic, Kemper, Loney & Kistner, 2009; Turner & Fain, 2006; and, Wong & Gordon, 2006). 

 Risk assessment processes and tools, such as the Youth Level of Service/Case 

Management Inventory (YLS/CMI), the Structured Assessment for Violence Risk in Youth 

(SAVRY), and the Level of Supervision Inventory-Revised (LSI-R), have been extensively 

utilized by the juvenile justice system to identify youth likely to recidivate; as well as, assist 

with case management and identification of viable treatment options and programs for 

juvenile offenders (Myers & Schmidt, 2008; Onifade et al., 2009; Onifade et al., 2010; 

Reisig, Holtfreter & Morash, 2006).  Risk assessment is essential, for crime reduction and 

prevention efforts, as well as for community security; especially when “a plethora of research 

[demonstrates] as few as 6% of offenders can commit the majority of offenses, simply 

through recidivating” (Onifade et al., 2009, p. 206).  The focus on risk prediction has 

involved determining which factors increase a youth’s likelihood of committing future 

crimes; as well as, advancing the risk assessment process from past days of speculation and 

unsupported predictions, to the present era of scientific estimations of probability. 

 Risk assessment processes have been influenced by changing social dynamics and 

changing correctional ideologies.  They have moved from an evaluation of static and 

dynamic risk factors, to also considering protective factors present in youths’ lives.  In order 

to make accurate predictions of risk to re-offend, and “for optimal performance, the entire 

juvenile justice system need to operate on a research-informed, evidence-based platform” 

(Lipsey et al., 2010).  The criminal processing of youthful offenders has progressed from an 

era of considering “children as adults,” through developing the concept of adolescence and 

the “child savers” movement, through Martinson’s “nothing works” mentality and the “get 
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tough” era, to the recent practice of “evidence-based programming.”  The next step for the 

juvenile justice system involves conducting program implementation evaluations; and, 

integrating the findings from outcome evaluations into establishing valid risk assessment 

instruments (RAIs) and programs by applying what is learned and putting it into practice 

(Duerden & Witt, 2012; Lipsey et al., 2010). 

 In other words, we have learned “what works,” as noted by Shay Bilchik, when 

highlighting the increased use of evidence-based practices within the juvenile justice system 

via validated risk and needs assessment instruments (Lipsey et al., 2010).  The next step is 

evaluating our evidence-based practices and making sure what has been implemented is what 

was intended; and, when it isn’t, adjustments are made as needed according to rigorous 

scientific protocol.  This will occur through the integration of program implementation and 

outcome evaluation, as seen in the work of Lipsey and his colleagues and the Standardized 

Program Evaluation Protocol (SPEP), which highlights the need for rigorous evaluation 

approaches to tools utilized, programs implemented, and decisions made within juvenile 

justice (Lipsey et al., 2010).   

 Duerden and Witt, in their review of program implementation and outcome 

evaluation, suggest the development of a “program theory,” to evaluate the concepts of 

adherence, dosage, quality of delivery, participant responsiveness, and program 

differentiation.  This concept, the development of a “program theory,” is underscored in the 

approaches set forth within the work of Orchowski, Carson, and Trahan, researchers at the 

Juvenile Justice Evaluation Center, and the Justice Research and Statistics Association.  

Their seven-step process for evaluating programs includes developing a program logic; as 
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well as, a model to both measure and report the findings of the logic implemented within 

programs utilized (Orchowski, Carson & Trahan, 2002). 

 The overall concept of assessing programs based on the integration of implementation 

and outcome evaluations within the field of juvenile justice is based on the concept of 

program integrity (Duerden & Witt, 2012; Lipsey et al., 2010).  By improving the overall 

integrity of evidence-based programs, we unlock the key to program sustainability; and, 

apply “what works” with today’s juvenile offending populations.  Juvenile justice programs 

need to be implemented in ways that do not depart from the supportive evidence, which 

means completing various forms of program evaluation (Lipsey et al., 2010).  Difficulty 

often arises in translating research into practice, i.e., completing the “feedback loop,” a 

necessary requirement for improving the effectiveness of programs and services for 

individual youth and the overall juvenile justice system.   

Five Primary Goals of the Resulting Research Report 

 In October, 2010, the Johnson County Department of Corrections (JCDOC), the 

Juvenile Corrections Advisory Board (JCAB), and Deborah L. Johnson, MS, PhD (c), (the 

graduate student involved in this dissertation research, also named the Primary Investigator 

or PI) began discussions to develop a study to evaluate inter-rater reliability and to validate 

and norm the Positive Achievement Change Tool Pre-Screen (PACT-PS) risk assessment 

instrument.  The PACT-PS is the tool currently utilized to assess risk for future criminal 

involvement with youth charged of a crime in Johnson County, Kansas.  However, as will be 

described, due to data management and program implementation issues within the JCDOC, 

data was not able to be obtained for the full validation of the PACT-PS.  The study 

agreement made and modified in collaboration with the JCDOC (see Appendices A, B, and 
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C), resulted in an initial validation of the JCDOC PACT-PS and a basic program 

implementation evaluation.  This paper is the final report of the research conducted regarding 

the development of the PACT-PS, its modification and use in Johnson County, Kansas, an 

evaluation and report of outcomes, and recommendations made by the PI within her 

dissertation research that began October, 2010 and concluded January, 2013. 

 The final report of this research is intended to serve five primary goals, which are: 

1) To provide information regarding the development and purpose for 

modifications to the original validation and inter-rater study; as well as, 

describe the revised focus of the research to an initial validation and basic 

program implementation evaluation. 

2) To provide the data results of the initial validation and basic 

implementation evaluation conducted on the PACT-PS as utilized by the 

JCDOC. 

3) To provide a history of the juvenile justice and correctional process, 

information about risk factors and the development of risk assessment 

instruments, and discuss key theories reviewed for an integrated 

perspective of the complex social issues related to juvenile crime and the 

risk assessment processes. 

4) Highlight current approaches for applied research in juvenile justice for 

“what works” related to RAIs in general and the PACT-PS within the 

JCDOC.  This includes the development of a qualitative assessment tool 

titled the “Johnson Scale of Program Integrity” (JSPI). 

5) To contribute to the literature base regarding the PACT-PS as a risk 

assessment tool; as well as, to add to the overall literature base on risk 

assessment processes and program evaluations in the field of juvenile 

justice. 

 

Purpose of the Study: Initial Validation and Basic  

Program Implementation Evaluation 

 

  As noted, the original intent of this research was to conduct an inter-rater and 

validation study to norm and validate the PACT-PS to the Johnson County Kansas 

population of youthful offenders.  This validation study was a desire of the JCDOC and 

JCAB for a variety of reasons.  First, the JCDOC administrators are knowledgeable of 

evidence-based practices and the value of evaluating programs to learn of their outcomes and 
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impacts.  This is evidenced not only by their interest in having the PACT-PS risk assessment 

instrument validated, which is the core of evidence-based practices; but the JCDOC regularly 

completes independent evaluation and review of its programs (Haneberg, 2012, p. 2; Peeler, 

2007).  Secondly, the JCDOC noticed a large majority of the youth being risk-assessed were 

being classified as “low risk youth.”  Since the PACT-PS is a “young” risk assessment tool 

modeled after Florida’s PACT instrument (Assessments.com, 2009a), its use in Johnson 

County Kansas on a different population of youth raised the question of cross population 

validity issues.  This stimulated an interest to determine if the instrument was accurately 

measuring the risk to recidivate with Johnson County Kansas’ youth population. 

 Developed in 2009 by Assessments.com (ADC), in collaboration with the JCDOC, 

the JCDOC PACT-PS under review is a revised version of the Florida’s PACT full risk 

assessment process, which includes the Pre-Screen tool.  The Florida PACT was developed 

in 2005 in collaboration with the ADC and the State of Florida Department of Juvenile 

Justice (Assessments.com, 2009a).  The primary validation study that has generated the only 

body of work able to be located within reported academic literature regarding the PACT 

instrument was completed by Michael Baglivio, at the University of Florida, as part of his 

dissertation requirements (Baglivio & Jackowski, 2013; Baglivio, 2009, 2008, 2007, 2007; 

Florida Department of Juvenile Justice, 2005; Rechichi, 2007).  Baglivio conducted his 

original validation study of the PACT full instrument; and, in relation to recidivism, found it 

to be a valid and reliable risk prediction instrument for both male and female populations, 

and for various races (Baglivio, 2007).   

 The JCDOC and JCAB wanted to know if the revised PACT-PS instrument 

maintained validity when utilized on a profoundly different youth population in Johnson 
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County, Kansas.  The population of youth under evaluation in Florida, with the original 

PACT full instrument, is demographically quite different from the youth in Johnson County 

Kansas.  Additionally, the PACT program implemented in Florida is different than the 

PACT-PS program implemented in Johnson County, Kansas.  The JCDOC wanted to have 

the instrument normed to the Johnson County Kansas youth population.  These issues are 

further reviewed in the discussion of the PACT and the PACT-PS within the literature review 

provided in Chapter 2; as well as within the review of demographic data in Chapter 4, 

including overall differences in general population characteristics between Florida and 

Johnson County Kansas; as well as, the differences displayed in the types of crimes 

committed between the two populations. 

 Due to data management and storage issues revealed throughout the research process, 

the original study agreement required revisions and modifications (see Appendices A, B, and 

C), and resulted in the current approach of an initial validation and basic program 

implementation evaluation.  Unfortunately, the JCDOC encountered numerous problems 

with data management, identified by the PI and communicated to the PI within a memo from 

the data manager working at the JCDOC, and consist the following issues: 

1) The JCDOC’s initial lack of disclosure and maintained lack of access to 

the PI of the original PACT-PS item data.  The digital file available 

necessary to conduct the validation evaluation from Assessments.com (the 

“flat file”) contains the data obtained from the individual items of the 

PACT-PS instrument and risk assessment processes, required for a full 

validation.  The PI was not informed of the availability of this digital file, 

until near the completion of the study; it is/was available for purchase 

from ADC, and necessary for full validation of the PACT-PS due to data 

issues noted below;  

2) Issues were encountered in the identification of youth from the overall 

population for sampling protocols, due to a difference in the way the youth 

are listed within the Johnson County Information Management System 

(JIMS).  The difference noted relates to the selection of youth for the study 

differing from the date of completion of the PACT-PS process (youth’s 
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date of offense was the selection criteria, not the date the PACT-PS was 

completed).  The reason this can be an issue, is because some youth are 

served a Notice To Appear (NTA), which allows a differential of time 

allowance between the date of offense (when the NTA is issued), and date 

of PACT-PS completion.  This would include some youth in the study 

parameters based on occurrence date, rather than PACT-PS completion 

date; as well as have some PACT-PS completion dates that extend beyond 

the dates of the study, for youth that committed their offense within the 

date parameters for the study. 

3) Not able to locate some documents of youth within the original sample 

(i.e., PACT-PS PDF files such as the actual PACT-PS instrument, the 

Assessment.com report, or complete files for youth listed within the 

population) due to a youth “aging out” of the system in relation to time 

lapses noted above; as well as the deletion of data, and overwritten data;  

4) Time delays and resource expenditures for both the JCDOC and the PI, 

relating to avenues of data access, and the data existing only in non-binary 

files (i.e., scanned PDF files) stored in the JIMS system.  These files 

required manual printing, evaluation, coding, and data entry in order to be 

statistically evaluated (this original approach to the study, until the final 

configuration in January 2013); 

5) Some youth did not have the PACT-PS scanned into their records due to a 

variety of reasons, such as their age at the time of offense versus their age 

at the time of intake; because it was a District Court filed case; or, because 

the case wasn’t charged and an intake and assessment process wasn’t 

required; 

6) There were numerous instances of missing and deleted data, as well as a 

built in automated process that permitted the Rater (according to the 

protocol and process instructions of completion) to electronically 

overwrite the original assessment file with a new one (i.e., if the youth 

recidivated), causing a loss of the original data file due to being 

overwritten.  Assessments.com, the developer of the PACT-PS and the 

agency that calculates the risk determinations for the JCDOC, was 

contacted by the JCDOC data manager to begin to uncover the issues were 

with the data, the loss of files and issues relating to data deletion; and, 

7) It was discovered during the end of the current study that the data under 

consideration was also being evaluated by the County’s paid research 

consultant.  There was no collaboration or discussion between researchers; 

and, the PI was unaware of the dual research being conducted. 

 

These issues rendered the original validation and inter-rater reliability study impossible, 

necessitating study revisions that resulted in the final study design of an initial validation and 

basic implementation evaluation. 
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 Although highly contributory and conducive to current approaches in the field of 

research on risk assessment instruments, the resulting study did not reach the initial goals 

sought of determining inter-rater reliability and full validation of the JCDOC PACT-PS 

program.  However, the benefits of reporting the resulting initial validation and basic 

implementation evaluation of the PACT-PS in Johnson County Kansas is to illustrate the 

challenges of doing applied research in juvenile corrections; and, provide an avenue to 

improve the overall PACT-PS Program within the JCDOC.  Although the study’s altering 

design was challenging, it provided the critically needed evaluation process of the PACT-PS 

to improve program integrity, which is, as noted above, the “next step” in evidence-based 

practices (Lipsey et al., 2010).  The result of this research not only provides necessary 

feedback within an established research protocol, it provides a methodological approach for 

juvenile justice departments considering implementation evaluation and outcome evaluation 

processes, especially on the PACT-PS.  This is a necessary and needed component within the 

current juvenile justice system, to review what works best with “our” youth; and, once 

determined, to implement validated programs into the overall process.  In this way, the main 

focus is not forgotten, the youth the programs serve and the goal of reducing recidivism. 

 The risk assessment process aids in avoiding the misclassification of youth, or 

inappropriate risk determinations, which can have a profound impact on a risk assessed youth 

and their families, as well as the correctional department utilizing them.  Among the variety 

of impacts that can occur if a program is not properly reviewed and assessed, two of 

paramount importance are: Inaccurate decisions regarding whether or not to detain a youth in 

the detention setting (i.e., releasing a high-risk youth decreasing community safety, or 

detaining a low-risk youth increasing his or her risks and program costs); and, improper 
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resource and program allocation related to case management and/or treatment opportunities.  

These decisions create implications for the youth and their families, as well as the 

correctional department in regard to detention space, program availability, funding 

expenditure management and program oversight. 

 It is important to evaluate the impact of programs and services, to avoid 

misclassification of youth, and to evaluate program implementation and adherence to 

administrative plans to implement a program as intended (Duerden & Witt, 2012).  This was 

found to be a crucial element within the research conducted within the JCDOC regarding the 

PACT-PS risk assessment validation process.  As noted by Duerden and Witt, it is difficult to 

suggest linkages between program goals and the outcomes of the program, without first 

understanding the degree to which a program is implemented as originally intended; in other 

words, without understanding the level of program integrity (Duerden & Witt, 2012).  In 

light of the JCDOC’s goals to evaluate the PACT-PS process and request for 

recommendations regarding their continued use of the PACT-PS, an initial validation and 

basic program implementation evaluation became the PI’s final research approach.  This was 

based on the resulting secondary data made available to the PI; and, in order to make 

contributory requested recommendations to the JCDOC, the JCAB, and the reported 

literature base. 

 Although it was mutually understood between the JCDOC and the PI that numerous 

data issues and concerns revealed during the research negotiation and discovery process 

prevented a full validation of the PACT-PS, the PI agreed to conduct an initial validation on 

the instrument (see Appendix D to refer to the PACT-PS).  The statistical review and analysis 

within the current research was based on secondary data provided by the JCDOC, detailed in 
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Chapter 3, Methodology, and evaluated within Chapter 4, the Data and Findings.  Due to the 

lack of statistical mathematical complexity of the data and multicollinear issues, there is a 

note of caution issued with the initial correlation of risk determination and the JCDOC 

PACT-PS’s ability to predict recidivism.  The data for the initial validation, fully described in 

Chapter 4, included the PACT-PS risk classification determinations of low, moderate, 

moderate-high and high risk to reoffend; as well as, demographic and basic criminal history 

information related to the youth involved.  It was agreed that recommendations could be 

made to the JCDOC and the JCAB regarding the PACT-PS at the January 2013 JCAB 

Meeting, based on an initial validation of the secondary data received and a review of the 

PACT-PS program.  Although the PI was not allowed to deliver the findings from this study 

to the JCAB in January, she has been asked to present her findings to the Board of County 

Commissioners (BOCC) in the State of Kansas, in order to complete the “feedback loop
1
.” 

 In order to reach the goals and stated purpose of the resultant study presented in this 

report, the following two types of data have been reviewed:  1) Two years of secondary 

quantitative data, from January, 2011, through December, 2012, on the 3,538 youth charged 

with juvenile crimes in Johnson County, Kansas; and, 2) Secondary qualitative data of 

program documentation provided to the PI (i.e., “business rules” for the PACT-PS, 

documents describing the program and its goals, and training materials for the employees that 

risk assess the youth).  During the time frame of the study’s quantitative review, 3,538 youth 

were charged with a criminal offense in Johnson County Kansas either by Law Enforcement 

Drop-Off (LEO) at the Juvenile Intake and Assessment Center (JIAC), or through a Notice to 

Appear (NTA) in court.  Of those youths, 3,036 voluntarily completed the PACT-PS, 502 did 

                                                        
1 The PI has been asked to present her findings to the BOCC once dissertation requirements are completed.  The 

details of the study’s process, and the conclusions and recommendations noted in Chapter 5, will be presented 

to the JCDOC via a BOCC representative in a meeting and discussion of the study (date of meeting TBD). 
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not complete the PACT-PS.  The secondary quantitative and qualitative data is described, 

evaluated, and summarized in Chapter 4, The Data and Findings. The determination of an 

initial correlation of some of the PACT-PS items to recidivism is considered an initial 

validation of the PACT-PS, with the recidivism indicator being re-contact by the police.  

There are two primary research questions for the initial validation of the PACT-PS, which 

are: 

1. Does the JCDOC PACT-PS risk assessment instrument accurately predict the risk 

to recidivate for the Johnson County Kansas youth offender population? 

2. Do the risk determination scores of low, moderate, moderate-high, and high risk 

to recidivate, as determined by the JCDOC PACT-PS, accurately correlate to the 

risk of recidivism?  Is the PACT-PS a good measure of risk prediction for the 

Johnson County Kansas youth offender population? 

 “At the core of implementation is the concept of program integrity, defined as the 

degree to which a program is implemented as originally planned [which] consists of five 

main dimensions: adherence, dosage, quality of delivery, participant responsiveness, and 

program differentiation” (Duerden & Witt, 2012, p. 1).  These factors will be examined 

within a basic program implementation evaluation; as well as, within a consideration of the 

basic principles of the Standardized Program Evaluation Protocol (SPEP) outlined by Lipsey 

and colleagues (2010).  This will be done by reviewing the materials provided to the PI from 

the JCDOC describing the PACT-PS risk assessment program, its implementation, and its 

administration.  This includes the storage and maintenance of data relating to the PACT-PS; 

as well as, additional information obtained from JCDOC employees.  
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 The primary research focus for the basic program implementation evaluation is to 

develop an in-depth understanding of the program’s foundation.  By developing a “program 

theory” or “model” and conducting a basic program implementation and outcome evaluation, 

according to approaches put forth by Duerden and Witt (2012) and Lipsey and colleague’s 

SPEP (2010), the PI developed an understanding of the PACT-PS’s system of 

implementation to determine how well it performs in a “juvenile justice field [that] has been 

living in an evidence-based and outcome-driven world for the past decade” (Lipsey et al., 

2010, p. 3).  The primary research question for the program implementation evaluation is:  

What is the level of program integrity of the JCDOC PACT-PS Program?  The full 

methodology for both the initial validation and the basic program implementation evaluation 

is discussed in Chapter 3, Methodology. 

The Data: Summary of Key Issues, Data, 

the Findings, and Recommendations 

 

 A complete validation of the PACT-PS is needed in order to determine if it fully and 

accurately predicts risk of recidivism, as some variables within the initial validation and 

correlation indicate.  The initial review of “goodness of fit” of the PACT-PS among risk 

theory determined the JCDOC PACT-PS is not a valid measure of the prediction of risk 

based on gender within Johnson County Kansas, among the predominately Caucasian 

community.  However, there were a number of variables that were reviewed that did 

significantly correlate to recidivism, further explained in Chapter 4.  Due to data 

management and program integrity issues detailed above, the combination of an outcome 

study and implementation evaluation provides two primary opportunities.  First, a unique 

occasion exists to contribute to the research literature on the PACT-PS both quantitatively 

and qualitatively in an integrative theoretical review.  Second, the opportunity exists for the 
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JCDOC to improve “front-line” services to their juvenile offender population and evidence-

based practices, and the overall risk assessment process.  

 “Understanding whether or not a program was implemented correctly allows 

researchers to more accurately interpret the relationship between the program and observed 

outcomes,” i.e., better understand program integrity (Duerden & Witt, 2012, p. 2).  An initial 

validation provides a primary correlational assessment of the instrument’s predictive 

reliability, which encourages full validation of the PACT-PS to further strengthen the 

JCDOC’s evidence-based practices.  Such practices follow the current trend in juvenile 

justice to utilize validated assessment instruments, and to have research-informed practices 

and programs (Lipsey et al., 2010).  The basic implementation evaluation conducted within 

JCDOC on the PACT-PS program shows “failing” levels of implementation integrity 

primarily due to data management concerns and low levels of corrective action.  These issues 

encourage program component monitoring; and, the establishment of a professional and 

ethical protocol for the receipt of outcome and evaluation feedback information. 

 These two processes, instrument validation and program evaluation, combined, 

provide advanced avenues to meet the challenge of reducing recidivism and overall juvenile 

crime.  The resultant applied research study focus has contributory results of primary 

application and value to multiple audiences, as well as theoretical implications, which are: 

 The Johnson County Department of Corrections, its administrators and 

key decision makers, its citizens, and concerned public;  

 The youth of Johnson County Kansas, served by the PACT-PS risk 

assessment process, risk assessed at either low, moderate, moderate-high, 

or high risk to recidivate.   

 Theoretical implications exist regarding issues related to “social capital,” 

discussed within Chapters 2 and 5, Literature Review and Conclusions and 

Recommendations respectively. 

 The professional community in general working on risk assessment 

processes in search of a framework to utilize to assess their own risk 
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assessment programs, especially those currently utilizing the PACT-PS.  

The combined approach developed within the research design of this 

study, program implementation evaluation combined with validation and 

outcome evaluation, intersects well with existing juvenile justice models 

of evidence-based practices.  It is also heavily supported within the 

academic and research communities as the “operating platform” to 

facilitate applied research moving forward to the next level of 

implementation and performance within the juvenile justice system (Shay 

Bilchik within Preface to Lipsey, et al, 2010, p. 3). 

 Those involved in conducting deductive and/or inductive research within 

the social science research process, particularly the risk of recidivism 

within the juvenile justice system.  Additionally, academics teaching 

descriptive and/or parametric statistics on topics related to juvenile justice 

and youth crime; as well as, areas related to validating risk assessment 

instruments, the risk of recidivism, and related areas of theoretical 

implication in the social sciences. 

 

Organization of the Report 

 This dissertation research report is organized to provide information on the 

progression of a research methodology for an inter-rater reliability and validation study that 

evolved into an initial validation and basic program implementation evaluation.  This 

research took place from October, 2010 through January, 2013.  As ethics of integral 

research within the social sciences have taught us through the work of the “Belmont Report,” 

and its related doctrines, we need to have respect for persons, to minimize possible harms 

and maximize possible benefits, and to distribute the benefits and risk of research fairly 

(Chambliss & Schutt, 2013; Maxfield & Babbie, 2012).  In addition to these guidelines, the 

American Sociological Association also notes the code of ethical conduct commonly 

accepted in the Social Sciences “to protect research subjects, to maintain honesty and 

openness, to achieve valid results, and to encourage appropriate application” (Chambliss & 

Schutt, 2013, p. 44).   

 In maintaining these ethical guidelines, this research highlights key issues related to 

ethics and integrity within the research experience; as well as, difficulties the JCDOC 
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encountered with program implementation, data management, and oversight issues.  These 

issues impacted program outcome measurement, program integrity, and possibly program 

sustainability.  Chapter 1 introduces and briefly summarizes the research, and the research 

questions.  It begins to highlight the difficult task of doing “frontline” work with juvenile 

offenders while administering, implementing, and maintaining applied research protocols.  

Critical issues within validation research and program implementation evaluation have been 

introduced in this chapter, including topics such as:  The need to identify and assess program 

process and outcome indicators; to consider data management and oversight issues related to 

program integrity; and, to review and maintain accurate records overall, as well as for risk 

assessment validation.  These are critical issues needing to be evaluated and addressed within 

current juvenile justice structures, philosophies, and orientations in order to further 

development of model practices and programs. 

 Chapter 2, The Literature, provides a brief review of the history of juvenile 

delinquency and juvenile justice perspectives and related developments.  A summarization of 

selected scholarly materials regarding risk assessment instruments in the field of juvenile 

justice is offered; as well as, a review of Johnson County Kansas to include a brief highlight 

of their  juvenile risk assessment process past to present.  This literature review includes a 

brief statement of the importance of an interdisciplinary approach within this research 

undertaken by the PI in the areas of Criminal Justice, Criminology, and Sociology.  A 

detailed account of risk assessment instrument development is described, noting the changes 

from what has been considered an estimation of probabilities of field practitioners to the 

scientific calculation of probabilities and risk calculations.  A description and review of the 

PACT-PS risk assessment instrument and Assessments.com, the PACT-PS creators, is 
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provided; as well as an overview of its development and implementation within the JCDOC.  

Included is an in-depth review of the literature about Assessments.com provided by the 

JCDOC and peer-reviewed literature, as well as a discussion of the level of previous 

validation conducted on the PACT.  Information regarding population demographics and 

crime indicators between Florida and Johnson County Kansas are provided and reviewed, as 

well as social organization indicators in Johnson County Kansas.  In addition to highlighting 

the “changing juvenile delinquent,” the literature review also provides information within the 

following primary areas:  Changing juvenile correctional perspectives; evidence-based 

practices (an integration of research and “practice”); and, a review of applicable sociological, 

criminological, and developmental theories. 

 Chapter 3, Methodology, begins with a review of the data for the initial validation and 

qualitative program evaluation.  The methodologies employed for the original study design 

of an inter-rater reliability and validation study, as well as detailed adaption purposes and 

approaches, are reviewed.  The resulting initial validation and basic implementation 

evaluation methodological designs are detailed.  Sampling and data collection methods are 

explicated; as well as, research measures and analytical approaches for both the quantitative 

and qualitative research.  The chapter closes with a review of the studies limitations. 

 Chapter 4, The Data and Findings, describes two types of data reviewed for analysis 

within the research processes and related findings.  First, basic secondary data was provided 

for initial validation purposes of the PACT-PS risk assessment instrument.  Detailed 

descriptive, correlate, and inferential statistics and related findings are reported regarding the 

initial validation of the PACT-PS risk score determinations; tables and information regarding 

the risk to re-offend are presented.  The correlation statistics are of basic levels, as the levels 
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of measurement provided within the data secured is minimally sophisticated (i.e., nominal 

and ordinal levels), and not mathematically sophisticated enough to ethically perform 

advanced statistical computations.  Although multivariate regression analysis is offered to 

validate the PACT-PS’s ability to predict recidivism, it is issues with caution due to the 

issues noted of mathematical sophistication and multicollinearity (Babbie, 1982; Chambliss 

& Schutt, 2013; Champion, 2000; Haagan, 1997; Maxfield & Babbie, 2012, 2008; Neuman 

& Wiegand, 2000; and, Onifade et al., 2009).  Additional issues within the finding of an 

initial validation are presented within this analysis.   

 The second form of data analyzed and provided in Chapter 4 is a summary and the 

substantive findings of the basic program implementation evaluation of the JCDOC PACT-

PS.  This was completed utilizing two primary program evaluation methods as models on 

how to qualitatively evaluate the program.  The first method utilized was Duerden and Witt’s 

model of developing and evaluating the “program theory,” and the five dimensions of 

program integrity, which are: Adherence, dosage, quality of delivery, participant 

responsiveness, and program differentiation (2012).  The second method of program 

evaluation utilized as an evaluation model was the general approaches presented within the 

Standardized Program Evaluation Protocol for Assessing Juvenile Justice Programs (SPEP) 

developed by Lipsey, Howell, Kelly, Chapman and Carver (2010).  The SPEP focuses on 

encouraging an integration of evidence-based practices into current justice systems through 

administrative and policy recommendations.  The SPEP presents a “framework for juvenile 

justice system reform that is organized around evidence-based treatment programs for 

juvenile offenders integrated into a comprehensive strategy for deploying those programs in a 

cost-effective manner that maximizes effects on recidivism” (Lipsey et al., 2010, p. 53).  By 
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reviewing the PACT-PS program, as it has been designed and implemented within the 

JCDOC, based upon an integration of these two evaluative models, the basic program 

implementation evaluation not only assess the program’s levels of integrity and 

sustainability, but also offers viable suggestions to the JCDOC for a systemic approach to 

improving overall program effectiveness and implementation integrity. 

 Finally, Chapter 5, Conclusions and Recommendations, is a summative review of the 

research conducted; and, includes a prescriptive program theory (PPT).  The PPT notes steps 

that can be taken to improve the PACT-PS program; and, provides recommendations for 

further research to aid in reducing juvenile recidivism in Johnson County Kansas.  

Recommendations highlight the need for theoretical and methodological integration and 

application within risk assessment research to promote integrally implemented programs; as 

well as, highlight the benefits of utilizing program evaluation to increase the strength of 

evidence-based programs.  Only when we apply what we know about “what works,” will we 

have any valid measure of our successes, and our failures, with today’s youth involved in the 

juvenile justice process. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE LITERATURE 

 

In order to best understand how juvenile delinquency is viewed in today’s society, 

including the risk assessment process, an interdisciplinary theoretical review is provided.  

This interdisciplinary approach provides a unique opportunity to understand how juvenile 

delinquency has been viewed historically, socio-developmentally, criminally, and 

academically.  There have been numerous changes that have occurred over the course of 

history, both within society and within the criminal justice system (CJS), that have altered the 

way “youthfulness” in general, and “juvenile delinquency” specifically, has been viewed 

within the United States from the mid-19
th

 century forward.  The methods employed to 

process juvenile offenders within the CJS have also changed from that time to the present.  

Both of these factors, society’s view of “youthfulness” and “juvenile delinquency,” and the 

CJS’s development of a juvenile court and view of the “juvenile delinquent,” impact the 

evolving risk assessment process.   

To best explain how today’s juvenile delinquent is viewed and assessed for risk of 

future criminal behavior, an integrated criminal justice, criminology, and sociological 

interdisciplinary historical review of youth and the “changing juvenile delinquent” is 

provided.  Additionally offered is a review of juvenile correctional perspectives, risk 

assessment instruments, evidence-based practices, and program integrity.  A review of the 

PACT-PS and Assessments.com, the PACT-PS’s development within the JCDOC, and 

population demographic and crime information in Florida compared to Johnson County 

Kansas is offered within this literature review, which includes a discussion of social 
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organization indicators for Johnson County Kansas.  The chapter concludes with a review of 

applicable sociological, criminological, and developmental theories. 

Where Are We Today: An Integrative Theoretical Model 

 

Controversy has frequently characterized the subject of society’s response to 

youth crime . . . [involving aspects such as] lack of due process rights for 

juveniles, the disparities in sentencing resulting from informality and wide 

discretion of the courts and child welfare authorities, its lenient financial 

penalties, lack of uniform implementation across the country, and insufficient 

attention to punishment and the protection of society (Baron & Hartnagle, 

1996, p. 192). 

 

 However, when reviewing the many changes that have taken place over the course of the 

creation of the juvenile justice system and its development to the present, it is beneficial to 

begin with a consideration of an integrated theoretical conceptual framework of the social 

construction of reality, control theory, symbolic interaction processes, and levels of collective 

efficacy.  Although these theories are further delineated later in this chapter, it is helpful to 

begin with a brief review of these concepts.  This is especially true when evaluating youth 

today, and how society, its political figures, and the media often make requests to hold youth 

more accountable for their behavior (Baron & Harnagle, 1996).  When considering today’s 

youthful offenders, one is challenged to consider what the primary value structure is within 

today’s American Culture; and, what measure of accountability to utilize to quantify and hold 

youth accountable. 

A Culture of Fluctuating Norms: An Approach for a Review of Literature 

 A youth’s initial and future decisions to be involved in deviant and criminal behaviors 

are influenced by many factors; and, each domain of risk to be discussed is greatly influenced 

by the youth’s culture and his or her environment.  Culture refers to the shared patterns of 

norms and beliefs within a society, and exists within material and non-material forms, such 
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as science and technology, religion, the fine arts, sports, poetry, clothing, architecture and the 

laws that govern a society (Bernard et al., 2010, p. 253; Kendall, 2007).  Culture shifts over 

time and within changing generational influence; and, parents today are raising children 

during a culture of fluctuating social norms. 

With one glance at the current headlines that involve political divide among 

legislators on a variety of topics, or a brief review of popular media, it is easy to see society’s 

discontent with the “state of America today.”  Messner and Rosenfeld’s work states the 

“American Dream” of material accumulation, individualism, universalism, and the 

dominance of economy over other institutions within the American ideal creates a “by any 

means necessary” mentality (Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  One’s value structure, such as their 

culture, not only impacts their individual decisions to become involved or not in criminal 

enterprises; but also, what they think of others that break the law and how they should be 

punished.  Identifying with the “American Dream” ideal of acquisition “at all costs” can 

impact how youth are socialized, crime rates, as well as the risk assessment process and 

development of risk assessment instruments (RAIs). 

There appears to be a current fluctuation and varied transformations in the 

construction of today’s “American Dream.”  To some, it is still the accumulation of wealth, 

individualism, and universalism as indicated by Messner and Rosenfeld’s work (Cullen & 

Agnew, 2011); however, to others, the “American Dream” ideology has changed within a 

culture of shifting cultural norms.  For some individuals today, the “American Dream” is less 

of a focus on diversity and more of a focus to “make ends meet,” “pay their bills,” and still 

have something left at the end of the month in order to “have room to breathe.”  This is 

relevant when considering how the juvenile justice system began, how it has changed, and 
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how we as an American society handle youth crime.  As a precursor to evaluating the 

developing juvenile justice system, the concepts of the social construction of reality, control 

theories, the process of symbolic interaction, and levels of collective efficacy (often termed 

“social capital”) are briefly reviewed (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 95).  These conceptual 

frameworks refer to how individuals “see the world,” as well as, how society is organized.  

How are youth of today’s American Culture socialized within various constructed value 

systems and various “social realities?”  How is society organized to aid in the socialization 

process of today’s youth (e.g., what level of control do we as a society impart)?  This social 

construction process, society’s level of control and collective efficacy (or lack thereof), and 

our symbolic interactions can heavily impact the juvenile justice processes, specifically, the 

assessment of juvenile crime and their risk to recidivate. 

Referring to the social construction of reality is to discuss how society is held 

together by a shared social reality, which is (for the most part) socially constructed 

(Anderson & Taylor, 2009).  A blend of the ideas of Emile Durkheim and George Herbert 

Mead, the social constructionism concept, was developed by Peter Berger and Thomas 

Luckmann (Marshall, 1998).  Individuals construct their frame of reference to what they 

consider “their personal truth” and the truth of others in society by giving meaning to social 

behavior, “society is actively and creatively produced by human beings” (Marshall, 1998).  It 

is a process of constructing a social reality based upon dynamic perceptions of reality, 

determined by the subjective meaning we attribute to an experience (Anderson & Taylor, 

2009).  Stated another way, one’s perception of reality is determined by his or her 

understanding of various aspects of the world, developed from human interactions within 

their surroundings and circumstances.  Consider for example, how different individuals who 
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live within various socioeconomic statuses, various racial and ethnic groups, and various 

ability levels and recreational hobbies assign meaning to different situations and actions.  

This process, according to the theory of the social construction of reality, can impact one’s 

social interactions with others based on their perceived realities.  Individual experiences 

within these varied settings impact one’s construction of reality based upon the subjective 

view of how things happen in the world, his or her “truth.” 

Within the work of a variety of control theorists, an assortment of personal and 

societal controls, internal and external controls, as well as neutralization techniques have 

been defined and offered to describe why some individuals engage in criminal behavior, 

while others do not  (Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  Travis Hirschi’s Social Bond Theory offers a 

leading explanation of external social controls that influence youth in their decisions to 

commit criminal infractions.  Hirschi and Gottfredson developed their General Theory of 

Crime, and placed the control elements in the individual based upon the idea of self-control.  

Sykes and Matza developed the idea of “techniques of neutralization,” which are definitions 

formed to justify an individual’s behavior when the law is broken.  Although a more 

complete review of these theories follow later in this chapter, when considering an “overall 

picture” of why youth engage in criminal behavior within the changing social landscape of 

American culture, introducing an integration of these concepts is helpful.  External social 

controls (laws, parental and peer involvement, and overarching cultural ideals) impact the 

level of internal control a youth develops; and, theories of neutralization are often utilized to 

justify a youth’s criminal behavior.  All of these factors are influenced within “a culture of 

fluctuating norms,” and varying ideas of social reality. 
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Writing about symbolic interactionism, Helen Lane noted that Gabriel Tarde 

“developed the concepts of suggestion and imitation as the basic interpersonal interactions 

that joined the individual with society” (Lane, 1984, p. 271).  Through the processes of 

suggestion and imitation within various institutions, youth learn their primary and subcultural 

belief systems through what Tarde called “opposition” and “adaption” (Lane, 1984).  These 

ideas of culturation were carried forward into the ideas of symbolic interactionism.  In the 

works of Cooley and then Mead, the ideas of the self and society developed into the idea of 

the emerging consciousness and the sense of self; the interaction of the self with the 

environment.  “The human ability to internalize meaning from interactions with others was 

the essence of thinking” (Lane, 1984).  These concepts of the self and the interaction of the 

self with the environment coincide well with Vygotsky’s theory of psychological tools, what 

he referred to as “signs” that people utilize “to master their own behavior” (Crain, 2005, p. 

222).  We utilize various “signs,” such as speech, and symbols (i.e., traffic lights, poison 

indicators, expressions) to communicate, and often to determine our behavior (i.e., proceed 

through the traffic light, do not drink its poisonous, or waving your hand at a friend to say 

hello).  In this way, human societies symbolically interact with their environments and 

others. 

The concept of collective efficacy, also termed social capital, is the “set of resources 

and relationships from which one derives benefit” (Engle, n.d.).  This concept is further 

delineated later in this chapter, however, it is important to realize the concept of collective 

efficacy is “not simply being organized and having close social ties, but rather the ‘process of 

activating or converting social ties to achieve desired outcomes’” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 

95).  Indicators of social capital vary according to definition, but often refer to the following 
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concepts: Family structure (including parental support, parental ties to the community), 

educational institutions, economic and housing situations, self-control, cognitive abilities, 

and various relationships.  A key element of social capital is the strength of the relationships 

that exist within a given institution and community.  When strong, social capital can reduce 

the occurrence of crime; and, when weak, individuals and communities “lack the closeness 

and trust . . . to mobilize as a group and rid their street of trouble makers and disorder” 

(Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 95).  In consideration of juvenile crime, the strengths of the 

relationships youth have with various institutions (i.e., parents, teachers, police, and peers) 

influence their decisions of whether or not to commit crime.  Within an ecological approach, 

one way to reduce the occurrence of juvenile crime would be to invest in positive social 

capital (Engle, n.d.). 

How do we measure youth behavior in American culture today within the framework 

of the social construction of reality, various levels of control, symbolic interaction, and 

collective efficacy?  How is a youth determined to be behaving in socially acceptable and 

appropriately determined ways, in order to avoid the juvenile justice system (JJS); or, if 

contacted by the JJS, redeem him or herself in order to discontinue contact with the JJS?  

Finally, how do we make changes in youths lives, when problems are identified in the risk 

assessment process, in order to reduce the likelihood of future adolescent criminal behavior, 

without being aware of their constructed reality, levels of control, definitions of symbolic 

interaction, and collective efficacy? 

These questions are initially explored and addressed within the following literature 

review and theoretical discussion, selecting theories for review that aid in exploring these 

socially relevant constructs.  Conclusions and recommendations are made for further 
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investigation of these theoretical inquiries within Chapter 5, Conclusions and 

Recommendations, in regard to the current research project in Johnson County, Kansas.  The 

literature review provided within this report is conducted from an approach utilizing an 

interdisciplinary theoretical framework drawing on criminal justice, criminology and 

sociological and psychological perspectives.  An interdisciplinary approach best utilizes the 

strengths of these theoretical disciplines, with the cross-fertilization of theoretical ideas and 

methodological research integration, to provide an overall view of the changing youth 

offender; and, how we, as a society, handle juvenile criminal infractions. 

A Historical View of Youth and the Changing Juvenile Delinquent 

 

Prior to the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, society viewed children under the 

age of 5-years-old as property; property that could be bought and sold, and could be disposed 

of “according to the needs of the owner” (Clear, Cole & Reisig, 2007; Whitehead & Lab, 

2006, p. 28).  Children, if they survived birth, were bought and sold into servitude as young 

as 1-year-old.  After they matured to 5 or 6-years-of-age, they were considered adults and 

participated in adult activities such as labor, drinking alcohol, and having sexual intercourse 

(Agnew, 2005; Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  At that time, many parents didn’t form strong 

attachments to their young children because many didn’t survive beyond 20-years-old, “it 

was emotionally risky to do so since their children would likely die” (Agnew, 2005, p. 13).  

Children were also disciplined similarly as adults when they broke the law, such as prison 

and physical or capital punishments (Clear et al., 2007; Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  There are 

policies somewhat reflective of philosophies in this historical era when considering current 

punitive perspectives such as, juvenile transfer to the adult criminal court and the application 

of adult prison sentences. 



  

28 
 

“In the Middle Ages, and into the nineteenth century, children and adults were 

lumped together as one group, and whatever explained the misbehavior of older criminals 

was equally applicable to younger ones” (Shoemaker, 2005, p. 4).  During this historical era 

there was no period of “adolescence,” where a youth was provided time to develop a self-

identity or learn appropriate social and psychological skills to function as an active and 

productive member of society.  There was no period of schooling where youth were 

academically trained.  There was no difference between “youthfulness” and “adulthood” 

(Abrams & Curran, 2000; Agnew, 2005; Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  This conceptualization 

did not begin to change until the late sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, “when youth began 

to be viewed differently than adults” (Whitehead & Lab, 2006, p. 30).  Society in general 

began to view youth differently; some even wanted to protect and assist youth, such as clergy 

members and scholars.  Abrams and Curran note that prior to the 20
th
 century, American 

culture did not “distinguish the teenage years from the stages of either late childhood or 

young adulthood” (2000, p. 51).  Robert Agnew notes that “juvenile offenders were viewed 

and treated very much like adult offenders until the 1800s” (Agnew, 2005, p. 12). 

There were many events occurring in society during this time, including a change 

from a primarily agrarian focus to that of industrialization and urbanization (Kendall, 2007; 

Tischler, 2007).  One event of primary note was the large number of immigrants coming into 

the country, which included a large number of poor and uneducated youth.  “The symbol of 

the wayward girl emerged as a cultural representation of female unorthodoxy and, 

consequently, of deviance” (Abrams & Curran, 2000, p. 51).  The children of the poor, 

poverty struck immigrants, became a catalyst for social change.  People began to believe that 

children should be educated and receive moral training without all of the pressures of adult 
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life, such as work or servitude (often called apprenticeships), substance abuse, and sexual 

exploitation (Whitehead & Lab, 2006). 

With this alteration of the view of youthfulness in society also came a change in how 

youthful offenders would be handled in the justice and correctional systems.  Whitehead and 

Lab, in their book titled, “Juvenile Justice: An Introduction, Fifth Edition,” provide a 

comprehensive table that highlights the development of juvenile justice from the sixteenth 

and seventeenth centuries forward to present day (see Appendix “E” for a retyped version of 

this table) (Whitehead & Lab, 2006, p. 30).  As illustrated, there were numerous changes that 

occurred in the early to mid-1800s, through the nineteenth century, which altered society’s 

view of youthfulness, as well as the view of how to deal with troubled youth (e.g., a change 

in the rights of youth, and a change in the conceptualization of culpability of behavior).  

Society alters its definitions of social constructs (i.e., adolescence), as the normative structure 

changes, this corresponds with the triangulation of theoretical models introduced within 

social constructionist theories, symbolic interaction, and social capital frameworks. 

The common view of how to “deal” with troubled youth stem historically from the 

general approach on how to “deal” with the poor and immigrant populations (Agnew, 2005; 

Curran & Abrams, 2000; Johnson, 2007; Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  “The poor were seen 

both as a threat to society, and in need of help” (Whitehead & Lab, 2006:31).  The belief that 

youth were still “trainable,” in other words not “set in their ways” like their parents, lead 

those of the social middle-class to believe that they could train these “poor” youths to 

become productive members of society.  “At the close of the nineteenth century, the United 

States witnessed an unprecedented movement to save its children from physical and moral 

harm” (Moon, Sundt, Cullen & Wright, 2000, p. 38).  A common view of the 1800s was that 
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troubled youth needed to be removed from the bad influences of their impoverished parent’s, 

and placed in institutions or “houses of refuge,” such as the ones established in New York, 

Boston, and Philadelphia.  These “houses of refuge” were based on the 1555 model in 

London, the Brickwell Institution (Johnson, 2007; Whitehead & Lab, 2006). 

“The establishment of institutions for the poor and delinquent also reflected a shift in 

the view of the causes of deviance” (Whitehead & Lab, 2006, p. 32).  This was further 

evidenced, by some of the major focuses of the “houses of refuge” or correctional 

institutions, such as: indeterminate sentences, apprenticeships, education, skills training, hard 

work, religious training, and parental discipline.  As can be witnessed through societal and 

correctional evolvement via the example of youth transfer to the adult criminal justice system 

(i.e., for “serious offenders” or high-risk youth), a number of the original focuses of the 

houses of refuge have been reversed in modern times.  This can be observed in current 

approaches to youth crime, such as:  Mandatory/minimum or determinate sentencing; no 

academic education of non-adjudicated youth now criminally prosecuted; little to no 

rehabilitation or skills training; and, often times, no separation from serious adult criminal 

offenders.  These changes in focus or intent of the system are thought to be the results of an 

overall changing view in society of the youthful offender and deviance in general (Austin, 

Johnson & Gregoriou, 2000).   

Although these houses of refuge were seen as “a way to remove youth from the 

criminogenic nature of the adult jails and workhouses” (Whitehead & Lab, 2006, p. 32), the 

“houses” were poorly implemented and operated, military-style with uniforms and corporal 

punishment.  These houses of refuge did not uphold their promise of training and 

rehabilitation; rather, they were houses of abuse and exploitation.  This was occurring during 
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a changing society from societal laws secularly based on the laws of the church, to that of 

laws based on scientific methods and reason and scientific inquiry (Cullen & Agnew, 2011; 

Kendall, 2007; Tischler, 2007).  The implemented policies at this point in time relating to 

juvenile process was reflective of overall changing societal norms, as well as altering social 

constructions of reality. 

 The cottage reformatories that followed the houses of refuge were intended to 

provide intervention for the poor and the deviant, comparable to the family environment, in 

order to incorporate proper socialization skills (Clear, Cole & Reisig, 2007).  The goal was to 

resolve the problems of overcrowding and abuse occurring in the houses of refuge.  The new 

focus was to be on small numbers of youths in each cottage, to educate and care for the 

troubled youth, to provide discipline mixed with care and concern – so the youth could 

reintegrate into society as productive members (Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  Two additional 

mechanisms heavily utilized during this era were probation and foster care.  Once again, due 

to issues of implementation and management, these new approaches endured similar 

problems as the houses of refuge, such as overcrowding, harsh treatment of the youth, severe 

abuse, and “slave-type” labor (Clear et al., 2007; Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  Policies were 

reflective once again, of the social construction of reality and the state of “adolescence” 

during this era of what society deemed “appropriate” forms of punishment. 

The “Reformers” and the “Official” Juvenile Court 

 The progressive reformers, known as the “child savers movement” in the late 19
th
 

century, changed the system’s harsh focus on punishment of youthful offenders to one of 

rehabilitation and intervention in the lives of juvenile delinquents, or “wayward youths” 

(Abrams & Curran, 2000; Agnew, 2005; Clear et al., 2007; Johnson, Banister, & Alm, 2007, 



  

32 
 

2004; Scott & Steinberg, 2003; Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  Society continued to deal with the 

issues of poor lower-class European immigrants, industrialization, urbanization, and social 

and environmental issues as a primary focus for the causes of deviance at that time (Abrams 

& Curran, 2000; Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  “The child-savers . . . sought wide-reaching 

reforms and advocated for such diverse policies as child labor laws, compulsory schooling, 

the establishment of kindergartens and playgrounds, and the development of bureaus of child 

health and hygiene” (Moon et al., 2000, p. 38).  This position was substantially different from 

the biological views of previous generations where criminality was thought to be pre-

determined by genetics and inherited features within the ideas of biological determinism; to 

sociological and psychological influences in criminal behavioral determinants, within a 

changed view of society (Cullen & Agnew, 2011; Bernard, Snipes, & Gerould, 2010).  Often 

noted within the current punitive model of juvenile justice, “differential treatment based on 

race, ethnicity, and class [in addition to gender] also characterized Progressive Era juvenile 

justice” (Abrams & Curran, 2000, p. 53).  Females, within this era, were charged with moral 

offenses; whereas boys rarely received charges or sanctions based upon moral afflictions 

(Abrams & Curran, 2000). 

Theories were emerging that suggested various psychological and sociological 

explanations for deviant and criminal behavior.  These theories alluded to the idea that 

deviant and criminal youth could be treated, or “fixed” (Whitehead & Lab, 2006), further 

motivating those that wanted to train youth and rehabilitate them into productive members of 

society.  For example, various strain theories reported the break-down in traditional 

organizations and values, including authority, that lead to an increase in anomie.  Anomie is a 

condition in which social control becomes ineffective due to the loss of shared values within 
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society (Bernard, Snipes, & Gerould, 2010; Kendall, 2007).  Robert Merton, integrating the 

work of Emile Durkheim and Karl Marx, put forward his general anomie theory involving 

the idea of strains, stressors, and contradictions.  These forces combine to create a stress 

toward anomie and a tendency for social norms to lose their “regulatory force” (Messner & 

Rosenfeld, 2001, p. 11).  Merton called this the “dark side of the American Dream,” 

reflecting the idea that ambition can promote both positive and deviant behaviors due to the 

cultural emphasis on “achievement at any cost” and a society with a preoccupation on 

monetary rewards (Messner & Rosenfeld, 2001, p. 7). 

A treatment approach within the “strain” theoretical model would be to reduce the 

level of anomie experienced by youth by increasing the youth’s level of shared values, and 

means to achieve the goals of those values (Bernard et al., 2010).  Messner and Rossenfeld 

suggest more participation and social control beyond the criminal justice system; and, the 

need for institutional reforms (Messner & Rosenfeld, 2001, p. 28).  In today’s changing 

social construction of reality and value formation, reaching achieved levels of agreement 

with youth on shared value systems may be part of the challenge when reducing crime and 

recidivism.  Historically however, the changing views in society during the era of 

industrialization and urbanization, and the resulting ill-effects on society’s youth, lead a 

focus to “save” the youth of society that became “wayward” (i.e., those that strayed from the 

mainstream cultural ideals of the time, especially youth, were charged with a criminal 

offense). 

The “child savers movement” was primarily inspired by middle and upper-class 

individuals, especially women (Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  The social movement to “save 

children” inspired the growth of the juvenile court system (Moon et al., 2000).  New York 
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and Colorado implemented juvenile processes, prior to the “official” or first recognized 

individual juvenile court, which was founded in Cook County Illinois, in 1899 (Abrams & 

Curran, 2000; Agnew, 2005; Clear et al., 2007; Feld, 1999; Johnson, 2006, 2003; Johnson, 

Banister & Alm, 2007, 2004, 2003; Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  “Juvenile court was set up not 

to punish juveniles but rather to guide and help them.  The court was supposed to act in ‘the 

best interests’ of juveniles, providing them with the guidance and help that their parents 

should have provided” (Agnew: 2005, p. 8; Butts & Mears, 2001; Schmalleger, 2014). 

The Juvenile court, historically and in present times, aims to look more at the 

offender, than the offense; to take into consideration the juvenile, especially his or her 

personal, family, school, and peer relationships (Agnew, 2005; Schmalleger, 2014).  As 

noted above, this is the evaluation of a youth’s collective efficacy within their given 

communities (Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  This conceptualization is paramount when reviewing 

issues of socialization and the learning of criminal values and behaviors (Akers, 2011; Cullen 

& Agnew, 2011; Sampson, Raudenbush & Earls, 2011; Sampson & Wilson, 2011).   

The juvenile court was based on the novel idea . . . that the punishment of 

juveniles in the adult criminal justice system was damaging and inappropriate.  

Compared with adult criminals, wayward youngsters were believed to be less 

responsible for their actions . . . and more amenable to change . . . the child 

savers proposed a system that would accomplish the dual goals of protecting 

the child and the community.  The foundation of this system of justice was an 

overriding belief that juvenile delinquents could be saved . . . could be 

rehabilitated (Moon et al., 2000, p. 39). 

 

This focus on the offender and his or her social contexts, and the idea that youth could be 

rehabilitated, are a primary task at the foundation of current risk assessment processes. 

Looking historically at the changing juvenile justice system, various legal decisions 

reflect the changing cultural norm of considering the rights of juveniles, the needs of the 

victims of their crimes, as well as the protection of the community (Moon et al., 2000).  The 
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changing conceptualization of the youthful offender, from past to present, is evident in legal 

cases such as Ex parte Crouse in 1838, People vs. Turner in 1870, Commonwealth v. Fisher, 

in 1905, Kent v. U.S., in 1966, in re: Gault, in 1967, and Roper v. Simmons, in 2005 (Clear 

et al., 2007; In re Gault, 1967; Kent v. U.S., 1966; Schmalleger, 2014; Siegel & Worall, 

2013; Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  These proceedings, and society’s views, have continued to 

alter the image of adolescence, deviance, and the youthful offender.  A comment in 

Whitehead and Lab’s 2006 publication regarding the juvenile process in the early 1900s that 

some may consider still relevant today, is as follows: 

The key concern was over the intent of the intervention and not the rights of 

the juvenile, his or her parents, or the effectiveness of the system.  In essence, 

the child had a right to intervention and not a right to freedom.  Moreover, the 

parents had little if any rights in the disposition of the child (Whitehead & 

Lab, 2006, p. 39). 

 

Many such cases continued to change the way society and correctional processes viewed 

adolescence, and the adjudication of youthful offenders.   

Kent vs. the U.S., decided in 1966, reflected a prominent view in society that some 

youths needed to be considered as accountable as adults for their behavior, and should be 

transferred to the adult criminal court (Kent v. United States, 1966).  Although transfer 

processes have been in place since the implementation of the juvenile court system in 1899, 

the decision handed down in this case clarified the transfer process and afforded juveniles 

various rights they did not have at this time (Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  In re Gault, decided 

in 1967, set legal precedent that afforded youths similar rights during criminal proceedings as 

afforded to adults, such as rights against self-incrimination, notice of charges, and the right to 

counsel, among others (Clear et al., 2007; In re Gault , 1967; Johnson et al., 2007; Whitehead 

& Lab, 2006).  However, societal and systemic desires for a more accountable juvenile 
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justice system and a more punitive approach to juvenile corrections gave way to the still 

dominant punitive approach to juvenile justice in the 2000’s. 

Abrams and Curran write in regard to the criminalization of female youth during the 

Progressive Era.  Their article titled, “Wayward Girls and Virtuous Women: Social Workers 

and Female Juvenile Delinquency in the Progressive Era,” notes the criminalization of young 

immigrant and working-class girls that moved to urbanized and industrialized areas, rather 

than making the choice to get married and maintain a home (Abrams & Curran, 2000).  This 

work evaluated various practices in criminal justice and in social work that criminalized 

adolescent female sexuality.  Young females during this era were subjected to gynecological 

evaluations and treatment that today would be considered excessive and/or abusive uses of 

authority.  A quote from their article reveals what Abrams and Curran believe to be gender, 

ethnic, and class effects, and provides a perspective of female deviant youth at that time: 

“The turn of the 20
th
 century was a period of rapid social and cultural change, 

particularly in the roles of and status of women . . . Fearing the potential 

disintegration of traditional middle-class family life and values, many 

believed that steady increases in the number of educated, single women posed 

a threat to human progress.  Prevailing experts in the fields of medicine and 

psychology deemed education a threat to women’s health and well-being and 

labeled unmarried educated women the ‘apotheosis of selfishness’” (Abrams 

& Curran, 2000, pgs. 50-51). 

 

Although this quote from Abrams and Curran’s article is reflective of the cultural context in a 

different social and juvenile justice era, recent work of Stevens, Morash, and Chesney-Lind 

reflect many similar issues in their work titled, “Are Girls Getting Tougher, or Are we 

Tougher on Girls? Probability of Arrest and Juvenile Court Oversight in 1980 and 2000” 

(Stevens, Morash & Chesney-Lind, 2011).  These authors note that girls comprise a growing 

proportion of the adjudicatory caseload, and evaluate if this is reflective of an actual 

increased criminal nature in adolescent girls and their behavior; or, if the social and criminal 
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justice structures are being “harsher” on female youth and juvenile offenders due to changed 

cultural norms regarding women (Stevens et al., 2011). 

Within the social construction framework, the changed cultural norms referred to 

were the overall changing role of women in society (i.e., women working outside the home 

and becoming educated, changed patterns of marriage, divorce, and sexuality; and, overall 

changing patriarchal relationships) (Kendall, 2007; Bernard et al., 2010; Stevens et al., 

2011); as well as, the overall changing idea of adolescence and “youth crime.”  As time and 

society progressed, the court system began to delineate between status offenses, such as 

truancy and curfew violations, and the “serious delinquent” who committed crimes such as 

larceny, rape, and murder.  Changing structures of society altered the conceptualization of 

adolescence and delinquency, as well as how juvenile delinquents would be dealt with when 

they broke the law (Abrams & Curran, 2000; Clear et al., 2007; Johnson, Banister, & Alm, 

2007, 2004; Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  “High rates of serious juvenile crime and a shift in 

public attitudes toward youthful offenders” began to alter the juvenile justice system (Moon 

et al., 2000, p. 40).  During the progression through this historical period, other changes were 

coinciding with the developing juvenile court system, such as mandatory school attendance 

for youth and implementation of laws that excluded youths from the adult world (i.e., age of 

majority concerns, such as military service, purchasing tobacco and alcohol, and the age of 

“culpability”) (Abrams & Curran, 2000; Moon et al., 2000). 

Numerous social norms and laws have been implemented since the early twentieth 

century that darken the line between youth and adult status, such as: Mandatory school 

attendance; having to be 18 in order to vote, to get an abortion or a tattoo without parental 

consent, and to purchase tobacco; and, having to be 21-years-old to legally purchase and 
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consume alcohol (Johnson, 2007, 2003; Johnson et al., 2007, 2004, 2003; Reppucci, 1999).  

The United States also requires males 18-years-old to register for the armed service.  This 

progression in conceptualization of youthfulness further delineates the division between 

adolescence and adulthood, as well as the juvenile delinquent from the adult offender.  This 

delineation underscores how youthfulness is viewed in society, how youth should be treated 

within the legal system, as well as how they should be punished when found guilty of 

criminal infractions.  The changing conceptualization of “youthfulness” impacts the 

adjudication and criminal prosecution processes of youth to a “get tough” orientation (Moon 

et al., 2000); as well as, the assessment of risk of future juvenile criminal behavior and the 

development of risk assessment tools.  As noted by Moon and colleagues (2000, p. 42), the 

public continues to support the ideal of rehabilitation and the amenability of juvenile 

offenders, and note the 1992 work of Kerbs, Hogston and Guillean, where they found that 

nearly 80% of the public evaluated agreed that the juvenile court “should treat and 

rehabilitate juveniles.”  However, this support of rehabilitation tends to decline when asked 

to reflect on chronic or violent offenders (Moon et al., 2000). 

A Brief History of Juvenile Correctional Perspectives 

 A clear difference exists in the way youth crime has been viewed by society and the 

Criminal Justice System (CJS) during the period of the late 1800s to the present (Estrada, 

2004).  Somewhat similar to the sway of a rollercoaster ride, the focus on whether to 

rehabilitate or to punish youthful offenders has swayed from one perspective to another over 

the course of the last 124 years of the juvenile court’s existence.  Various ideological 

approaches to corrections have included punishment, rehabilitation, treatment, and 

prevention (Allen, Latessa, Ponder & Simonsen, 2007).  Although the focus changed and 
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became more punitive during the legislative enactments of the 1990s forward, the idea of 

parens patriae and a rehabilitative ideal has remained predominant throughout the course of 

the juvenile justice system (Lipsey et al., 2010, p. 8). 

 As noted by Lipsey and his colleagues (2010), the juvenile justice process was 

primarily offender oriented and rehabilitative until the 1960s.  The focus of “the court as 

guardian” took on a new perspective however, during the 1960s and 1970s, with the various 

legal precedence noted above (Whitehead & Lab, 2006); and, the Martinson Era of “nothing 

works” mentality in the late 1970s (Clear et al., 2007; Lipsey et al., 2010; Johnson et al., 

2007; Martinson, 1974).  The ideals noted within the American Juvenile Correctional System 

have ranged from a punitive ideal in the early 1800s, when youth were not considered much 

different from adults, to a rehabilitative ideology in the late 1800s, with the inception of the 

juvenile court and the “child savers movement.”  Finally, beginning in the 1960s to the 

present, the system has returned to a punitive approach to corrections (Lipsey et al., 2010) 

with three-strikes legislation, mandatory minimum, and juvenile transfer sentencing policies 

contributing to higher numbers of adolescents involved with the CJS (Siegel & Worrall, 

2013; Siegel & Welsh, 2008). 

Martinson published his seminal work that stated “nothing works” when trying to 

treat or rehabilitate juvenile offenders (Martinson, 1974).  This “nothing works” mentality 

influenced the court system and the public during the 1970s and 1980s (Lipsey et al., 2010), 

and is reflected in “just deserts” policies such as determinate sentencing, three strikes 

legislation, and increasing occurrences of juvenile transfer to the adult criminal court (Clear 

et al., 2007; Johnson et al., 2007; Johnson, 2003; Steinberg & Scott, 2003; Van Voorhis, 

2000; Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  There was a decrease in the belief of the rehabilitative ideal, 
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the idea that juvenile offenders could be rehabilitated into law abiding members of society.  

The work of Martinson, among others, swayed opinions and procedures that were 

implemented within the juvenile process.  As noted by Ted Palmer, the time frame of the 

1970s through the 1980s was one of a changed focus from treatment and rehabilitation to that 

of punishment and a “just deserts” perspective (Johnson et al., 2007; 2004; Palmer, 1992).  

The concern was no longer stepping into the life of wayward youth; rather, the focus became 

that of public safety, deterrence, and retribution (Butts & Mears, 2001; Clear et al., 2007; 

Johnson et al., 2007, 2004; Palmer, 1992; Whitehead & Lab, 2006).  These changes in 

juvenile process reflect a changed construction of reality in society, reflective of the values 

and normative expectations of adolescents and their punishments. 

 Contributing to shifts in correctional ideologies that resulted in punitive approaches to 

juvenile corrections, were changing social norms that influenced views of youth crime and 

related public opinion of juvenile justice.  As discussed within the theoretical review to 

follow, levels of social cohesion and disorganization within society can impact levels of 

social capital; which can in turn, impact correctional and public opinion regarding juvenile 

offenders and their crimes.  These changing ideologies often influence how youthful 

offenders are risk assessed and handled within the overall juvenile justice process (Bernard, 

Snipes & Gerould, 2010; Kushner & Sterk, 2005).   

 Martinson’s “nothing works” ideology took hold and methods of psychological, 

social, and cognitive evaluations began to decline (Palmer, 1992).  Other methods of 

categorizing offenders became available, moving away from clinical assessments of 

individual characteristics and traits, coinciding with the retreat from rehabilitative 

perspectives.  The analytical tools being developed evaluated static and dynamic risk factors, 
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as well as risk and protective factors, to determine which youth should receive various forms 

of sentencing and/or treatment (Palmer, 1992, p. 164).  These concepts are further discussed 

below in the brief review of risk assessment instruments (RAIs).  Regardless of these 

developments, however, the punitive approach to corrections persisted into the “get tough” 

era (Bernard et al., 2010; Lipsey et al., 2010). 

The Get Tough Era 

The change in focus for the juvenile justice system, from one of rehabilitation to that 

of punishment and retribution, became a pervasive view in society.  This view, regarded as 

the “get-tough movement,” included legislative actions creating laws that were more punitive 

in nature.  The justice system became more rigid during the “get tough era,” and was 

especially penalizing on repeat and serious offenders; the focus was no longer on 

rehabilitation (Lipsey et al., 2010).  As Jeffrey Schrink states: 

While one could argue that correctional treatment programs had often been 

largely illusory because adequate resources were seldom provided and thus 

treatment programs had never been given a fair chance to prove themselves . . 

. the fact remains that the pendulum began to swing rapidly to a more 

punitive-oriented correctional approach (Schrink, 2000, p. 48). 

 

The public’s support of the punitive perspective coincided with the “fear” of the 

perpetual “super predator” youth.  The idea of “super predator” youth was a concept created 

by John Dilulio, a Princeton University professor, to “call public attention to what he 

characterized as a ‘new breed’ of offenders” (Lipsey et al., 2010, p. 7).  These “super 

predator” youth, although later found to be non-existent according to research, were heavily 

portrayed to exist within the media and were thought to exist pervasively throughout society 

(Griffin, 2003; Johnson et al., 2007, 2004; Steinberg & Scott, 2003).  Described by Dilulio 

and his colleagues as youth that were extremely violent and prone to criminal behavior, the 
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notion of “super predatory youth” in the public’s mind helped to further advance punitive 

policies.  This concept took “root” during a time when “the mass media, politicians, and law 

enforcement characterized youth crime as an epidemic of gun violence and crack cocaine, a 

claim that further fueled support for more punitive sentencing policies” (Lipsey et al., 2010, 

p. 8).   

“There has been a recent trend to view and treat juvenile offenders – especially older, 

serious offenders – like adult criminals” (Agnew, 2005, p. 4).  One contributing factor to 

societies changing perception of the juvenile delinquent is an alleged juvenile crime wave 

that reached its peak in the late 1990s (Agnew, 2005).  As noted, various punitive policies 

were put into place at that time to create a more punitive juvenile justice system, reflected in 

the rate of imprisonment of youth in adult facilities.  As observed by Austin, Johnson, and 

Gregoriou, in the ten year span “between 1990 and 2000, the number of youth under 18 

confined in adult prisons ha[d] more than doubled” (2000, p. iii). 

Those opposing the punitive approach still existed within correctional circles and 

within the research community.  These individuals tended to support the original intent of the 

juvenile court, the ideal of parens patriae, and court intervention focused on rehabilitation 

(Dicks, 1995; Johnson et al., 2007, 2004; Ross, 1995).  Two primary concepts within 

developmental literature that are pertinent to these views are: the idea that delinquent acts are 

committed by adolescents due to their immature judgment and developmental concerns; and, 

the belief that minors are easier to rehabilitate than adults due to their less formed character 

(Beyer, 1999, 2000; Fried & Reppucci, 2001; Halpern-Felsher & Cauffman, 2001; Moffitt, 

1993; Scott, Reppucci & Woolard, 1995; Scott & Steinberg, 2003; Steinberg & Cauffman, 

1996). 
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During and after this peak in juvenile offending in the late 1990s, and numerous 

enactments of laws that created a harsher juvenile justice approach, many researchers 

disagreed with the “nothing works” mentality (Clear et al., 2007; Palmer, 1992; Van Voorhis, 

2000).  Some researchers have noted that rehabilitation of juvenile offenders can be effective 

if conducted properly, with properly trained staff, and with adequate levels of funding to 

programs that have been determined to be effective at rehabilitating youthful offenders (Clear 

et al., 2007; Lipsey et al., 2010; Palmer, 1992; Van Voorhis, 2000).  Relevant in this process 

is the determination of the level of risk to recidivate, in order to determine the level of 

programming needed and appropriate interventions. 

Today, there remain numerous issues that require critical review and application of 

knowledge when researching issues relating to juvenile delinquency and youthful offenders 

of all risk levels.  The debate continues within juvenile justice and in society regarding if the 

CJS should punish or rehabilitate juvenile offenders; and, if there is an accurate way to 

correctly identify those youth most likely to recidivate.  The debate between which focus to 

have, punitive or rehabilitative, has revolved around four key issues, which are: 

1. The public's perception of a lenient juvenile system that seemingly does not 

hold youth accountable for their crimes 

2. The juvenile justice system's ability, or lack thereof, to rehabilitate the 

juvenile offender 

3. The developmental capacity of the youthful offender compared to that of an 

adult [viewed through changing social norms and social constructions of 

adolescence], and 

4. The use of the correctional system to combine social welfare and social 

control into one process, while trying to formally recognize youthfulness as 

a mitigating factor (Johnson et al., 2007; 2004). 

 

These four key elements, as well as the sophistication and maturity of the juvenile, are 

central to the issue regarding adolescent development and the changing views of juvenile 

delinquency.  As noted by Vincent, Guy, and Grisso, “Recent years have seen a marked shift 
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in the culture of juvenile justice, so that the old concepts of ‘welfare’ or a ‘punitive’ juvenile 

justice system are both considered naïve” (2012, p. 18).  Research from the MacArthur 

Foundation’s Research Network on Adolescent Development documents developmental 

differences between adolescents and adults (Vincent et al., 2012).  These issues are central to 

the development of and need for risk assessment measures; and, the scientific calculation of 

risk prediction of a youth’s future involvement in criminal activity. 

Risk Assessment Instruments: A Brief Review 

 As noted within the review of changing correctional ideologies, there has been a shift 

from a focus on individual treatment and rehabilitation, to one of supervisory concern.  

Correctional practices have been influenced by social dynamics that have impacted how 

juvenile offenders are viewed by society, as well as by the correctional system.  Risk 

assessments are utilized by the juvenile justice system to aid professionals in making an 

informed decision about the disposition of youth that have violated the law (Jimerson, 

Sharkey, O’Brien & Furlong, 2004).  Although RAIs have been utilized with adult 

populations of criminal offenders for some time, Meyers and Schmidt (2008) indicate that 

utilizing adult RAIs with juvenile populations of offenders raises ethical and clinical 

concerns. 

“Adult assessment tools may contain items that do not apply well to 

adolescents . . . [because] adolescents simply do not have the same extensive 

history found with adults . . . [also] individual risk factors may be less stable 

in adolescents because of ongoing rapid psychosocial development when 

compared to adults” (Meyers & Schmidt, 2008, p. 345). 

 

RAIs need to consider the developmental processes of adolescents in various areas, 

such as intellectual and reasoning processes, socio-emotional development, as well as 

biological, brain, and hormonal changes (Meyers & Schmidt, 2008).  Included here is 
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the importance of considering gender differences that exist between males and 

females due to differing risk factors between the sexes (Emeka & Sorensen, 2009). 

 The issue of defining “risk factors” that predispose youth toward future criminal 

activity, and determining levels of risk to reoffend, have been essential within the changing 

models of correctional sanctions.  The changed focus has been from rehabilitation and crime 

control to today’s approach of assessing appropriate risk to recidivate, determining 

appropriate courses of treatment, and maintaining efficient control.  This is reflected in the 

Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act of 2002 that urged for the development and 

use of risk assessment instruments to aid in determining appropriate sanctions (Vincent et al., 

2012).  However, as noted by Schwalbe (2007, p. 459), there is a limitation in the literature 

on RAIs in that “few instruments have been validated in multiple settings.” 

 One issue of concern with RAIs is the possibility of misclassifying youth with “need” 

as “risk” for future crime; as indicated by Baird, “the mere existence of a need does not 

always mean it is ‘criminogenic.’ Further, nothing in these risk models systematically 

identifies which needs truly are criminogenic for an individual offender” (Baird, 2009, p. 9).  

As identified by Baird, the existence of a “factor” (i.e., parenting issues or family relationship 

issues, substance abuse concerns, or delinquent peers) could be an “artifact of his/her 

delinquency,” i.e., a bi-product of it, not an impetus to it (Baird, 2009, p. 9).  Baird sees the 

integration of needs and risk assessment as the combination of processes in an effort toward 

overall case management that eventually includes an assessment of protective factors.  

However, he urges for a re-assessment of the leading RAIs and their implementation in order 

to clarify the truly validated tools and processes that best assess risk for recidivism in the 

overall juvenile offending population (Baird, 2009).   
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 An additional “cornerstone strategy of crime reduction is the identification of 

individuals that will comprise that minority of offenders that will commit the majority of 

offenses” (Onifade et al., 2009, p. 207).  By identifying youth considered “high-risk” to 

reoffend it is not only possible to identify intervention plans that may reduce offenders’ level 

of risk for future criminality (Vincent, Guy & Grisso, 2012); it also provides an avenue of 

overall crime prevention and crime reduction.  Terri Moffitt’s Adolescence-limited and Life-

Course Persistent theory of antisocial juvenile behavior indicates that many youth that violate 

the law will “age out” of their offending behaviors as a process of adolescent development; 

and, only a small portion of youthful offenders become Life-Course Persistent Offenders that 

age into adulthood criminality (Moffitt, 1993; Vincent et al., 2012).  “Many adolescents who 

come into contact with the law will not reoffend even if they receive only minimal 

intervention, because most of those adolescents are at low risk for reoffending” (Vincent et 

al., 2012, p. 19).  Again, by identifying the minority of offenders that commit the majority of 

offenses; and, identifying life-course-persisters, the juvenile justice system can more 

appropriately utilize interventions and crime reduction strategies and programs to reduce 

overall youth crime and recidivism rates. 

 With the responsibility to provide security and sanctions, juvenile correctional 

departments often utilize risk assessment instruments to aid in determining the level of risk 

each offender presents.  In doing so, proper sanctions, as well as treatment and service 

options, can be determined for young offenders based on their level of risk and need 

presented in the risk assessment process (Vincent et al., 2012).  This is beneficial not only for 

the youth, but also for the CJS in a variety of ways.  First, it is cost-effective to conserve 

correctional systems resources (i.e., detention, intensive probation, correctional 
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programming) to utilize with high-risk youth; and, to utilize less intensive programming with 

low-risk youth, or divert them from the correctional process all together.  The idea is to focus 

departmental resources toward youth identified through the risk assessment processes as 

recidivistically high risk (Onifade et al., 2009).  Additionally, it has been noted in research 

that “unnecessary institutional placements can cause harm to youth by putting them in close 

contact with more serious young offenders” (Vincent et al., 2012, p. 19).  The “harm” to 

youth misclassified at higher risk levels and placing them with higher-risk youth in the 

secured settings is not only the physical and mental abuses they may encounter; but also, the 

agents of socialization the youth would experience within the correctional setting during the 

critical developmental period of adolescence. 

 Risk assessments are utilized throughout the criminal justice process when we make 

assessments based on the prediction of future behavior; as noted by Putinš, this is done by 

“police, judiciary, parole/review boards, and various staff involved with offenders” on a 

regular basis (Putinš, 2005, p. 324).  When properly constructed and implemented risk 

assessments provide the judge information to assist in determining appropriate sentencing 

measures and the appropriate level of supervision needed (Johnson, 2003a, p. 3).  A 

relatively widespread process, risk assessments of future criminal behavior have been 

conducted in primarily one of two ways: either by a clinician’s professional judgment, or 

based upon an actuarial risk assessment method (Baird, Wagner, Healy & Johnson, 2009).  

According to the reported research, the actuarial method is more scientifically valid and 

reliable (Lipsey et al., 2010; Putinš, 2005; Schwalbe, 2008).  

 Within a clinician’s professional judgment, there is great room for variation of results, 

depending on the clinician’s training or educational background, and interaction and/or 
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exposure with other colleagues (Putinš, 2005; Baird et al., 2009).  Other related factors also 

need to be considered, such as personal and professional experiences and biases that bring a 

variety of values and perspectives to the risk assessment process (Baird et al., 2009).  These 

types of issues or biases would be evaluated within inter-rater assessments and evaluations; 

however, the actuarial model reduces the occurrence of these types of issues and concerns by 

grounding the risk assessment process in scientifically based statistical associations and 

probabilities. 

 Actuarial risk assessments have developed from their original first generation 

construction into current fourth generation risk assessment instruments (RAIs), which are 

based on statistical calculations to predict the likelihood of offenders committing future 

criminal behavior (Baird, 2009, p. 2; Schwalbe, 2008, p. 1367).  Flores, Travis, and Latessa, 

in their review of the historical development of the case classification process, note the 

National Institute of Corrections’ “Model Case Management Classification” initiative and the 

“Wisconsin Model” as being the impetus that began the implementation of risk assessment 

processes (2003, p. 8).  Schwalbe indicates that RAIs “have strong psychometric properties 

and that they should be considered by juvenile justice policy makers” (2007, p. 451). 

 First generation assessments were not scientifically based, and were assessments 

made by juvenile justice professionals without the benefit of structured RAIs (Emeka & 

Sorensen, 2009; Schwalbe, 2007).  Second and third generation instruments were actuarial 

(Emeka & Sorensen, 2009), “grounded in the statistical association between a risk 

assessment instrument and repeat offending” although, they had differing focuses (Schwalbe, 

2008, p. 1368; Schwalbe, 2007).  Second generation tools, largely dominated by static risk 

factors, were limited to prediction of risk and classification to differentiate between low and 
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high-risk youth for sanctioning and supervision purposes (Schwalbe, 2007, p. 450).  In 

addition to the classification role, third generation tools were utilized to inform the process of 

intervention and treatment planning, and included dynamic risk factors (Schwalbe, 2008, p. 

1368; Schwalbe, 2007, p. 450). 

 Fourth generation RAIs integrate the evaluation of static and dynamic risk factors, as 

well as protective factors, to determine the likelihood of an offender’s future involvement in 

criminal behavior.  Static risk factors are elements in the youth’s life that do not change over 

time, such as a youth’s date of birth, their parent’s wedding or divorce date, or the date of 

their first criminal occurrence and the youth’s offense history (Baird, 2009; Lipsey et al., 

2010; Schwalbe, 2007).  These factors, past and/or unchangeable characteristics, do not make 

targets for program intervention.  Dynamic risk factors, however, are factors that can and 

often do change over time (Reisig et al., 2005, p. 388), and become the target for 

intervention.  These risk factors are elements like educational levels and school related 

problems, parenting practices, substance abuse, and financial situations (Schwalbe, 2007).  

Protective factors, or the lack thereof, are also assessed within the risk assessment process.  

Protective factors consist of strengths in the youth’s life such as positive parental or caregiver 

and peer relationships, and various aspects of personal and social capital (i.e., intellectual and 

emotional intelligence, and social cohesion and support) (Baird, 2009, p. 2).   

 Risk factors, when scientifically computed, can predict an increased probability of 

later offending but do not predict with certainty that a youth will become an offender; and, 

the “impact of risk factors may vary with the developmental state of the individual” (Shader, 

n.d., p. 2).  Various risk domains have been identified, as well as risk elements that vary 

according to age of onset of criminal behavior; and, are provided in a detailed table in 
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Appendix F, replicated from the work of Shader and the office of the Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention.  These risk factors include the following domains:  the 

individual, family, school, peer group and community; and, involve issues such as substance 

abuse, aggression, hyperactivity, crimes committed, antisocial beliefs and behaviors, family 

conflict, weak social ties, academic struggles, gang membership, and neighborhood 

disorganization (Shader, n.d.).  These risk factors were identified based on David 

Farrington’s approach called the “risk factor paradigm.”  This paradigm resembles the public 

health model of key risk factor identification in order to develop methods of “disease 

prevention” (in the case of risk assessment to prevent juvenile crime) in order to prevent it 

(Shader, n.d., p. 1). 

 Van Voorhis lists the variables found within the Wisconsin Risk Assessment as 

typical variables found within most risk assessments, and are as follows: 

• Number of charges in the last 12 months 

• Percentage of time employed in the last 12 months 

• Alcohol usage problems, other drug usage problems 

• Attitude, such as motivated to change, receptive to assistance, dependent 

or unwilling to accept responsibility, rationalizes behavior, negative, not 

motivated to change 

• Age at first conviction 

• Number of prior periods of probation/parole supervision 

• Number of prior probation/parole revocations 

• Number of prior juvenile adjudications for burglary, theft, auto theft, 

robbery, worthless checks or forgery, or assaultive offenses (Van Voorhis, 

2000, p. 88). 

 

Similar risk categories and features were identified within the YLS/CMI, which assesses 42 

risk items by looking at eight domains (Shepherd, Green & Omobien, 2005), which include:  

1) Prior and current offenses/dispositions (five items) 

2) Family circumstances/parenting (six items) 

3) Education/employment (seven items) 

4) Peer relations (four items) 

5) Substance abuse (five items) 
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6) Leisure/recreation (three items) 

7) Personality/behavior (seven items) 

8) Attitudes/orientation (five items)” (Jimerson et al., p. 355) 

 

It is noted that a number of these variables are considered static risk factors, which are un-

amenable to change.  However, the dynamic risk factors, such as alcohol and drug usage, 

employment issues, and attitudes, are often considered to be more relevant for counseling 

and treatment efforts; as well as, during need and responsivity assessments (Johnson, 2003a, 

p. 6).   

 Just as photographs are a “snapshot” of how we look at a certain age and during a 

certain period of time in our lives, any type of assessment is a reflection of an individual’s 

position at one point in time.  Carbonell and Perkins refer to this as a “snapshot” in time 

(2000, pgs. 71-73).  Reassessments are important to conduct as individual risk factors and 

needs change with the passage of time, as well as with individual development and changes 

in life circumstances (Johnson, 2003a).  Just through the process of natural life course 

development, youth’s lives change; and, a juvenile’s needs and risks change due to various 

positive and negative occurrences (i.e., a parental divorce, a teen pregnancy, progression 

through school, and changing social activities and peer relationships). 

 The results of risk assessments, as noted, assist with a variety of decision making 

processes, such as the estimation of continued delinquency, guiding intervention plans, and 

providing standardized methods for assessments and data collection purposes (Vincent et al., 

2012).  Flores, Travis and Latessa, in their work on effective classification, report four 

principles of effective classification, which are risk, need, responsivity, and professional 

discretion (2012, p. 5).  This empirically validated approach to risk management is known as 

the “Risk-Need-Responsivity” principle (RNR) (Vincent et al., 2012, p. 22).  Risk 
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assessment instruments, and their resulting programs, based upon these four principles, have 

a higher likelihood of promoting pro-social outcomes and decreasing reoffending; and, are 

based upon the following idea of the RNR: 

Levels of service and supervision should be matched to the risk level 

of the client.   This is based upon evidence showing that interventions 

are the most effective for the highest risk offenders, and more 

importantly, intensive services provided to low-risk clients can 

actually increase their level of failure” (Flores, Travis & Latessa, 

2003, p. 5). 

 

The RNR is based upon the following three principles:  1) The needs principle, which 

focuses on targeting the dynamic risk factors identified as the target of the assessment 

process; 2) The responsivity principle, which refers to proper alignment for the client to 

appropriate interventions that may impact their response to treatment (the correct and 

qualified professional(s), setting, and program(s)); and, 3) Professional discretion, which 

stresses the importance of utilizing the previous three principles when making classifications, 

based on “good professional judgments, not merely ‘scores’” (Vincent et al., 2012, p. 23; 

Flores et al., 2003, p. 5).  Utilizing these principles within the risk classification process 

improves the opportunity to appropriately assess levels of intervention; and, increase the 

potential for juvenile crime reduction (Flores et al., 2003, pgs. 5-6).  In one study reviewing 

the impact of utilizing the RNR, it was noted that, “Programs departing from the RNR tenets, 

on average, had no effect, whereas those adhering to the RNR principles averaged 

approximately a 50% reduction in recidivism” (Vincent et al., 2012, p. 23). 

 The benefits of RAIs can be limited if the instrument itself is not properly validated; 

and, RAIs often lose their predictive ability when utilized with populations that differ from 

the target population; “predictive validity is often population specific” (Flores et al., 2033, p. 

10).  As noted by Flores and his colleagues, issues can arise when transferring a RAI across 
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populations as organizations often change the instrument and/or the process, or change 

weights on the regression analysis without understanding the validity impact on the 

instrument itself (Jimerson et al., 2004; Lipsey et al., 2010).  These changes can impact the 

validity of the RAI, as well as the process itself. 

 An additional key issue reported within the risk assessment literature relevant for the 

current study is the concern of whether or not the current generation of RAIs can properly 

assess the risk of recidivism for both male and female youth.  “Researchers report that 

developmental pathway models developed to explain male offending patterns are insufficient 

to explain girls’ delinquency” (Jimmerson et al., 2004, p. 355).  This is because most of the 

research on adolescent recidivism is based on research utilizing male participants (Emeka & 

Sorensen, 2009); and, the research on risk and protective factors does not take into 

consideration the variant nature between male and female offenders (Schwalbe, 2008, p. 

1369).   

 Some of the gender differences noted within the research are the crimes committed by 

males vs. females (crimes of public safety vs. status offenses), differing family problems 

including single parent homes, and varying rates of victimization (i.e., physical and sexual 

abuse) (Emeka & Sorensen, 2009; Jimmerson et al., 2004).  Some professionals believe that 

due to gendered pathways into crime, predictive accuracy can vary for validated instruments 

such as the LSI-R and the SAVRY, which is relevant when considering “the number of 

women under correctional supervision in the United States continues to grow” (Reisig, 

Holtfreter & Morash, 2006, p. 384).  Emeka and Sorensen, in 2009 (p. 313), noted “a 29% 

increase in female juvenile offending.  Females are offending not only at higher rates, but 

also at earlier ages.” 
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 Research on female youth offenders has expanded in recent years and shows that girls 

have “higher levels of co-occurring problems and mental health disorders than boys and in 

particular are more likely to have suffered extensive trauma histories than their male 

counterparts” (Schwalbe, 2008, p. 1369).  Schwalbe notes this shouldn’t impact the 

predictive validity of RAIs, as long as the risk factors that pertain to female youth are not 

omitted from their construction; however, response thresholds to various risk factors can vary 

due to gender (2008, p. 1369).  In addition to the factors already noted, certain factors such as 

family dysfunction, peer delinquency, and internalized protective mechanisms may vary by 

gender, which impact risk threshold determinations on risk calculations and impact predictive 

validity (Schwalbe, 2008).   

 Some researchers have found support for the idea that gender neutral RAIs are 

possible (Baglivio, 2007; Reisig et al., 2006; Schwalbe, 2008); however, overall gendered 

decision-making practices remain an issue of contention within criminology research.  

According to varying perspectives, entry into the juvenile justice system (e.g., arrest, 

probation violation, decision to detain or convict) is impacted by gendered decision-making 

practices that bias risk assessment research (Schwalbe, 2008); and, not only are girls getting 

“tougher,” but we as a society and as a juvenile justice system are getting “tougher” on girls 

(Stevens, Morash, & Chesney-Lind, 2000).  RAIs are impacted in three primary ways:  

1) Gendered decision-making influences the likelihood of detection and 

referral, which can alter population parameters (i.e., now populations will 

overlap and there will be more male and female populations when 

considering risk factors, which could diminish the predictive validity of 

the RAIs (based on male risk factors) for female offenders 

2) Gendered decision-making practices introduce error into the key outcome 

measure of risk assessment research (due to the confounding nature of 

referral patterns); these practices bias statistical measures of the 

relationship between measured risk and recidivism. 
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3) “It is not clear that recidivism, the dependent variable or criterion variable, 

has the same meaning for both sexes” (Schwalbe, 2008, p. 1377). 

 

Various ways to address the issue of gender within RAIs, to respond to the threat of 

predictive validity, are to: 1) Include gender as a risk factor in RAIs, 2) Omit gender from the 

prediction model and optimize risk factor weighting separately for boys and girls; or, 3) 

Adopt a gender neutral RAI (Schwalbe, 2008).   

 In the original and only validation study currently located in academic peer reviewed 

literature on the PACT instrument, Baglivio found the PACT full RAI to be a valid predictor 

of recidivism for both male and female populations; and, within varying racial categories 

(Baglivio, 2007).  There have been other applications of the PACT located online, for 

example California’s Administrative Office of the Court’s brief notes California’s extensive 

use of the PACT risk/needs assessment instrument, and states the instrument as being 

validated, (see Appendix G for recreation of a summary table from this report) (Center for 

Families, Children & the Courts, 2011).  However, stating it’s been validated and showing 

proof of validation are not one in the same.  Another example is a PowerPoint document, 

written by Nicole Anderson of the Department of Family Services, which reports the use of 

the PACT in the State of Wyoming (Anderson, 2009).  However, after an extensive search 

within reported literature in peer reviewed journals, Dr. Baglivio’s validation study was the 

only one located on the PACT (Baglivio, 2007); and, related reports on the Florida model 

(Baglivio & Jackowski, 2013; Baglivio, 2009, 2008, 2007; Florida Department of Juvenile 

Justice, 2005; Rechichi, 2007).  The need exists to report rigorous validation studies on the 

PACT Pre-Screen in the peer-reviewed literature; as each individual program needs to be 

evaluated, consistent with the continuous process of research in the social sciences 

(Chambliss & Schutt, 2013; Maxfield & Babbie, 2012).  This addresses an important area of 
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need within the current body of literature of RAIs in general, and specifically in regard to the 

PACT-PS and the PACT program.  Further validation studies are needed, as well as “further 

studies are warranted in order to examine risk assessments for their utility in predicting 

recidivism among various populations” (Jimerson et al., 2004, p. 357).  

Evidence-Based Practice: The Integration of  

Research and Practice 

 

 Often termed the “gold standard” of program effectiveness, evidence-based practices 

(EBP) have become the “norm” in juvenile justice practices today (Lipsey et al., 2010; Baird, 

2009, p. 2).  EBP programs focus “on effective treatments, services, and supports for children 

and families,” and is considered a progressive policy reform in recent years; not solely in 

juvenile corrections, but in a variety of areas, namely education, mental health, and child 

welfare (Lipsey et al., 2012, p. 9).  The reforms are “progressive” because they once again 

focus on rehabilitation, but on a more systemic level not solely the individual offender level.  

The idea of EBP is that research tells us “what works,” and that indeed various programs can 

work to reduce the likelihood of certain behavior problems.  However, there is a problem in 

current EBP with implementation, the idea of “retaining [program] effectiveness” (Lipsey et 

al., 2012, p. 13).  “The field had rightly embraced evidence-based practice, but at least on the 

assessment side of the equation, the promise of innovation had trumped actual performance.  

It appeared as though the justice field had abandoned clarity, parsimony, and to a significant 

degree, the validity and reliability of existing systems” (Baird, 2009, p. 2).  The knowledge 

of what is needed is there, the idea of verifying information and showing reliable programs 

can work if implemented with integrity; however, there is still a need to show which 

programs successfully do so. 
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 There is a current need noted in EBP literature for research on programs that obtain 

successful high fidelity results, with the use of validated instrumentation (Lipsey et al., 

2012).  A number of widely recognized and accepted programs have proven ill-effective at 

reducing the intended antisocial or illegal behavior, such as the D.A.R.E. program, the 

Scared Straight program, as well as various implemented policies aimed at reducing reduce 

juvenile delinquency, such as “curfew laws” (Lipsey et al., 2010).  Lipsey and his colleagues 

(2010) review additional failed concepts and programs implemented throughout various parts 

of the juvenile justice system without the benefit of evaluation research (i.e., juvenile boot 

camps, large congregate custodial facilities where custody “trumps” rehabilitative ideals, and 

various programs with mental health services).  “In many jurisdictions, all emphasis on 

treatment virtually disappeared,” due to get tough policies implemented after the “nothing 

works” era (Baird, 2009, p. 2). 

 EBPs, if taken beyond the current requirements, can have a dual purpose: They can 

help those with identified needs and risks gain services; they can also serve as a political cost 

effective measure to reduce programming budgets (i.e., keep programs proving to be 

effective, while reducing funding to those that are not “making the grade”).  This is what was 

found in the groundbreaking work of the Blueprints for Violence Prevention initiative by the 

Washington State Institute for Public Policy, an applied research group of the Washington 

State legislature (Lipsey et al., 2010, p. 9).  In the end, the goal of EBP within juvenile justice 

is to reduce overall recidivism rates and improve the lives of youth and their families; as well 

as, receive the benefits of cost-effective measures of programs utilized that work.  However, 

there is an additional caution regarding program implementation and integrity.  If the 

programs are only being assessed on the use of EBP, and not on implementation and 
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integrity, then there is only a partial picture of the results being drawn.  What is needed is the 

“full picture,” and that can only be provided by extending EBP protocol to include program 

implementation evaluation (Lipsey et al., 2010). 

 Baird highlights the importance of validity testing risk assessments by reviewing the 

intent of actuarial RAIs, to “identify subgroups within an offender population who have 

significantly different rates of recidivism” (Baird, 2009, p. 3).  In his review of RAIs, and the 

risk assessment process, he critically reviews the changing instrumentation and validity of 

RAIs.  Baird indicates that original RAIs like the LSI-R, the COMPASS, and the YASI were 

simpler instruments with fewer items on them (i.e., less than 12 factors) (Baird, 2009, p. 3).  

Each of these revised instruments now has considerably more items (46 to over 100 factors).  

Baird questions the legitimacy of adding non-validated items, items without added 

correlational value measured toward recidivism (Baird, 2009).  The items added do not 

necessarily raise the instrument’s correlation with outcomes, i.e., do not necessarily increase 

their predictive validity.  As stated by Baird, “if a factor on a risk assessment instrument has 

no demonstrated relationship to recidivism, how can positive changes in this factor reduce 

risk?” (Baird, 2009, p. 3).  Baird contemplated if “risk” and “needs” assessments should be 

combined if risk determination is the true goal of the assessment process.   

 What is needed, upon the PI’s review of the literature, is the addition and integration 

of program implementation evaluation.  Tying the results of program implementation and 

evaluations with program outcome validation studies in the continual loop of feedback, is the 

“true” scientific research process from start to finish.  This continual loop of research and 

EBP involves literature investigation, hypotheses formation, observation of social behavior, 

and reporting findings in appropriate channels.  This process should include properly 
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identifying risk factors appropriate for the population of youth under review, and program 

implementation evaluations.  As noted by Baird: 

Few researchers have actually scrutinized [risk assessment] systems . . . Most 

studies seem constrained by the model being evaluated.  While they present 

data describing how the models in question perform, there is rarely any 

attempt to improve a model’s performance.  The models themselves appear to 

be sacrosanct, which may stem from concerns with copyright infringement.  

To the extent this is true, it represents a grave concern.  A principal tenant 

governing the use of risk assessment is that identification of high risk cases is 

critical to effective case management.  High risk cases are to be targeted for 

additional services and supervision.  A model that does not optimally classify 

cases based on risk will undoubtedly lead to less effective service delivery and 

less than optimal use of resources (Baird, 2009, p. 5). 

 

As will be evidenced within Chapter 3, Methodology, the approach within the current 

research model is an attempt at the optimal use of research to scrutinize the use of a current 

RAI and its implementation, the PACT-PS in Johnson County Kansas.  The current approach 

to reviewing a current model of EBP also adds to the overall reported literature on risk 

assessment instrumentation and program implementation evaluation. 

 An issue of particular note within the EBP literature on risk assessment instruments is 

validity.  There are various factors that can impact the validation process of a risk assessment 

instrument; however, due to their relevance to the current research two are highlighted here.  

First, as noted by Baird (2009), research processes often limit their correlation research to 

evaluating risk scores as independent variables as compared to recidivism the dependent 

variable, which was the approach within the current initial validation research.  However, 

Baird notes the need for the use of additional models of evaluation, such as “area under the 

curve (AUC) or measures of specificity and sensitivity (receiver operating characteristic, or 

ROC).  The latter measure reflects the rates of produced false positives and false negatives” 

(Baird, 2009, p. 6).  Baird’s suggestion of ROC analysis would be to assess sensitivity of the 
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diagnostic measure, i.e., the PACT-PS’s ability to identify the presence of the high risk 

factors (to avoid false positives).  Tests of “ROC curves are used to assess an instrument’s 

ability to predict an event with a dichotomous outcome , [and] produce a graph where 

sensitivity is plotted against the specificity in the form of a curve” (Meyers & Schmidt, 2008, 

p. 349).  Also, tests for specificity are tests to avoid false negatives (the absence of high risk, 

or an incorrect identification of risks present) (Vogt & Johnson, 2011).  AUC tests are 

utilized to determine “the probability that an individual who recidivated will score higher on 

the measure than an individual who did not recidivate” (Meyers & Schmidt, 2008, p. 349). 

 In the current review of the JCDOC PACT-PS, a full validation is needed to include 

ROC and AUC statistical evaluations not possible on the current data; as well as, to 

determine correlations between the independent variables and recidivism to test for validity.  

These advanced tests noted by Baird would aid in determining if youth at all risk levels are 

being properly risk assessed, free of false positives and negatives, within the population of 

youth served by the JCDOC PACT-PS.  These tests are not possible on the secondary data 

under review within the current study due to the lack of data sophistication (i.e., the data is 

dichotomous). 

 The issue of reporting false positives and false negatives is also related to the second 

area of concern within the current research, which is the issue of collinearity.  Data from the 

county’s information management system, the Johnson County Information Management 

System (JIMS), (i.e., gender, age at first offense, age at current offense) was utilized as 

independent variables, measured against the risk determination score provided by the PACT-

PS risk determinations from Assessments.com (i.e., low, moderate, moderate-high, and high 

risk).  Regression analysis was conducted in the current study, regressing risk determination 
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scores as the independent variable against recidivism as the dependent variable to determine 

if the JCDOC PACT-PS is accurately predicting the risk to recidivate.  However, due to the 

concerns noted by Baird, and those presented by collinear concern, the correlation offered in 

the present initial validation is cautionary; and, is why the advanced applications of AUC and 

ROC have not been applied. 

 ADC, in their calculation of the PACT-PS risk determinations, likely utilize the same 

variables as the independent variables utilized for comparison within the current study (i.e., 

gender, age at first offense, age at current offense, substance abuse are); this is the issue at 

the heart of collinear concern.
2
  Three types of statistics have been computed and reviewed, 

as detailed within Chapter 4, which are Crosstabular, Chi-square, and regression analyses 

including a report of the measures of central tendency; however, an expressed note of caution 

is issued with the results of this analysis to avoid the possible presentation of false positive 

correlational results (Vogt & Johnson, 2011).  A recommendation is made, within Chapter 5, 

Conclusions and Recommendations, for a full validation on the JCDOC PACT-PS 

instrument, in order to fully evaluate these procedures and avoid collinearity issues; and, to 

add ROC and AUC analysis as suggested by Baird (2009).  The full validation process would 

more accurately determine if the JCDOC PACT-PS accurately predicts the risk to recidivate, 

and further support the JCDOC evidence-based programming. 

 There are three basic approaches to EBP, which are: 1) direct evaluation of programs 

used in practice to confirm or disaffirm effectiveness (if found to be ill-effective, implement 

improvements or terminate the program); 2) “implement with fidelity a program from a list 

of model programs certified by an authoritative source as having acceptable evidence of 

                                                        
2 Due to proprietary issue related to ownership of the scoring mechanisms, the PI declined signing non-

disclosure agreements for privileged access to ADC’s scoring process for risk determination and weighting 

calculations.  This was declined by the PI in order to preserve publication authority of the research conducted.  
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effectiveness”; and, 3) implement programs that are proven to be effective by meta-analysis 

(Lipsey et al., 2012, p. 17).   The approach of the current study is a direct examination of the 

JCDOC PACT-PS risk assessment process, complimented with a basic implementation 

evaluation, in order to determine the its impact and effectiveness at predicting the risk to 

recidivate. 

 Lipsey and his colleagues note that the impact evaluation approach can assess 

program effects on selected outcomes regarding the way a program was implemented and 

managed (Lipsey et al., 2012, p. 17).  The current implementation evaluation, conducted 

within a qualitative review, does not have a regular “control group” as outlined by Lipsey 

and his colleagues (2012).  A direct evaluation examines not only the treatment group 

involved within a program, but also the youth who do not complete a program.  In the current 

program implementation evaluation, the reasons provided by youth that did not complete the 

PACT-PS are also reviewed to determine why they didn’t complete the RAI; as well as, to 

determine if their overall rate of recidivism within the period of the study differs from the 

youth that did complete the PACT-PS.  However, the primary intention of the basic 

implementation evaluation is to help identify implementation strengths, problems, and 

shortfalls that could be expanded or corrected to improve the overall JCDOC PACT-PS risk 

assessment process. 

 Part of the issue with ineffective EBPs is when they are implemented segmentally, 

“disconnected from a system wide quality assurance approach and a continuum of effective 

services to meet the needs of youth” (Lipsey et al., 2010, p. 1).  Many states mandate the use 

of evidence-based practices and programs in order to secure funding – but is this enough?  

Although the mandates for the State of Kansas were initially reviewed, they were not fully 
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investigated for this study.  It is noted, however, within the JCDOC PACT-PS literature that 

it is an evidence-based program (Johnson County Department Literature, See Table 3, within 

Chapter 3, Methodologies).  The current research evaluates the PACT-PS Program and has 

determined the program to be implemented in a forthright process; however, a number of the 

integral issues required for a program to be classified as “evidence-based” have not been met, 

fully delineated within Chapter 5, Conclusions and Recommendations. 

 This study raises important questions regarding EPS and the overall juvenile justice 

process when the research and feedback loop is incomplete; and, for administrators, 

taxpayers, and legislators making decisions regarding today’s youthful offenders regarding 

“what works” to reduce recidivism.  The purpose of evaluation research is to complete the 

feedback loop.  In order for the PACT-PS to improve, or be replicated, it needs to undergo 

full empirical validation within rigorous scientific approaches.  Integration of the results from 

validation outcome studies, with the findings from the current program implementation 

evaluation would be congruent with practices in today’s juvenile justice (Lipsey et al., 2010); 

as well as, provide avenues for program improvement. 

Program Integrity: The Evaluation of Implementation 

 Measuring a program’s integrity is considered to be a process of assessing the 

program’s fidelity or quality assurance; the idea of evaluating whether or not a program is 

meeting the intended or stated purposes.  The goal of program evaluation, as noted by the 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), is to determine how well the program works; and, 

if it is working, determine why it works (EPA, 2012).  If a program is shown to be ineffective 

at reaching intended outcomes, issues can be identified.  Management decision-making is 

aided providing direction for program modification and improvements or possible 
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replication, by identifying both the positive and negative program attributes based on 

program evaluations.  If a program is found to be ill-effective, a program implementation 

evaluation can aid in providing recommendations for improvement, or a framework to 

choose an alternative approach.  Vincent, Guy, and Grisso reviewed various studies 

evaluating implementation research, and the importance of effective program implementation 

and the importance of program fidelity.  “Such tools, no matter how good they are, will fail if 

they are not ‘implemented’ correctly or used consistently . . . even the most sound risk 

assessment tool will fail to lead to positive change if it is not implemented properly” 

(Vincent et al., 2012, p. 20). 

 One example of how a program implementation evaluation process translates into 

practical application is the recent request for funding proposal and application (RFP), Public 

Law 112-74, noted in the Office of Justice Programs,’ “Consolidated Appropriations Act 

2012” (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2012).  The Juvenile Justice 

Reform and Reinvestment Demonstration Program information announces a grant 

opportunity for the development, implementation, and administration of evidence-based and 

cost-measurement tools for juvenile justice.  The grant request includes an award for 

evaluation to evaluate the overall initiative, as well as one to support training and technical 

assistance to implement the initiative (Department of Justice, n.d.).  This RFP is evidence of 

the advancement of “practice” and “science,” beyond evidence-based approaches, to include 

program evaluation.  This theoretical and practical integration provides a rich opportunity to 

incorporate program implementation evaluation and outcome based research (i.e., validation 

studies), in order to continue to make a difference in the lives of youths and families.  In the 
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case of risk assessment, these approaches would aid in reducing the overall occurrence of 

juvenile recidivism. 

 The EPA states the importance of evaluating a program based upon the stage the 

program is in (i.e., developmental, implementation, or completion) (EPA, 2012).  Relevant to 

the current research, program implementation evaluation is most appropriate.  The PACT-PS 

within the JCDOC is a new program that has not yet had the risk assessment instrument 

validated; and, has not had a program implementation evaluation.  Often termed process 

evaluations, implementation evaluations look at the design and operation of programs, and 

assess operations to determine if it has been implemented and is functioning as designed or 

intended (EPA, 2012).  Reliability and validation studies are the process of evaluating 

outcome measurements of risk assessment instruments; implementation evaluations can be 

considered a form of validation of the program’s implementation. 

. . . one of the major problems encountered in correctional case classification.  

The validity of any classification instrument is questionable when the 

instrument is not properly implemented.  Tests of the predictive validity of 

risk and needs assessment instruments are generally based on an assumption 

of proper implementation, yet such instruments are often modified, applied by 

untrained personnel, or otherwise used in ways that were unforeseen in the 

construction process (Flores et al., 2010, p. 11). 

 

As noted by numerous researchers in the area of evaluating RAIs, risk classification and 

implementation processes that do not generate valid results, and are not implemented with 

integrity, cannot improve the overall system and are not likely to reduce overall recidivism 

(Flores et al., 2003; Lipsey et al., 2010; Vincent et al., 2012). 

 Various researchers have put forth scoring mechanisms to evaluate treatment 

programs, such as Gendreau and Goggin’s Correctional Program Assessment Inventory 

(CPAI).  The CPAI assesses treatment programs overall based on various dimensions related 
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to program implementation and assessment, staff training, as well as evaluation (Gendreau & 

Goggin, 2000; Johnson, 2003b).  As these researchers note, program integrity and a variety 

of variables of effective intervention, are not highly representative of the current programs 

being utilized for rehabilitation efforts; and, professional credibility can be an issue when 

considering the implementation of programs (Gendreau & Goggin, 2000).  The process of 

program implementation evaluation and feedback needs to be integrated into the overall 

outcome assessments process, in order to implement a comprehensive risk reduction strategy 

within juvenile justice (Johnson, 2003; Lipsey et al., 2010). 

 Duerden and Witt note a key element in program implementation evaluation research 

is the method employed to collect the necessary data, such as observational, self-report, or 

participant report (Duerden & Witt, 2012).    Although they encourage an integrative 

approach to data collection methods for program implementation evaluation, observational 

data is strongly encouraged; as well as, trying to collect information on as many of the core 

integrity domains as possible and linking the findings to program outcome data.  Although 

Duerden and Witt’s process of program implementation evaluation is more completely 

discussed in the Chapter 3, Methodology, their process involves evaluating the program’s 

level of integrity, based on the following five dimensions: adherence, dosage, quality of 

delivery, participant responsiveness, and program differentiation (Duerden & Witt, 2012).  

Inappropriate dosage levels, spending inadequate time with each offender (or too much time 

with an offender), neglects the responsivity principle (Gendreau & Goggin, 2000, p. 295); 

and, can impact risk determinations.   
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 Evaluating the program’s level of integrity, an important and often neglected aspect 

of research, is reported to have the following beneficial impacts on evaluation research in 

general: 

• Increased validity of outcome findings 

• Better picture of how programs are implemented 

• Greater understanding of program outcomes 

• Improved dissemination of best practices 

• More opportunities for making informed program improvements (Duerden 

& Witt, 2012, p. 6). 

 

These issues of implementation are underscored by Gendreau and Goggin, noting that 

deficient programs often utilize approaches that were not found to be effective, inadequately 

implemented effective programs, or a program that was “diluted” by altering its format 

(2009, p. 295). 

 Benefits are increased for the youth, and the overall juvenile justice system, when 

implementation evaluations are conducted and combined with outcome results; and, the 

information acquired applied with integrity to the overall process and system (Duerden & 

Witt, 2012; EPA, 2012; Lipsey et al., 2010).  When researchers make positive connections 

between program implementation and program outcomes (i.e., show integrally implemented 

and validated programs that reduce recidivism), opportunities are presented to model 

successful EBPs; as well as, instructions can more readily be developed on how to develop 

and replicate observed successful programs and results (Duerden & Witt, 2012). 

 Program implementation evaluations also provide an avenue to add “anecdotal 

evidence” to the research process.  The National Juvenile Justice Evaluation Center, in their 

September 2012 NJJEC Bulletin report that “evidence is ‘anecdotal’ when a small, non-

representative sample of participating youth is used to illustrate program performance 

(National Juvenile Justice Evaluation Center, 2012).  Within the current study and review of 
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RAIs, the systematic collection of outcome data for a quantitative review and validation of 

the PACT-PS, combined with the qualitative review and anecdotal evidence within the 

program implementation review of the PACT-PS program, provides an integrative research 

approach conducive to current suggested methodologies.  Because non-representative 

samples can be biased due to their non-generalizability to overall populations, they are often 

discouraged in the research process and not included.  However, this type of anecdotal data, 

when combined with a qualitative in-depth review of information, can better illustrate how a 

program is working; particularly, if there are problems presented within program 

implementation, operation, and/or data collection.  However, not only is it important to take 

into account that offender assessments are “snapshots of an individual at a given time” 

(Carbonnel & Parkins, 2000, p. 63), evaluation of programs are a “snapshot” as well.  

Continual evaluation of programs needs to occur in order to increase effectiveness over the 

long term (Johnson, 2003).  

 The SPEP framework encourages juvenile justice systems to integrate and provide an 

overarching framework along a “continuum of care,” with valid risk and needs assessments 

incorporated into the process that match the level of risk and need to appropriate services; 

and, ensure the recommended services are effective once provided (Lipsey et al., 2010).  

These are the basic recommendations of the contemporary approach to risk assessment and 

evidence-based practices, to evaluate the programs as well as the instruments in order to 

better determine overall valid measures of the risk to recidivate.   

Regardless of the type [of risk assessment instrument], there are specific 

criteria that make a tool evidence-based.  An evidence-based assessment is 

one where the assessment process is conducted properly, the tool has 

sufficient research evidence, and policies have been implemented so the tool 

is used properly” (Vincent et al., 2012, p. 25).   
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The work presented in this report and current research project is an attempt to integrate basic 

validation and program implementation evaluation processes, in order to contribute to the 

overall research and knowledge base regarding the PACT-PS in general, and specifically the 

PACT-PS program within the JCDOC evidence-based practices and risk assessment 

processes. 

An Introduction to the PACT-PS and Assessment.com: A Perspective  

from Johnson County Kansas 

 

The JCDOC utilizes the PACT-PS to assess the risk of re-offense for the youth 

charged with criminal offenses within Johnson County, Kansas.  Prior to the use of the 

PACT-PS, JCDOC utilized the Massachusetts Youth Screening Inventory (MAYSI), which 

primarily assesses mental health related issues and concerns.  In discussions on site with 

JCDOC personnel in the fall of 2010, the PI learned the JCDOC implemented the PACT-PS 

in order to gain a comprehensive assessment of risk factors for youth; and, to aid in detention 

related decisions, such as case management and those related to diversion
3
.  The “PACT 

Primer,” a document provided directly to the PI from the JCDOC for program review, and 

written by ADC, provides a history and philosophy behind the development of the PACT-PS 

in Johnson County Kansas.  The JCDOC PACT-PS was modeled after the Florida PACT 

program, which was originally based on the “Back on Track!” (BOT) assessment tool 

implemented in the State of Washington in 1998 (Assessments.com, 2009a).  In order to 

provide an understanding of the assessment tool utilized within the JCDOC, a review of the 

changed instrumentation is provided. 

                                                        
3 Staff was assigned to work with the PI on data acquisition and program information at the onset of the PACT-

PS program evaluation and study negotiations in October, 2010.  A new JCDOC contact was assigned mid-

study in February, 2012. 
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The JCDOC, in collaboration with ADC, revised the PACT-PS instrument used in 

Florida, and implemented the PACT-PS within the JCDOC in July, 2009.  Florida utilized 

both components of the PACT assessment tool, the initial PACT Pre-Screen (PACT-PS), and 

the Full PACT Assessment risk instrument (Assessments.com, 2009a).  The Full PACT 

Assessment consists of 126 items, divided into 12 domains, inclusive of the four on the Pre-

Screen and focuses not only on static risk factors, but also on dynamic risk factors in a 

youth’s life.  “The full Assessment incorporates items related to criminogenic needs and 

protective factors (strengths),” which makes the full PACT process a fourth generation tool 

(Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 5).  Florida utilized both the Pre-Screen and the full PACT, and 

was found to be a valid predictor of the risk to recidivate (Baglivio, 2007).   

The JCDOC utilizes only the PACT-PS, which consists of 46 items; and, attempts to 

establish a risk determination categorization of low, moderate, moderate-high, or high risk to 

recidivate, based primarily on static risk factors (see Appendix D to reference the PACT-PS 

Instrument) (Assessments.com, 2009a; Baglivio, 2007).  Primary utilization of static risk 

factors for assessment more closely resembles second generation risk assessment 

instruments.  However, the Pre-Screen is intended to aid juvenile justice workers within the 

JCDOC in setting goals for the youth, as well as provide appropriate correctional options 

based on the level of risk determined (i.e., diversion, probation, or detention 

recommendations).  Essentially, the JCDOC PACT-PS was created to aid in determining 

appropriate sanctions according to the youth’s risk profile.   

The information obtained from the Pre-Screen, in its original formulation in Florida, 

would be carried forward for youth assessed at a higher level of risk; and, the full PACT 

would be implemented and assessed according to the Florida model and the “continuum of 
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care” concept outlined within the SPEP.  The JCDOC does not utilize the PACT full 

assessment instrument for continued review of higher risk offenders.  Rather, the JCDOC 

utilizes the LSI-R for adjudicated youth determined to be at higher risk categories and placed 

on probation supervision (Haneberg, 2012); and, the DRAI for youth detained within the 

detention center determined to be at higher levels of risk for re-offense.  The DRAI is noted 

to primarily assess mental health considerations (JCDOC Information, See Table 3).  In an 

effort to be more inclusive of their review of risk to recidivate youthful offenders in Johnson 

County Kansas, the JCDOC, in collaboration with ADC, developed a RAI that would 

determine the level of risk each youth presented to recidivate.  The goal of the JCDOC 

PACT-PS currently in use and modeled after the Florida Pre-Screen Instrument, is 

determining possible diversion alternative considerations for low-risk youth, as well as 

sanctioning options for higher-risk youth. The “continuum of care” is illustrated within the 

JCDOC with their utilization of the LSI-R and DRAI for youth determined to be higher risk. 

This changed formulation of the validated PACT process in Florida, can invalidate 

the process, reducing program integrity and validity due to partial program implementation.  

The issues for review within the JCDOC model are:  1) Cross population validation may 

reduce validity due to considerable demographic variances in population characteristics 

between Florida and Johnson County; and, 2) Due to partial program implementation, overall 

validation and reliability of the PACT-PS instrument could be reduced in the Johnson County 

Kansas model (Lipsey et al., 2010). 

The Development of a Modified Risk Assessment Tool in Johnson  

County Kansas:  The PACT-PS Program 

 

Youth charged with an offense in Johnson County Kansas, prior to their court 

appearance on their charge(s), complete an intake and assessment process at the Juvenile 
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Intake and Assessment Center (JIAC) in Olathe, Kansas.  If they were arrested by a Johnson 

County Police Officer, they are taken to the JIAC and complete the intake process.  These 

youth are considered a “Law Enforcement Drop-Offs” (LEO).  These youth initially remain 

at the detention center.  If a youth is served a “Notice to Appear” (NTA) in court, at the point 

of the charge for his or her offense, “in the field” (i.e., a “citation”), they are released to a 

parent or guardian.  NTA youth are asked to voluntarily attend the JIAC and complete the 

intake process, which includes the PACT-PS, prior to their court appearance on the charge(s) 

they face.  It is likely that youth charged with less serious non-violent and non-drug related 

charges (i.e., lower-risk youth) would be more likely to receive a NTA than youth charged 

with a more serious crime and taken to the JIAC, considered LEO youth (JCDOC 

Information, See Table 3).  Either way, youth charged with breaking the law within Johnson 

County Kansas are requested to complete the PACT-PS process prior to going to court for 

adjudication on their current charge(s). 

The risk assessment process is conducted at the JIAC with the LEO or NTA youth by 

one of the JCDOC workers, called “Raters.”  Raters are employees of the JCDOC at the 

JIAC and through the Case Management Department.  The assessment is conducted within a 

semi-structured motivational interview process; and, evaluates the risk to reoffend in the 

future.  The Raters receive training on the use of the PACT-PS called “Motivational 

Training.”  Each employee conducting the PACT-PS rating is required to attend a one day 

PACT-PS Training, where they are instructed on the fundamental theories of risk assessment, 

the risk to re-offend, and evidence-based practices.  Raters are educated on the PACT-PS 

protocol, participate in scoring exercises, and receive instruction on offense analysis and the 

interview process.  There are sections of the training agenda devoted to the ADC software, 
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scoring the Assessment, an overview of the results obtained; as well as, a session on posttest 

and implementation evaluations (Assessments.com, 2009b). 

 The PACT-PS, as a fully automated risk assessment process, utilizes software to 

implement the risk assessment tool; as well as, to submit information for risk calculation to 

ADC for risk level determination (i.e., low, moderate, moderate-high, and high risk to 

recidivate) (Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 11).  According to the PACT Manual, adapted from 

the 2004 Washington State Juvenile Court Assessment Manual authored under the direction 

of Robert Barnoski, the PACT risk assessment process “is not a single event, but a process 

for managing a minor’s rehabilitative efforts while under probation/supervision” 

(Assessments.com, 2007, p. 1).  The entire “assessment process” for the PACT involves the 

PACT Pre-Screen, the Full Assessment, re-assessment, goal monitoring, and a final 

assessment.  As noted, the JCDOC implemented the PACT Pre-Screen only, and follows up 

with youth assessed at a higher risk level with the LSI-R and the DRAI. 

 The youth that decide to voluntarily complete the PACT-PS complete a structured 

“motivational interview” with the Rater (often termed “intake worker”) and their “family” 

(i.e., primary care provider such as their mom, dad, or both).  This process is conducted to 

“gather risk and protective factor information.  The interviewer uses his or her professional 

judgment to analyze this information and complete the assessment items,” and the risk 

assessment process (Assessments.com, 2007, p. 1).  The interview information for Domain 1 

of the PACT-PS is automatically populated with the youth’s criminal history information.  In 

the case of the JCDOC, this information is preloaded from the JIMS system, which integrates 

data from various sources throughout the JCDOC (i.e., police records, social service notation, 

and various departments within the adjudication/court process).  However, prior to the 
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interview process the Rater is instructed to review the case file and gather information such 

as the police report, past school records, past criminal records and criminal history, past 

behavior while on supervision, and previous assessments completed (Assessments.com, 

2007). 

 The first step in administering the PACT-PS is to interview the minor and the minor’s 

family; as well as, increase the validity of information by contacting other agencies, 

organizations, or collateral resources.  This confirmation of self-reported information is 

intended to verify the denial or affirmation of risk factors identified in the interviewing 

process (Assessments.com, 2009a, pgs. 2-3).  If a youth or family member identifies that they 

lived outside of Johnson County Kansas, the Rater is to ask about “out of district” charges 

against them.  Out of jurisdiction petitions need to be entered into the assessment process 

manually by the Rater, and should include all relevant information pertaining to the charge 

(i.e., a description of the petition, the jurisdiction where the offense occurred, date and type 

of offense).  If this information needs validation, outside jurisdictional contact may be 

required (Assessments.com, 2007, p. 4).  The Rater then proceeds to evaluate the youth on all 

four domains of the PACT-PS (see Appendix D), which are:  1) the criminal history domain, 

2) the social history domain, 3) the mental health domain, and 4) the extent of the youth's 

anti-social attitudes and beliefs and resulting behavior (Assessments.com, 2009a). 

 Once the interactive interview and PACT-PS assessment is complete, the PACT-PS is 

electronically processed and stored in two ways.  First, the Rater submits the completed 

assessment data electronically to Assessments.com (ADC), the developers and proprietors 

the PACT-PS, for scoring and risk calculation and categorical determination.  Based on the 

calculation determined by ADC, the youth are assigned a level of risk categorical 
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determination as either low, moderate, moderate-high, or high risk to reoffend 

(Assessments.com, 2009a).  ADC returns a report to the JCDOC that reflects not only the 

risk determination established for the youth; but also, recommended referrals for intervention 

to reduce the likelihood of recidivism in the areas of mental health, substance abuse, leisure 

and work referrals, as well as in education (see Appendix H for a sample of this report).  As 

noted, the risk calculations and weighting scales utilized by the ADC are proprietary and 

were unavailable for review. 

 Second, the completed PACT instrument is scanned electronically and stored as a 

PDF file in the JCDOC JIMS system; along with a PDF file of the arrest report related to the 

incident charging the youth with a criminal offense, and a PDF of the risk determination 

report received from ADC.  The original data from the items in the PACT-PS are retained by 

Assessments.com for storage according to their contract with the JCDOC; however, the 

individual items from the PCT-PS are not stored within the JIMS.  A “data file” of the 

materials can be purchased from Assessments.com for research and validation purposes, 

according to the Business Rules and Procedures reviewed during the basic implementation 

evaluation.  Critical to the current study, although noted as being available, the PI was 

instructed by JCDOC staff, their consultant, and others that work with the PACT-PS within 

JCDOC that the data from the PACT-PS was only accessible in the form of .PDF files via the 

JIMS; and, therefore, would require manual printing of the PDF documents, codification, and 

data input for digital statistical evaluation. 

 Within the risk assessment process, the ADC software allows for re-assessment of 

youth that recidivate by a re-administration of the PACT-PS to reassess levels of risk.  The 

“ADC software allows the practitioner to document the reason for re-assessment and any 
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subsequent notes pertaining to the re-assessment information” (Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 

11).  In Johnson County Kansas, re-assessment can occur if a youth is re-contacted by law 

enforcement either by NTA or LEO processes.  An unfortunate issue created by software 

design and program implementation within JCDOC within the reassessment process (i.e., if a 

youth recidivates and then completes the PACT-PS again) is that any re-administration of the 

PACT-PS overwrites the original files stored on JIMS, creating a loss of the original data 

necessary for a full validation.  In order to complete a full validation of the PACT-PS within 

the JCDOC, the Department would need to purchase the original data file information from 

ADC to conduct a full review due to this software issue, and data concerns mentioned in 

Chapter 1. 

The risk classification and recommended referrals received from ADC for each 

juvenile offender (see Appendix H), allows the staff to categorize them in two primary ways.  

First, the low-risk youth can be either diverted from the juvenile justice process, or placed 

within minimally restrictive supervisory programming.  Second, the process assists in 

determining which juvenile offenders are at higher risk of re-offense; and, aids in deciding if 

the youth and the community would be better served by incarceration.  Within ADC 

literature, the full PACT process notes the re-assessment process continues for a youth, until 

the completion of a “final” assessment (Assessments.com, 2007).  Since the JCDOC does not 

utilize the full PACT program, in combination with other risk assessment instruments for 

youth initially assessed at higher risk levels (the LSI-R and DRAI), a “closure” risk 

assessment process has not been observed.  Only youth determined to be at higher risk levels 

(i.e., those that would receive assessments within the detention or probation settings) would 

be further assessed.  However, the “continuum of care” is illustrated with the use of 
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integrated approaches (i.e., the PACT-PS for initial risk determination, the LSI-R for youth 

placed on probation, and the DRAI for youth detained in the detention center).  ADC 

literature does note the availability of “comparative risk reports,” to use for program 

evaluation and outcome measurement; however, these program features have not been 

observed to be utilized within the JCDOC version of the PACT-PS program designed and 

implemented. 

 It is important to note that the JCDOC is a correctional department that appreciates 

the value of evidence-based programs; and, has been evaluating their evidence-based 

programs for nearly a decade, since the implementation of the LSI-R in June 2003 

(Haneberg, 2012, p. 2).  The JCDOC consults with a well-known criminologist and 

statistician to aid in reviewing their evidence-based programs, “trained by Latessa himself” 

(a leading expert in the area of risk assessment instruments) (Haneberg, 2012, p. 2); and, 

illustrates the County’s commitment to evidence-based practices.  As noted within this 

literature review, the process of risk assessment validation coincides with evidence-based 

practices within the juvenile justice system; and, is considered processes of “best practices” 

(Baird, 2009, p. 2; Lipsey et al., 2012; Vincent et al., 2010).  However, as also noted by 

various researchers regarding program evaluation, the time has come to consider the 

integration of validation outcome information and implementation evaluations to more 

completely consider the benefits and required adjustments to current practices (Baird, 2009; 

Lipsey et al., 2012; Vincent et al., 2010).  In this way, juvenile justice systems, such as the 

JCDOC, can improve their evidence-based programs for the youth they serve; and, increase 

the overall benefits of the risk determination process. 
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 As will be discussed in Chapter 5, Conclusions and Recommendations, the current 

validation research notes concern with the following two observed issues regarding use of the 

PACT-PS within the JCDOC: 

1) The ADC notes that the web-based software application has been “tested and 

implemented in over 60 separate jurisdictions around the country” 

(Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 11).  However, only one body of literature has been 

located within the peer-reviewed literature, based on the validation work of 

Baglivio’s dissertation research in Florida (Baglivio, 2007; Baglivio & 

Jackowski, 2013; Baglivio, 2009, 2008, 2007; Florida Department of Juvenile 

Justice, 2005; and, Rechichi, 2007).  Various reports and documents have been 

located noting the use of the PACT instrument, but none reporting validation, 

such as: The Washington State Juvenile Court Assessment Instrument (WSJCA), 

implied in ADC literature to be the Back on Track! tool (Washington State 

Institute for Public Policy, 1998, 2004; Assessments.com, 2007); the use of the 

PACT noted in Anderson’s PowerPoint Presentation, from the Wyoming 

Department of Family Services, and her report of the implementation of the 

PACT in the State of Wyoming; and finally, the use of the PACT throughout the 

State of California is reviewed in the Administrative Office of the Court (AOC) 

December 2011 Briefing, which provides “an overview of the risk and needs 

instruments used in California’s juvenile justice system” (Administrative Office 

of the Court Center for Families, Children & the Courts, 2011).  Evidence of its 

use has been identified, but no further validation studies are able to be located 

within the literature base at this time. 

2) The ADC notes that upon re-assessment, the software maintains the initial 

assessment fully intact, for outcome evaluation; however, within the JCDOC 

implementation and use of the PACT-PS, this was not the case (as noted above).  

 

With the changed format from the full PACT process utilized in Florida, to the PACT-PS 

program implemented in Johnson County Kansas, and the use of the LSI-R and DRAI, the 

continuum of care concept outlined within the SPEP has been attempted.  In order to more 

fully understand and appreciate the basis for constructing and implementing the PACT-PS 

within the JCDOC, and RAIs in general, one needs a theoretical understanding of the reasons 

that youth commit criminal behavior. 

Population Demographic and Crime Information: Florida 

Compared to Johnson County Kansas 
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 When evaluating social and economic population demographics, as reported by the 

Census Bureau in 2011, the differences between the State of Florida and Johnson County 

Kansas are quite staggering (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013a, 2013b).  As noted within Appendix 

I, Johnson County residents have 95.6% of high school graduates, with 51.3% having a 

bachelor’s degree or higher, according to the U.S. Census Bureau reports (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2013b).  The median household income in Johnson County was reported as $74,761 

with the per capita money income of $38,428.  These figures are higher than those reported 

in the State of Florida, with Florida having 85.5% of high school graduates, 26.0% having 

their bachelor’s degree, a median household income of $47,827, and a per capita money 

income of $26,733.  When looking at the percentage of people living below the poverty level 

in 2007-2011, in Florida it is 14.7%, and in Johnson County Kansas it is 5.9% (see Appendix 

I). 

 When evaluating the occurrence of crime between the State of Florida and Johnson 

County, Kansas, there are similar differences uncovered.  Although difficult to compare 

numbers directly for Johnson County specifically, due to different sources of reported 

information, one can evaluate overall crime reported by law enforcement in these two milieus 

(refer to Appendix I and J).  Unambiguous differences are noted in the rates of violent and 

property crimes reported between the states of Florida and Kanas.  The following indicators 

are evaluating the rates of crime per 100,000 population offenses reported to law 

enforcement, as reported by the Unified Crime Reports in 2010 (see Appendix I):  In Florida 

there were 612.6 violent crimes, 5.5 murders, 29.7 forcible rapes, 166.8 robberies, and 410.6 

aggravated assaults; in Kansas there were 412 violent crimes, 4.7 murders, 42.7 forcible 

rapes, 66.7 robberies, and 297.9 aggravated assaults.  When evaluating property offenses, 
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Florida had 3,841.1 total property crimes, with 981.2 burglaries, 2,588.7 larceny/thefts, and 

271.2 motor vehicle thefts; whereas Johnson County had 3,249.4 total property crimes, 690.0 

burglaries, 2,341.3 larceny/thefts, and 218.2 motor vehicle thefts. 

 An evaluation of the occurrence of juvenile crime in Johnson County Kansas is 

provided here, and in more detail within Appendix J, as reported within the JCDOC’s “Intake 

and Screening for Juvenile Offenders: Corrections and Court Services Partners” report 

(2010).  This report was provided directly to the PI from the JCDOC, and referenced in Table 

3 in Chapter 3 and further detailed within Appendix J.  The numbers shown represent the 

total numbers reported from Corrections and Court Services, and indicate the following:   

 2,508 total intake of youth 

 652 thefts (617 misdemeanor and 35 felony) 

 61 auto burglaries 

 7 aggravated felony burglaries, 120 felony burglaries 

 159 criminal damage to property (147 misdemeanor, 12 felony) 

 332 batteries (including aggravated battery, sexual battery, battery 

against youth center officer, battery against a school official, and law 

enforcement officer batteries) 

 various additional violent crimes, such as felony aggravated robbery 

(9), felony gang intimidation (8), felony rape (1), felony criminal use 

of an explosive (5) 

 various drug offenses, such as possession of misdemeanor marijuana 

(270), misdemeanor narcotics (4), felony opiates (5), felony 

amphetamines (4) 

 335 minor in possession, 9 minor in consumption, and  

 212, possessions of paraphernalia 

 

As introduced above, and further delineated below, these offenses can be considered 

characteristics and indications of the level of collective efficacy and social organization 

within Johnson County Kansas. 

 To aid in the processing of these criminal offenses, Johnson County Kansas has its 

own criminalistics laboratory, as a part of the County Government complex in Olathe, 

Kansas.  This facility had a construction contract totaling $21,063,862, and a total authorized 
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budget of 30.2 million dollars.  “At approximately 62,500 square feet, the new state-of-the-

art, two story Crime Lab features nine specialized laboratories” (Communications Division 

of the Johnson County Manager’s Office, 2011, p. 23).  Johnson County also conducted a 

reconstruction of the Olathe Adult Detention Center; and, has recently completed 

construction and opened the new Juvenile Intake and Assessment Center in Olathe, Kansas. 

Social Organization Indicators: Johnson County Kansas 

 Social and population demographics become relevant when considering the 

theoretical aspect of social organization, to include concepts of collective efficacy, control, 

social construction of reality, and related motivations toward criminal behavior noted within 

the review of theories below.  Access to resources has been noted within a variety of 

theoretical conceptualizations pertaining to adolescent development; as well as, the 

occurrence of juvenile crime.  A variety of the noted social and demographic factors are 

implicated theoretically to contribute to the occurrence of juvenile crime; or, to aid in 

reducing the amount of juvenile crime that occurs in a given area.  In addition to the above 

noted population and criminal indicators, the following is observed: 

Employment opportunities are generally good in Johnson County.  The 

economy has an average annual job growth rate of nearly 1%.  Unemployment 

in Johnson County remains below the national average (8%), and stood at 5% 

as of August 2012.  Johnson County’s unsurpassed business environment and 

quality of life are the fuels that power one of the Midwest’s principal 

economic engines.  Johnson County’s sustained population, development, and 

economic growth are testament to the fundamentally superior characteristics 

that make up the ‘Johnson County Advantage,’ and helps explain why 

Johnson County’s ranks with some of the most dynamic local economies in 

the country” (OIR, 2012, p. 2). 

 

These social and demographic indicators will be further elaborated in conjunction with a 

theoretical review, within the conclusions and recommendations provided in Chapter 5. 
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 According to the “Profile of Johnson County, Kansas,” written by the Office of 

Institutional Research (OIR) at Johnson County Community College (2012), Johnson County 

was founded in 1855.  “The County boasts nationally ranked schools, low crime rate, high 

quality neighborhoods, low cost of living, and a variety of cultural and entertainment 

amenities” (OIR, 2012, p. 1).  The population within Johnson County, Kansas, tends to be 

conservative, with 47% of its population registered as Republican in 2011, and 23% 

Democrat, and 30% unaffiliated reform or libertarians (OIR, 2012).  Recreational activities 

afforded to Johnson County residents are diverse, with the Kansas City Metropolitan Area 

having “over 50 museums and historic sites, 65,000 acres of park land, 65 golf courses, 28 of 

which are in Johnson County.  There are also 14 Corps of Engineers regional lakes within a 

three-hour drive that provide abundant opportunities for boating, water skiing, fishing, and 

camping” (OIR, 2012, p. 2).  In areas of education and employment, Johnson County Kansas 

has reached high ranks on a national level.  “The educational attainment of Johnson County’s 

population ranks among the most highly educated in the nation” (OIR, 2012, p. 2).   

 Additional indicators of social organization are provided by the “2011 Johnson 

County Facts Report,” (Communications Division of the Johnson County Manager’s Office, 

2011).  This report indicates that Johnson County Kansas has had population growth from 

4,364 individuals in 1860, to 544,179 in 2010, with an estimated rural population of 14,280.  

“Johnson County has four of the state’s ten largest cities.  They are Overland Park, second, 

2010 Census population of 173,372; Olathe, fifth, 125,872; Shawnee, seventh, 62,209; and 

Lenexa, ninth, 48,190” (Communications Division of the Johnson County Manager’s Office, 

2011, p. 2).  Johnson County Kansas has 20 cities, 7 townships, and approximately 40 

percent of its land noted as rural.  Further noted elements of social organization indicated 
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within this report, include:  3 jails; 4 colleges; 6 hospitals; 66 nursing homes; 10 community 

centers/multiservice centers; 10 museums; 16 libraries; 80 hotels; 97 shopping centers; 365 

apartment complexes; 186 public school building in six school districts (Olathe, Shawnee 

Mission, Blue valley, Gardner-Edgerton, Spring Hill and De Soto); 277 miles of biking, 

jogging, and hiking trails; 309 places of worship; and, various recreational facilities noted 

(27 swimming pools, beaches and aquatic centers; 28 golf courses; 351 parks, which includes 

the Theatre in the Park Complex in Shawnee Mission Park); and, the Mid-America Sports 

Complex in Shawnee (Communications Division of the Johnson County Manager’s Office, 

2011). 

 Johnson County Kansas has experienced rising employment levels, with a declining 

labor force; and, a decline of 15.4 percent of the unemployment level between June 2011 and 

June 2012 (Regional Workforce Intelligence Network of Greater Kansas City, 2012, p. 4).  

The unemployment level for Johnson County Kansas has ranged between 5 and 6% from 

September 2011 through January of 2012. Various industries contribute to employing 

Johnson County Kansas residents, such as: Construction (14%), Retail Trade (11%), 

Administrative and Support and Waste Management and Remediation Services (11%), 

Health Care and Social Assistance (8%), Accommodation and Food Services (7%), 

Professional, Scientific, and Technological Services (7%), Manufacturing (5%), Finance and 

Insurance (4%) and Government (4%).  Some of the major employers are: Sprint Nextel 

Corporation, Quest Dynastic Laboratory, Shawnee Mission Medical Center, Black & Veatch 

Holding Company, UPS Customer Service Center, Honeywell Aerospace, JC Penny 

Distribution Center, Quintiles, Sysco Kansas City Inc., and Garmin International Inc. 
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(Regional Workforce Intelligence Network of Greater Kansas City, 2012, p. 6).  As noted, 

this data will be discussed further within Chapter 5, Conclusions and Recommendations. 

Tying It All Together: Applicable Sociological, 

Criminological, and Developmental Theories 

 
 There are two primary tools of science, which are theory and research (Bartollas & 

Miller, 2008); and, both are utilized in quantitative and qualitative scientific inquiry.  Research is 

the process of collecting information for the purpose of testing an existing theory or for 

generating a new one (Kendall, 2007), and helps to identify the variables that should be studied.  

Research also suggests new directions for theory (Bartollas & Miller, 2008), which then 

navigates research findings towards new avenues of research by deriving new variables from the 

data.  This poses new questions for the research, based on the findings of the previous work, 

which contributes to building various systems of thought and theoretical conclusions (Bartollas & 

Miller, 2008).  “Research collects and theory analyzes; research discovers and theory explains; 

research disproves and theory reorders.  The process is never-ending” (Bartollas & Miller, 2008, 

p. 65; Johnson, 2003; Kail & Cavanaugh, 2007; Kendall, 2007). 

 Despite this process of research and theory, a variety of researchers “have concluded 

that there is no single path to delinquency, and note that the presence of several risk factors 

often increases a youth’s chance of offending” (Shader, n.d.).  The risk factors that that 

increase a youth’s likelihood of committing deviant and/or criminal behavior have been 

identified through an extensive evaluation of social science theory (Reisig et al., 2006, 386).  

 Selective incapacitation, the theory at the heart of actuarial risk assessment, is 

“identifying repetitive, serious offenders and giving them longer sentences so that these 

individuals have less opportunity to commit offenses during their most crime-prone years” 

(Mulvey, 2005).  This selective incapacitation process involves identifying which youth have 
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a high number of risk factors that indicate repetitive and/or serious criminal behavioral 

patterns; and, which youth do not (Benard et al., 2010, p. 77).  In that vein, the following 

section provides an interdisciplinary review of selected theories to aid in understanding 

youthful delinquency, and the overall risk assessment process.  This section concludes with a 

review of risk factors identified as posing an increased risk of antisocial and criminal 

behavior; as well as, protective factors that reduce risk. 

Collective Efficacy / Social Capital  

 Within American culture, as noted earlier in this chapter, youth exist within a variety 

of settings and with a variety of types of people; as well as, within a range of environments 

from rural to urban, and from ultra-wealthy to poverty stricken environments.  This full range 

of social contexts of today’s youth includes a much more multi-media based existence than in 

the past, with social media interactions and cell phone “texting” both common social 

occurrences.  However, these opportunities are greatly influenced by a youth’s level of 

“access to resources.”  These varying social contexts and levels of “access to resources,” 

have been referred to as issues of collective efficacy or “social capital.”  Social capital, “that 

is, networks of relationships among people that facilitate common actions and make possible 

the achievement of common goals,” influences the varying levels of criminal occurrence 

(Bernard et al., 2010, p. 143; Mesner, Baumer, & Rosenfeld, 2004).  Mesner and his 

colleagues, referring to Putnam’s article in 2000 noted, the “most general forms of social 

capital are trust and social participation, which form . . . ‘a coherent syndrome’” (Mesner et 

al., 2004, p. 883, referencing and quoting Putnam’s 2000 work titled, “Bowling Alone: The 

Collapse and Revival of American Community”).  Within Putnam’s ideologies, informal and 

formal social connections are forms of social capital (religion, party identification, 
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involvement in campaigns, visiting with friends and family, neighbors, and other 

acquaintances) (Mesner et al., 2004). 

 The higher the level of social capital available to youth in a community, the less 

likely they are to commit crime; which is the argument of Sampson’s Theory of Collective 

Efficacy.  When a community has low levels of social capital, i.e., an inability to exert 

effective control or a lack of shared values and common goals, it is more likely to experience 

deviant and/or criminal behaviors (Bernard et al., 2010, p143).  The converse then, a 

community with high levels of social capital consisting of effective controls and a shared 

value structure, should be less likely to experience deviant and/or criminal behaviors.  

Although it may be commonly conceived that low levels of social capital exist only in 

impoverished areas, in fact, low levels of social capital can exist in all types of areas within 

today’s cultural and socioeconomic landscape.  Consider the dimensions of social capital 

measured and reported within the works of Mesner and his colleagues, based on the work of 

Putnam (see recreated table in Appendix K), which includes factors such as social trust, 

political engagement and activism, community involvement and activism, religious 

participation, and informal socializing, among others (Mesner et al., 2004, p. 901). 

 Sampson, Raudenbush and Felton further developed the theory of “collective 

efficacy” published in 1997, built upon the idea of Shaw and McKay’s Social 

Disorganization Theory (Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  “Shaw believed that juvenile delinquency 

was generated by social disorganization in interstitial areas, he did not believe that treatment 

of individual delinquents would have much effect in reducing overall delinquency rates” 

(Bernard et al., 2010, p. 139).  Delinquent youth were not the sole purpose for intervention; 

additionally, the social context and conditions that created them needed attention.  Stated 
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another way, improving social capital would decrease the likelihood of juvenile delinquency 

by improving the networks and relationships among people within given institutions (i.e., 

communities, families, and peer relationships) by facilitating common activities, 

achievements, and goals (Sampson et al., 2011).  

 The Collective Efficacy theory consists of two primary aspects, the compositional 

effect and the contextual effect.  The compositional effect argues that “crime is higher in 

certain neighborhoods not because of some feature of the neighborhood, but because people 

who are prone to commit crime have moved into and now reside in the neighborhood” (i.e., 

individual traits) (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 112).  The contextual effect looks at measures 

within each neighborhood “on how the residents, as a group or collective, differ from one 

another” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, 112).  The contextual elements consist of both 

neighborhood structural conditions, as well as crime rates.  By looking at a combination of 

these effects, a researcher can evaluate individual traits of residence; as well as, various 

aspects within the neighborhood, such as informal forms of social control, and social 

cohesion and trust (i.e., social solidarity).  The argument to look at the combination of these 

compositional and contextual elements is to evaluate how willing individuals that reside in a 

given neighborhood are to intervene in the lives of “others;” in addition to examining the 

strength of social ties within an area and the level of support provided to each other (Cullen 

& Agnew, p. 113).  Sampson and his colleagues consider these broader underlying constructs 

as “collective efficacy,” focusing on the relationships within a given area (i.e., social 

cohesiveness), the structural conditions, and how the combination of these features impact 

crime rates.   
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 The idea of collective efficacy is impacted by broader political and socioeconomic 

aspects that “stratify places of residence by key social characteristics” (Sampson et al., 2011, 

p. 115).  A community that lacks collective efficacy, according to Sampson, et al, will have 

an increase in disorder and crime, “not solely attributable to the aggregated demographic 

characteristics of individuals” (Sampson et al., 2011, p. 114).  As noted within the review of 

risk factors that follows, an increase in and/or repair of collective efficacy, would have 

positive impacts overall and likely reduce the occurrence of deviant and criminal behavior.  

In turn, a review of social capital (aka: collective efficacy) could provide avenues to reduce 

juvenile crime and recidivism. 

Theories of Strain and Anomie 

 Varying levels of “access to resources” or “social capital” can impact a youth’s 

decision to commit criminal behavior, as reflected within the risk factor literature; as well as 

within various strain theories of crime, such as Merton’s concept of anomie and his Strain 

Theory (Benard et al., 2010, p. 154; Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  Culture determines what is 

worth “striving for;” and, Merton pointed out the most prominent cultural goal in American 

culture is acquiring wealth beyond any “natural aspiration” (Bernard et al., 2010, p. 154).  

Americans are culturally encouraged to do more, to save more, and accumulate wealth 

beyond what is needed to sustain the basic necessities of life; and, they are to do so by 

utilizing “‘middle-class values’ or ‘the Protestant work ethic,’ [which includes] hard work, 

honesty, education, and deferred gratification” (Bernard et al., 2010, p. 155). 

 Americans likes to “have” things, and are encouraged to do so within the capitalistic 

cultural ideal; and, with shifting cultural norms, today’s youth tend to be a “now” generation.  

In other words, the idea of “deferred” gratification, as put forth by Merton, appears less 
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prevalent in the value structure of today’s youth.  Today’s youth are socialized toward their 

value structure within a “now” culture.  According to Merton’s Strain Model, when 

individuals cannot reach cultural goals of material accumulation, there is a sense of anomie 

or “cultural imbalance.”  Some individuals respond in alternative or criminal ways, as if 

“driven to do so,” to resolve the issue of anomie or imbalance; which, according to Merton’s 

Strain Theory occurs via adaption, conformity, innovation, ritualization, retreatism, or 

rebellion (Bernard, 2010, p. 157; Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  For today’s youth, this can result 

in juvenile delinquent behavior amid a confusing and changing value structure. 

 A more contemporary version of Merton’s anomie theory was published in 2007 by 

Rosenfeld and Messner titled, “institutional-anomie theory” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  These 

theorists explain “that the higher crime rate in the United States  stems from a cultural system 

that encourages everyone to strive for monetary success but places little emphasis on the 

legitimate norms for achieving success” referred to as the American Dream (Cullen & 

Agnew, 2011, p. 155).  In addition to the pursuit of the American Dream, however, 

Rosenfeld and Messner argue that the emphasis on economic acquisition can place members 

of society within a role of relative deprivation, and places other important institutions, (e.g., 

family, education, and peer relationships) in devalued positions.  This in turn weakens these 

institutions in their ability to properly socialize youth and adequately sanction deviant 

behaviors (Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  When considering the various value structures in 

contemporary America that youth are socialized within today, in combination with an over-

emphasis on economic gain and devalued “other institutions,” the result is one of increased 

social disorganization and anomie, and weaker social ties.  This theory can be assessed and 

measured in a variety of ways, such as evaluating “the ratio of marriages to divorces, levels 
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of religious participation (church membership), levels of political participation (voter 

turnout), and the strength of social welfare programs (e.g., family support, social security, 

unemployment insurance programs)” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 156).  The impact of 

institutional anomie can be evidenced by parent’s reduced involvement with their children 

and increased time at work, youth attending inferior schools and maturing in troubled 

neighborhoods, and increased crime and detention rates. 

 Similar to Rosenfeld and Messner’s institutional-anomie theory, Robert Agnew 

extended Merton’s strain theory indicating that “crime results from the inability to achieve 

monetary success or other positively valued goals through legitimate channels.  This goal 

blockage creates strain or frustration in the individual, which increases the likelihood of a 

criminal response” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 189).  Strains, for Agnew, include objective 

and subjective strains, experienced strain, vicarious strain, and anticipated strains.  Whether a 

youth turns to criminal behavior to relieve whichever strain he or she is experiencing due to 

blockage of cultural goals, depends on a number of other factors, such as: the level of social 

control available to the youth (collective efficacy); an increase in negative emotions, “such as 

anger and frustration;” and, if the youth associates with criminal “others” (peers, parents, the 

media) (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 189).  Agnew also delineated various reasons why some 

individuals are more crime-prone than others as a coping mechanism to strain (i.e., events or 

conditions that are disliked by the individual), which are: 

• Parental rejection. 

• Supervision/discipline that is erratic, excessive, and/or harsh. 

• Child abuse and neglect. 

• Negative secondary school experiences (e.g., low grades, negative 

relations with teachers, the experience of school as boring and a waste of 

time). 

• Abusive peer relations (e.g., insults, threats, physical assaults). 
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• Work in the secondary labor market (i.e., “bad jobs” that pay little, have 

few benefits, little opportunity for advancement and unpleasant working 

conditions). 

• Chronic unemployment. 

• Marital problems. 

• The failure to achieve selected goals, including thrills/excitement, high 

levels of autonomy, masculine status, and the desire for much money in a 

short period of time. 

• Criminal victimization. 

• Residence in economically depraved communities. 

• Homelessness. 

• Discrimination based on characteristics such as race/ethnicity and gender 

(Agnew, 2011, p. 194). 

 

In summation, Agnew’s General Strain Theory indicates that criminal coping is more likely 

to occur when individuals lack the ability or desire to respond to their individual and societal 

strains in legal ways, when the costs of crime are low (i.e., non-strict penalties), or the 

rewards are high (i.e., escape, revenge, or alleviation of negative emotions) (Agnew, 2011, 

197). 

Social Learning Theories 

 Two primary Social Learning Theories (SLTs), developed in the 1960s, still hold 

significant relevance in today’s approaches to understanding criminal behavior (Sutherland’s 

Differential Association Theory and Aker’s Social Learning Theory).  According to Edwin 

Sutherland, “criminal behavior is learned,” in interactions with those in “intimate personal 

groups” through communication and the acquisition of definitions favorable to crime 

(Sutherland & Cressey, 2011, p. 127).  This learning process includes the techniques of how 

to commit crime, as well as the motives and rationalizations to do so (Anderson & Dyson, 

2002; Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  The influences of individuals in one’s personal groups are 

not of equal value, with those occurring earlier in life having greater importance (i.e., 

parents, siblings, and the neighborhood a youth grows up in), more frequency, and a longer 
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duration (Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  Although Sutherland and Cressey’s work remains well 

known today as Sutherland’s Differential Association Theory, it has been reformulated and 

further developed by various theorists, most notably, Ronald Akers’ Social Learning Theory.  

 Social Learning Theory began within the work of Burgess and Akers, when they 

reformulated Sutherland’s Differential Association Theory by integrating the concepts of 

social learning and “techniques of neutralization.” Burgess and Akers integrated the ideas of 

operant and respondent conditioning.  Akers furthered the work noting that learning not only 

occurs within differential associations in an individual’s intimate groups, but may also 

include secondary and reference groups.  Secondary and reference groups include various 

relationships within a community, “as well as mass media and other more remote sources of 

attitudes and models” (Akers, 2011, p. 132).  Different levels of consequence observed (i.e., 

punishment, monetary gain or the elevation of status) can impact an individual’s likelihood to 

commit crime.  This learning process depends on the implications one correlates with deviant 

and criminal behavior (i.e., good or bad, right or wrong); and, the rationalizations acquired 

throughout the learning process (i.e., stating it wasn’t their fault because they were born a 

certain way, they were under the influence of drugs and/or alcohol, or feeling the victim of 

their acts deserved what occurred) (Akers, 2011; Cullen & Agnew, 2011). 

 The learning of criminal tendencies may also occur through the process of imitation 

or modeling, and with differential reinforcement (Cullen & Agnew, 2011; Akers, 2011, p. 

131).  Burgess and Akers noted that individuals are conditioned by rewards and punishments, 

i.e., reinforcers, “and other principles of behavior modification” (Akers, 2011, p. 131).  For 

example, if a youth steals from her parents, and is not caught or is minimally punished, she 

may feel the “costs” of committing such behavior is worth what was gained.  If an individual 
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is positively reinforced for criminal behavior, such as not getting caught or gaining status or 

wealth from their criminal acts, the likelihood that they will continue to commit further acts 

of law breaking behavior is increased.  This acquisition of definitions favoring criminal 

behavior can occur through many channels and carry varying levels of reinforcement 

throughout the life course. 

 Elijah Anderson, in his work on inner city African American youth, put forward a 

more contemporary social learning approach that refers to a “subculture of violence” titled 

“the code of the streets” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 143; Anderson, 2011).  This “code” 

refers to learning definitions favorable to crime and deviance based upon the idea of respect, 

and how a youth responds to being disrespected or challenged.  The response to such affronts 

typically is of a violent nature, and Anderson believed this was more “common in 

disadvantaged neighborhoods” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 143).  Although Anderson’s work 

was primarily based on evaluating the behaviors of black inner-city communities, it is 

understood that this “code” can apply to any racial composition; “the code, then, may be 

more a function of neighborhood disadvantage than race” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 143). 

 Anderson’s “code of the street” is a response of toughness, hardness, or inflexibility 

due to a desire to protect oneself or their reputation within various dangerous environments; 

and, their limited exposure to alternative courses of action (Anderson & Dyson, 2002; 

Anderson, 2011; Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  In consideration of the changing American culture 

aforementioned, one can consider contemporary cultural norms within a strained economy 

riddled with political strife on a global level, and the increased lack of legitimate forms of 

material acquisition, as “breeding grounds” for a revised “code.”  This revised “code of the 
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street” may contribute to varying levels of social disorganization and fluctuating levels of 

collective efficacy within American culture today. 

Control Theories 

 Control theories “assume that all people would naturally commit crimes if left to their 

own devices . . . individuals are said to commit crimes because of the weakness of forces 

restraining them from doing so, not because of the strength of forces driving them to do so” 

(Bernard et al., 2010, p. 203).  Matza’s Delinquency and Drift Theory makes the observation 

that most youth that commit criminal infractions tend to “‘age out’ of delinquency and settle 

down to law-abiding lives when they reach late adolescence or early adulthood” (Bernard et 

al., 2010, p. 207).  The Drift Theory observes that most youth are law-abiding adolescents, 

and that delinquency occurs when “drift” is present.  “Drift” is when the conventional 

avenues of control (parenting, the intervention of neighbors or teachers) are loosened, 

allowing youth the opportunity to be deviant and/or criminal due to the emphasis on freedom 

and similarity, rather than on constraint and differentiation.  Considering the discussion noted 

above regarding the changing cultural norms of today’s developing youth,  Matza stressed 

that today’s delinquents do not necessarily value delinquent behavior itself.  Rather, youth 

within the idea of “drift” value the idea of being able to “neutralize” their law abiding 

behavior temporarily to guiltlessly be irresponsible (Bernard et al., 2010, p. 207).  Within 

juvenile delinquency today, and within the concept of “drift,” youth of all levels of offense 

can come from any number of social demographic backgrounds, due to a loosening of 

control.  The loosening of control can occur due to any variety of reasons in today’s cultural 

ideals, such as neglected youth, less parental supervision due to dual working parents or 
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single parenting, changed policing philosophies; and, is a changed view from the days of the 

“child savers movement.” 

 Travis Hirschi’s Social Control Theory also known as the Social Bond Theory is a 

well-known control theory that refers to the idea that individuals that are tightly bonded to 

their social groups would be less likely to be delinquent.  This theory, developed in 1969, put 

forward the idea that social institutions can have a psychological influence over youth, even 

when the agent of control is not present (Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  For example, a parent 

could have an influence over a youth’s behavior, even when at school or out with friends, due 

to the socialized influence of their parenting and through indirect control.  Travis Hirschi 

delineated four elements of social bonds, which are: Attachment, commitment, involvement 

and belief.  These four bonds are what he described as the “social controls” that restrain a 

youth from committing criminal behavior (Cullen & Agnew, 2011; Hirschi, 2011).  The 

decision to engage in criminal behavior, according to Social Bond Theory, lies in the 

strengths or weakness of these four social bonds.   

 Attachment, the strongest form of social bonding according to Hirschi, revolves 

around the idea that a youth that is “attached” has internalized the norms and values of 

society and has formed relationships with others in society (Hirschi, 2011).  Commitment 

refers to the level of allegiance one has to the conventions of society, and how much they 

conform to those conventions.  It refers to the level of “rational investment one has in 

conventional society and the risk one takes when engaging in deviant behavior” (Bernard et 

al., 2010, p. 208).  For example, a youth that is committed to success within the “American 

Dream” ideal, realizes that good grades are needed in school, and that he or she will likely 

need to attend college in order to become successful; engaging in criminal pursuits would 
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distract from their level of commitment to society’s conventions.  Involvement is based on 

the idea that one who has accepted the values of an overarching culture (i.e., the American 

Dream of material acquisition), and has committed to its “due course,” will act on those 

beliefs and have “investments” within society to which he or she is involved.  For example, a 

youth that works hard in school, has strong family and peer relationships, and a strong 

potential and scholarship to go to college, would risk those relationships and positions of 

status and opportunity by engaging in criminal behavior.  Finally, belief refers to how much 

conviction an individual has in the norms and values of society.  If a youth is attached, has 

committed, and is involved in society, then belief has already occurred.  It is the idea of 

“faith” or trust in the structure or process, and is the level that someone feels that they need 

to obey the rules of society.  These four factors are the levels of individual bonds to society 

that Hirschi felt were critical within society in order to prevent the occurrence of crime.  

These social bonds are forms of “social capital,” that aid in reducing criminal occurrence 

through socially structured quality relationships; and, when experienced at reduced levels, 

according to Hirschi, open the door for crime to occur (Bernard et al., 2010; Hagan, 1997b).  

The risk assessment process needs to consider these social bonds and avenues of access to 

social capital within the framework of today’s changing culture, in order to adequately 

evaluate the level of risk to recidivate for today’s youthful offenders. 

 The last control theory reviewed within this section is Gottfredson and Hirschi’s 

General Theory of Crime.  This control theory, a revised and refined version of Hirschi’s 

Bonding Theory, revolves around the idea that self-control is the ultimate defense against 

breaking the law (Bernard et al., 2010; Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  Criminality, the propensity 

to commit criminal behavior, can only be acted upon when an opportunity to break the law is 
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presented.  Since criminal opportunities are ever present, over time individuals with low self-

control have a higher likelihood of becoming involved in crime according to Gottfredson and 

Hirschi’s General Theory of Crime.  Since the primary agent of socialization is a youth’s 

parents (Kendall, 2007), parenting concerns are a primary issue of concern within the review 

of self-control as a learned trait (Bernard et al., 2010). 

 As evidenced within the social learning theory, criminal behavior is learned through a 

process of social and symbolic interaction with individuals in one’s primary or intimate 

groups (Akers, 1998, 2011; Anderson & Dyson, 2002; Bernard et al., 2010; Cullen & 

Agnew, 2011).  This social learning process influences all aspects of learning, such as the 

acquisition of self-control mechanisms, with models presented for imitation and differential 

reinforcement (Anderson & Dyson, 2002; Bernard et al., 2012).  In other words, if a parent 

has low levels of self-control, and/or commits criminal acts, a model is presented to their 

children to imitate as well as reinforce the formation of such values (i.e., low self-control).  

As noted by Cullen and Angew, quoting the work of Gottfredson and Hirschi, “‘the major 

‘cause’ of low self-control thus appears to be ineffective child rearing’ . . . self-control, once 

established in childhood, is an enduring propensity” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 203).  This 

enduring propensity, then, can have an impact on an individual’s decision to commit criminal 

behavior throughout their life.   

 Within their General Theory of Crime, Gottfredson and Hirschi determine self-

control to be a fairly stable characteristic by 8-years-old (Bernard et al., 2010); and, through 

the process of socialization and learning self-control values are reinforced.  Low self-control 

alone does not “cause” criminal behavior; however, lack of self-control and the parents’ or 

care provider’s inability to socialize the youth away from deviant acts and instill increased 
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levels of self-control, can create the conditions ripe for its occurrence.  Important to note 

here, stability of self-control by 8-years-old within Gottredson and Hirschi’s theory is an 

issue of contention; and, is considered what Elliott Currie “calls the fallacy of intractability – 

the belief that because childhood problems often appear early in life they are therefore 

fundamentally irreversible, portents of criminality worsening into adulthood” (quoted in 

Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 204, from the works of Elliott Currie in 1985 titled, “Confronting 

Crime: An American Challenge, published by Pantheon in New York). 

Developmental Theories 

 The fallacy of intractability noted above, is what prompted Sampson and Laub to 

develop their social bond theory that spans the life course, referred to as “their age-graded 

theory of informal social control” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 458).  Rather than considering 

only the social bonds of parental and environmental influence in a youth’s early days, 

developmental theorists, based on continuity and change, often review longitudinal data to 

consider the influence of social contexts throughout an individual’s lifetime.  Their’s is a 

dynamic perspective, which is “studying whether an individual’s behavior remains stable or 

changes over time,” vs. a static perspective of traditional criminologists that assumes 

“contexts have stable and enduring effects on people caught in them” (Cullen & Agnew, p. 

451).   

 Developmental or life-course perspectives, lauded by Cullen and Agnew (2011, p. 

462) to be the future “dominant theoretical and research paradigm in the field of 

criminology,” consider life changing events, trajectories, or pathways that may influence an 

individual’s life throughout their life course.  For example, if a youth runs away from home, 

is abandoned, is adopted, becomes disabled or a convicted offender, their primary agents of 
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socialization may change; and, there is a possibility that their propensity to commit criminal 

behavior may also change.  “Most sociological theories imply that once people become 

criminal – whether due to strain, a broken social bond, or perhaps differential association – 

they will tend to stay criminal” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 454).  These classical approaches 

do not consider changing life events that may present an opportunity to desist from criminal 

behavior.  Two primary developmental theories reviewed here are those put forth by Terri 

Moffitt in 1993, and Laub and Sampson in 2003. 

 Terri Moffitt’s Life-course-persistent and Adolescent-limited theory suggests an 

increase of criminal behavior during the adolescent years of development due to two varying 

types of youths (Moffitt, 2011).  Life-course-persistent offenders are those that begin early in 

life and continue their criminal patterns into adulthood.  Adolescent-limited youth are those 

that begin their delinquency early in life as well; however, they desist from criminal behavior 

as they mature into adulthood.  This theory, considered a pathway theory, is based on either 

continuousness or transforming criminal tendencies within a process of maturation and 

changing criminal opportunities (Cullen & Agnew, 2011).   

 Life-course-persistent youth are a small portion of the American population, 

according to Moffitt, and their criminal behavioral tendencies begin at a young age and 

continue into adulthood (Akers, 2005; Anderson & Dyson, 2002; Cullen & Agnew, 2011).  

Although the forms of deviance and criminal behavior will change and modify within a 

framework of varying opportunities throughout the life-course, those with persistent 

tendencies will be adolescent offenders as well as adult offenders.  The tendency to become 

deviant, according to Moffitt, stems from a combination of individual traits (i.e., 

“neuropsychological deficits” such as brain dysfunction, exposure to drugs/toxins, or head 
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injury) that interact with environmental influences (i.e., poverty, abuse, and neglect), to 

create a “psychological deficit” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 456). 

 Moffitt’s adolescent-limited offenders tend to show a lack of deviant or antisocial 

behavior as children, as well as within adulthood (Moffitt, 2011).  These adolescent-limited 

youth experience a “maturity gap” between their physical development into adulthood (i.e., 

puberty), and the expectation of delayed social development in to adulthood (i.e., the need to 

refrain from adult behaviors such as sexual activity, drinking, and smoking) (Cullen & 

Agnew, 2011; Moffitt, 2011).  It is “this gap between biological and social maturity [that 

creates] a source of dissatisfaction and motivation for delinquency” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, 

p. 457).  It should be noted that Moffitt argues that the period of adolescence in modern times 

has been extended due to secular changes in health and work; and, the youth that lean toward 

criminal behavior during this phase of the psychosocial development also tend to have 

antisocial role models (Moffitt, 2011).  “[Teenagers] are biologically capable and compelled 

to be sexual beings, yet they are asked to delay most of the positive aspects of adult life” 

(Moffitt, 2011).  As adolescent-limited youth mature into adulthood, the “maturity-gap” 

begins to close, new opportunities arise for conventional adult behaviors (i.e., college, 

marriage, having children), and desistance from delinquency typically occurs (Cullen & 

Agnew, 2011; Moffitt, 2011). 

 Laub and Sampson’s “Theory of Persistent Offending and Desistance from Crime,” is 

also a pathway theory of delinquency where an offender “experiences a structural turning 

point” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 497).  The “structural turning point” noted by Laub and 

Sampson can exist in a variety of forms, such as a new relationship with a non-deviant 

significant other, an employment opportunity, or parenthood.  The resultant changed life 
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events create differing motivations as well as new social controls on their previous deviant 

behaviors and tendencies; and, choices are made by the biological, psychological, and 

sociological maturing individual.  In a somewhat unpredictable process, unexpected and 

unplanned life events can impact the developmental course of youth through adulthood, 

indicating that a criminal future is not necessarily determined by earlier experiences.  “Life 

does not simply unfold but rather is constructed as situations and offenders’ reactions to them 

emerge at unexpected times and in indeterminate ways” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 498).   

 Reflecting on the aforementioned theory of the social construction of reality, Laub 

and Sampson’s work is a reflection that desistance from crime can occur at various points in 

time in the developmental pathway of life due to “turning points” or varying trajectories 

(Laub & Sampson, 2011, p. 499).  Rather than a “static” prescriptive approach as presented 

within Moffitt’s theoretical offering, Laub and Sampson promote a theory based on the 

“dynamic” (i.e., changing) life course of individuals, that can often be unpredictable; and, 

based on concepts of “personal agency and situated choice, routine activities, aging, macro-

level historical events, and local culture and community context (Laub & Sampson, 2011, p. 

502).  

Theoretical Conclusion 

 Each of the social science theories reviewed contribute to further identifying the risk 

factors that contribute to delinquent behavior; and, have contributed to the development of 

risk assessment instruments, such as the PACT-PS currently in use in Johnson County, 

Kansas.  Although the “strongest predictor of later delinquent and criminal behavior is earlier 

childhood problem behaviors,” (Bernard et al., 2010, p. 77), risk factors that contribute to the 

risk to commit crime, and in turn to reoffend, range along a variety of domains, such as: 
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individual, family, school, peer and communities (see Appendix F to reference reported risk 

factors) (Herrenkohl, Maguin, Hill, Hawkins, Abbott, & Catalano, 2000, p. 177). 

 The individual level risk factors tend to relate to biological and psychological 

characteristics often highlighted in the media when juvenile crime is in the headlines, such as 

issues of ADD/ADHD, schizophrenia or depression, and issues of low IQ, antisocial 

personality, or bipolar disorders.  These factors can increase a youth’s vulnerability to 

negative social and environmental influences within childhood, as well as throughout the 

course of their development (Herrenkohl et al., 2000, p. 177).  One issue of particular 

concern is gender, and is noted in “itself a risk factor for violence” (Herrenkohl et al., 2000, 

p. 177); and various other factors of risk, such as substance use and abuse, parental relations, 

and the overall socialization of the youth. 

 The family level risk factor that has the most critical influence on the future offending 

of youth is the way that children are parented and socialized.  As reviewed in the introduction 

to theoretical review, socialization occurs within a socially constructed reality, influenced by 

collective efficacy and varying levels of control.  A youth’s primary agents of socialization 

are their family, peers, educational influence, and the media (Kendall, 2007).  This critical 

factor of socialization is “strongly tied to positive and negative developmental outcomes” for 

youth; including “exposure to antisocial norms and values held by family members and 

individuals outside of the home” (Herrenkohl et al., 2000, p. 177).  Poor family management 

has been shown by researchers as being strongly indicative of future offending, as well as 

parent’s lack of involvement in “parenting” (i.e., not setting clear rules for or lack of 

monitoring behavior, and involvement in child’s school or sports activity) (Bernard, 2010; 

Cullen & Agnew, 2011; Herrenkohl et al., 2000).  Other key issues within a youth’s social 
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landscape have to do with parent and sibling behaviors being modeled (i.e., criminal 

histories, substance use/abuse, violence/aggression); and, social influences within their 

developing trajectories, such as political ideologies, exposure to violence, issues of divorce, 

advancement of technology, and levels of social capital (Benard, 2010, p. 77; Cullen & 

Agnew, 2011; Herrenkohl et al., 2000, pgs. 177-178).  

 As noted, various risk factors within the educational environment pose additional risk 

to increasing the risk of antisocial and criminal behavior, such as the youth’s general level of 

intelligence and academic achievement; as well as, his or her overall experiences in school.  

Herrenkohl and colleagues indicate that “children who have little interest in school and 

perform poorly on academic tasks from a young age are a risk not only for school failure and 

dropout, but also for associating with delinquent peers and engaging in antisocial behavior, 

including violence” (2000, p. 177).  School connectedness plays a large role in protective 

factors, which is of critical importance to youth who have difficult situations in their home 

environments (Hawkins, Graham, Williams, & Zahn, 2009).  This is evidenced by the youth 

crime occurrences we’ve witnessed within educational settings such as the school shooting 

tragedies at Columbine High School, Virginia Tech, and Sandy Hook, among many others. 

 “One of the strongest predictors of serious violence in adolescence across studies is 

involvement with delinquent (antisocial) peers” (Herrenkohl et al., 2000, 178).  The youth 

that cause the most problems when young, will likely cause the most problems when they are 

older (Bernard et al., 2010, p. 77).  As evidenced within the nine principles of Edwin 

Sutherland’s Differential Association Theory, criminal behavior, like all behavior, is learned 

in interaction within intimate personal groups.  In adolescence, peers are of utmost 

importance, within a variety of settings in youths lives, i.e., at school, in their neighborhoods, 
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within sports and church events.  The learning of criminal behavior includes the techniques, 

direction, motives, and attitudes of the law as unfavorable (Sutherland & Cressey, 2011).  

The youth that breaks the law does so because they acquire an excess of definitions in favor 

of law violation, even though their association with delinquent peers may vary in frequency, 

duration, priority and intensity (Bernard, 2010, pgs. 180-181; Cullen & Agnew, 2011; 

Sutherland, 2011).  When considering the examples of school shootings noted above, the idea 

of “rejection by peers” has often been noted as a contributing factor for conduct disorder, 

which has been linked to criminal and delinquent behaviors in youth (Brandt, 2006, p. 21). 

 Community factors can extend into each of the above noted areas, such as the family 

environment with the location of a youth’s home in the neighborhood where they live, and 

are socialized.  The neighborhood can have its own “subcultural” ideologies, which can 

equate to either positive or negative peer relationships for youth, depending on the influence 

(i.e., after school sports program, or youth gang).  The educational environment within the 

community is influenced by various community factors.  “Being exposed to crime and drug 

selling in a neighborhood, as a consequence of social disorganization, may also increase risk 

for later violence” (Herrenkohl et al., 2000, p. 178); as well as, any variety of later offending 

behaviors.  If a community is socially disorganized, and resembles issues presented within 

Wilson’s Broken Windows Theory (Cullen & Agnew, 2011), crime is a likely outcome for 

the youth raised in such environments.  As presented within the various theories reviewed, 

continuity and change of various social environments are both contributing factors when 

evaluating criminal occurrence. 

 As noted and explicated within the theoretical review provided, a variety of risk 

assessment instruments are based on social science theories.  For example, the LSI-R was 
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formulated on a variant of the social learning theory (SLT), which is based upon the concept 

that learning criminal behavior is influenced by psychological factors influenced by positive 

and negative responses to environmental stimuli (Akers & Sellers, 2004; Bernard et al., 2010; 

Reisig et al., 2006, p. 386).  The process of reviewing the concepts within the various 

theories resented, can aid in determining risk factors for youth involvement in criminal 

behaviors; as well as, how to best intervene in the lives of youthful offenders. 

 When considering issues of selective incapacitation, within the rating and risk 

assessment process and the use of discretion throughout the juvenile justice system, selected 

theories can help to understand the elements that can influence a youth’s involvement with 

criminal behavior and the juvenile justice system.  A range of issues can influence selective 

involvement with the juvenile justice process, including race, gender, as well as social and 

family dynamics.  These issues are considered and evaluated within the risk assessment 

process within the JCDOC; and, when evaluating the aforementioned theoretical frameworks. 

 As evidenced within the theoretical review provided, errors in the classification of 

youthful offenders and detaining low-risk youth in the correctional facility would increase 

their risk of learning deviant and criminal behaviors, alter their social controls and self-

control, and change their developmental trajectories.  This can increase the risk to reoffend, 

rather than reduce the possibility of further contact with the criminal justice system.  When a 

youth is inaccurately classified into the wrong risk-level, the appropriate treatments may not 

be identified that could benefit the youth and the community; as well as, the appropriate 

sanctions may not be applied.  This could raise the risk of harm to the youth and/or the 

community either at the point of sentencing, or at the point of release if a youth is detained 

within the correctional facility.  That is why it is imperative that risk assessment instruments, 
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and the programs that implement them, are evaluated to determine if they are accurately 

predicting the risk to recidivate. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 Research is an evolving process that can present many challenges on the way to 

discovery and scientific contribution; this study has been no exception.  Issues of cross-

population adaption of the PACT-PS from the Florida model to Johnson County Kansas are 

introduced and addressed within this study.  The negotiations and changed agreements to 

conduct the research as detailed in Chapter 1 were explicated to create an “audit trail” (Vogt 

& Johnson, 2011, p. 19) evidencing the challenges when conducting applied research.  The 

audit trail provides a way to understand the development and design of the current integration 

of quantitative and qualitative research approaches; and, provides a protocol and method for 

replication validation of the current research design.  This methodological report provides a 

clear and complete description of the specific steps followed to conduct the current initial 

validation research on the juvenile justice and risk assessment process within the JCDOC, the 

PACT-PS, and the program implementation evaluation conducted. 

 The current study began in October, 2010, and concluded in January 2013.  The 

approach to research is considered an initial quantitative validation of the PACT-PS; and, 

according to current best practices in juvenile risk assessment research, includes a qualitative 

program implementation evaluation.   This methods chapter provides details regarding the 

cross sectional ethnographic research approach implemented. 

The Data: Initial Validation and Program Evaluation 

 

 The PI, in search of secondary data for dissertation research contacted a professional 

colleague who served as a member of the JCAB in October 2010.  She learned the JCDOC 
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and the JCAB were interested in having the PACT-PS evaluated.  The PI, in negotiations 

with administrators from the JCDOC, JCAB, and with the assistance of her research chair, 

held meetings to determine the interests of the JCDOC and JCAB in having the PACT-PS 

evaluated.  The evolving nature of this project illustrates a variety of the difficulties that can 

arise when conducting applied reach.  The agreements (Appendix A, B, and C) can be 

reviewed to illustrate the dynamic nature of the current study, which resulted in an initial 

validation and basic program implementation evaluation.   

 From the origination of the current research project, in October, 2010, to the finalized 

format of the research in January, 2013, the PI worked on various study protocols, learned 

about the PACT-PS program and its implementation, was trained on the JIMS system and 

learned to navigate it, as well as, secured appropriate literature for review pertinent to the 

study.  Various tools were created by the PI to evaluate the PACT-PS, and corresponded to 

the initial data acquisition protocols established.  These tools are included within this report 

as Appendix L, “The Youth Data Sheet,” Appendix M, “Original Codebook,” and Appendix 

N, the intended “Sampling Protocol,” in the event they are helpful to the JCDOC in future 

validation work on the PACT-PS; or, to other agencies currently utilizing the PACT-PS when 

instituting their own validation protocols.  Since the PI was not an “onsite” researcher, a 

laptop computer was purchased by the PI and software was installed by the JCDOC computer 

staff, for the PI to gain remote access to the JIMS.  The PI employed a research advisor and 

“team” to assist with data codification and entry, developed training protocol, and held 

training sessions with the “research team” to ensure proper handling of the data.  The PI also 

purchased the necessary SPSS software to evaluate and validate the data to be obtained for 

the study.  Due to the studies changed format in its final configuration (i.e., from a full 
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validation, to a sampling protocol being implemented, to the final initial validation and 

program evaluation protocol determinations), much of this was no longer required. 

The Quantitative Portion of the Study: The Initial Validation 

 The initial validation of the PACT-PS consists of a review of secondary data received 

from the JCDOC data manager pulled from the JIMS.  It is a correlational review of the 

PACT-PS’s risk determinations of low, moderate, moderate-high, or high risk to re-offend 

and individual youth characteristics, in relation to recidivism.  The data pulled from the JIMS 

system was initially stored in three primary Excel files, one for each intake year, 2011/2012; 

and, one that provided information on youth’s most severe charge information that was 

initially missing, due to a coding error, in the original data pull of 2011/2012 Excel files.  

The PI integrated these three Excel files by replacing the missing information from the third 

Excel file into the 2011/2012 Excel files; and, finally, integrated the two years of data into 

one total data file for the study period (January 2011 through December 2012).  This data 

within the “master Excel file” was then converted into an SPSS file for statistical evaluation.  

 The data reviewed for the initial validation consisted of a listing of all the LEO and 

NTA youth contacted by law enforcement officers, from January 1, 2011 through December, 

2012.  The individual response items from the PACT-PS were not a part of the secondary 

data contained within the Excel spreadsheets, other than each youth’s overall risk score 

determinations of low, moderate, moderate-high, and high risk to recidivate.  Additional 

information within the data file consisted of demographic and criminal history information, 

further described below, and analyzed within Chapter 4, the Data and Findings.   
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Sampling and Quantitative Data Collection Methods 

 The participants in the validation portion of this research are youth charged with a 

law violation by law enforcement officers within Johnson County Kansas, and detained as a 

LEO or served an NTA (see Appendix O for a listing of Juvenile Rule, No. 15, which 

describes the JIAC, and its processes, and the LEO and NTA protocol) (Johnson County 10
th

 

District Court, n.d.).  In the period under review, January 2011 through December 2012, 

there were 3,538 youths contacted by the varying Johnson County Police Departments 

(further described in Chapter 4, the Data and Findings).  Of those 3,538 youths charged with 

a criminal offense, 3,036 completed the PACT-PS.  Although the individual response items 

from the PACT-PS were unavailable for this review, an initial validation assessment has been 

conducted to both describe the data received; as well as, determine the correlation between 

risk score determinations and the future probability of occurrence of criminal behavior. 

Quantitative Research Measures: Instrumentation 

 The Master SPSS Data File contained a wide variety of information on the 3,538 

youth contacted by the varying Johnson County Police Departments.  As noted, 532 of those 

youth offenders didn’t participate in the PACT-PS process for a variety of reasons, such as 

under the advice of their parent(s) or lawyer, they didn’t respond to their NTA, or they 

simply weren’t interested in participating.  Those 502 youth were separated out of the Master 

SPSS Data File and placed into a separate SPSS file to evaluate reasons why these youth did 

not participate in the PACT-PS Program, as a part of the qualitative program evaluation 

described below.  The remaining 3,036 youth remained in the Master SPSS Data File for 

quantitative evaluation and basic validation purposes. 
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 The variables considered within the Master SPSS Data File are summarized within 

Table 1 below.  The items were either provided directly from the JCDOC data manager, or 

were an indicator or “dummy” variable created by the PI for statistical and evaluation 

purposes.  The only information directly obtained from the PACT-PS and stored within the 

JIMS is the risk determination of low, moderate, moderate-high, and high risk to reoffend, 

creating collinearity concerns, as reviewed in the statistical procedures section below. 

Table 1. Master SPSS Data File Variables 

Variable Name Provided by 

JCDOC 

Item Recode  

for Stats 

Purposes 

Created 

 by PI 

Participant number   X 

Date of birth X   

Race X X  

Gender X X  

Youth’s City and State of residence X   

Youths School of attendance X   

Occurrence date X   

Youth’s age at time of occurrence X   

Most severe charge X   

Indication of misdemeanor or felony charge X X  

Indication if the charge is violent in nature, and 

against a person or not 

X X  

Indication if the charge was drug related or not X   

Prior case count X X  

Prior case most severe charge X   

New case charges within an 18 month period 

from intake 

X   

New case most severe charge X   

Police Agency filing current charge X X  

Type of process indicating LEO or NTA X X  

PACT risk category determination (low, 

moderate, moderate-high, or high risk) 

X X  

Indication if mental health referral made by 

Case Management at conclusion of 

PACT-PS intake 

X X  

Indication if substance abuse referral made by 

Case Management at conclusion of 

PACT-PS intake 

X X  

Indication if family peer referral made by Case 

Management at conclusion of PACT-PS 

X X  
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Variable Name Provided by 

JCDOC 

Item Recode  

for Stats 

Purposes 

Created 

 by PI 

intake 

Indication if leisure recreation referral from 

Case Management at conclusion of 

PACT-PS intake 

X X  

Indication if education employment referral 

from Case Management at conclusion of 

PACT-PS intake 

X X  

An indicator of which initial year the youth was 

contacted by law enforcement, 2011 or 

2012 

  X 

 

Analytic Procedure and the Quantitative Research Question 

 Various applications of statistical procedure were performed to evaluate the data 

received, in order to test the primary research question, “Does the PACT-PS adequately 

predict the risk to recidivate for Johnson County Youth based on the risk determinations 

provided by Assessments.com of low, moderate, moderate-high, and high risk to re-offend.”  

Through the use of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) computer software, 

basic analysis of the cross-sectional data was conducted, to include a summary report of the 

central measures of tendency; and, an evaluation of Crosstabs and related chi square 

correlational findings in consideration of risk determinations and various independent 

variables pertaining to each youth.  Regression analysis was also computed and evaluated.   

 The recidivism indicator, determined by re-contact by the police, is the dependent 

variable measured within the research analysis.  Concern is noted due to the decreasing 

amount of time to reflect recidivism for youth contacted by law enforcement later in the time 

frame of the data sample (i.e., if a youth is contacted by law enforcement in August, 2012, 

and the data sample extends only through December, 2012).  A variety of independent 

variables are also considered within statistical evaluation, as noted in Table 1 above, such as: 
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gender, current charge details (i.e., if there was violence or drugs involved in the current 

charge, if the youth was an LEO or NTA), and risk to recidivate as indicated by the risk 

determination category (low, moderate, moderate-high, and high risk).  Additionally 

reviewed are the frequencies of the referring law enforcement agency and youth’s school 

information, indicative of the community setting where youth resides within Johnson County 

Kansas. 

 Concern regarding collinearity exists within the initial validation review, at a basic 

correlational level; and, unfortunately could not be statistically addressed due to the lack of 

data mathematical complexity.  Typically issues of collinearity, “having a common line,” are 

considered within regression analysis and cause problems in research due to making it 

difficult to determine the independent effect variables have on the dependent variable (Vogt 

& Johnson, 2011, p. 61).  As noted within the literature review, this can cause a reporting of 

false positives and false negatives when evaluating statistical relationships.  It is relevant 

within this validation evaluation to consider the fact that a variety of the risk factors noted 

within Table 1 above are specifically involved within the PACT-PS tool as reflected within 

Appendix D; and is consist with collinearity issues of predictor variables correlated with one 

another (Baird, 2009, p. 8; Vogt & Johnson, 2011, p. 61).   

 Due to the unsophisticated mathematical nature of the data received for validation 

purposes within this research, only basic levels of statistical evaluation could be performed; 

and, why the validation study is being described as an “initial” validation only.  The lack of 

access to original data items within the PACT-PS eliminated opportunities to avoid 

collinearity and multicollinearity issues, as well as the opportunity to test various forms of 

validity on the PACT-PS at advanced statistical levels (i.e., path analysis and Area Under 
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Curve (AUC)/Receiver Characteristics (ROC)).  “For risk assessment, it is best when all risk 

items are totally independent of each other but each has a relatively strong relationship to the 

outcome measure utilized” (Baird, 2009, 8).  In other words, the items utilized to assess risk 

should be validated and strongly correlated to the risk to recidivate, free of multicollinearity 

issues; as well as, applied in an integral manner. 

The Qualitative Portion of the Study: The Basic Program Implementation Evaluation 

 The basic program implementation evaluation of the JCDOC PACT-PS is a review of 

a risk assessment program and process.  It is difficult to design and implement experimental 

designs in research and within agencies that are implementing new practices and programs 

(Baird, 2009, p. 8).  However, the theoretical concepts examined within the literature review, 

combined with the review of the history and development of risk assessment instruments, 

provide avenues to best understand the quantitative data analyzed within this study.  These 

concepts also provide insight into the relationships determined initially valid between the 

PACT-PS risk determination scores and the risk of recidivism.  What is needed, according to 

the work of Lipsey and his colleagues (2010), is rigorous program evaluation, a review of the 

program’s integrity according to Duerden and Witt (2012), in order to determine “the degree 

to which [the] program is implemented as originally planned” (Duerden & Witt, 2012, p. 2). 

 In evaluating a programs implementation and level of integrity, and combing the 

results with validation and outcome evaluations, the juvenile justice system, the youth, and 

communities can fully benefit from evidence-based practices and overall juvenile crime 

reduction strategies (Lipsey et al., 2010).  Although, “simply comparing outcomes before and 

after implementation of a risk assessment model should be possible in many jurisdictions” 

(Baird, 2009, p. 8); it was not possible in this case.  However, the addition of an ethnographic 
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qualitative evaluation research approach, the experimental design presented next, provides 

data to determine the degree of effectiveness and integrity of the JCDOC PACT-PS model in 

reducing recidivism in Johnson County Kansas (Baird, 2009, p. 8). 

Qualitative Data: Evaluation Research Methods 

 There are a variety of approaches to conducting evaluation research to investigate 

social programs within criminal justice, such as the PACT-PS risk assessment process within 

the JCDOC.  Although the evaluation portion of this research was designed in retrospective 

fashion due to study complications with data acquisition for the quantitative validation and 

outcome evaluation, the knowledge gained in the process of feedback is paramount.  As 

noted by Lipsey and colleagues, if a program is “to be used as a part of an evidence-based 

platform, those programs must be separately evaluated with research conducted directly on 

them” (2010, p. 29).  With the extensive investment of time and research into the review of 

the PACT-PS instrument and program review conducted to complete the validation 

assessment, the resultant basic program implementation evaluation was a valuable 

development through a process of “action research,” observation, and a review of program 

and participant reports (Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, 240; Duerden & Witt, 2012).  As 

illustrated by Chambliss and Schutt (2013, p. 236), in their review of evaluation research, 

program evaluation can be considered within a “systems model” framework,” which consist 

of inputs, program process, outputs, outcomes, feedback, and program stakeholders; on the 

way to developing a grounded program theory (see Appendix P for reference to this 

illustration) (Duerden & Witt, 2012; Lipsey et al., 2010). 

 “Inputs” are the clients that enter a program, and the “program process” is the service 

delivered.  In the JCDOC PACT-PS process, LEO youth detained at the JIAC or served an 
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NTA by law enforcement in Johnson County Kansas are the inputs; and, the youth that 

voluntarily complete the PACT-PS motivational interview process with a Rater receive the 

service delivered (i.e., the PACT-PS, the determination of risk to recidivate, and referral to 

services).  The “program outputs are the direct product of the program’s service delivery 

process.  They . . . may be desirable in themselves, but primarily they indicate that the 

program is operating” (Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, p. 237).  Risk assessed youth are the 

“outputs” of the program; having 3,036 youth complete the PACT-PS from January 1, 2011 

through December 31, 2012 (the time frame of the quantitative data reviewed for this study) 

shows the program is operating. 

 The level of risk assessed for a youth can determine a variety of factors within the 

juvenile justice system; such as, eligibility for diversion and the possibility to return home to 

their families (i.e., low-risk youth) or placement in the secured detention facility (i.e., high-

risk youth).  The “outcomes” of a program are the impact it has on the cases processed 

through it.  In the case of the PACT-PS, the outcome would be reduced recidivism for 

individual youth; and, overall reduced juvenile offending in Johnson County, Kansas.  The 

“level of risk” is being evaluated within the initial validation portion of the current research 

(Chambliss & Schutt, 2013). 

 The feedback aspect of program evaluation is the systematic approach to providing 

information to key individuals, stakeholders, on variations found in the elements of the 

program.  The output and outcome results (i.e., information on the number of youth served 

by the PACT-PS, as well as recidivism and crime rate information, positive or negative) are 

evaluated and provided back into the process; this “loop” of knowledge is the feedback.  This 

feedback is often mandated protocol for various agencies, such as within evidence-based 
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programs within juvenile justice (Brown, 2012, p. 7).  On the Juvenile Justice Authority’s 

web site in the State of Kansas, within their core values and mission statements, their 

commitment to integrity is noted; as well as, an observation that statutes are in place to 

ensure programs are eligible to receive state funding for their services, which requires 

“monitoring programs along the continuum of services from prevention and intervention to 

rehabilitative service delivery” (Kansas Juvenile Justice Authority, 2013). 

 Finally, “the evaluation process as a whole, and the feedback in particular, can be 

understood only in relation to the interests and perspectives of program stakeholders” 

(Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, p. 237).  The stakeholders for the PACT-PS program evaluation, 

in the context of the current research, are numerous; and, include the following types of 

individuals:  1)  The youth that completed the PACT-PS, their parent(s) and families; 2)  the 

Raters and various JCDOC staff, and managers invested and involved in the PACT-PS 

program’s development, implementation, and sustainability; 3)  Community members, 

program funder/supporters, and the public for issues of public safety; 4)  the creators and 

owners of the PACT-PS (ADC); 5)  the JCDOC, the JCAB and the Kansas Juvenile Justice 

Authority, in addition to a variety of political entities that work on juvenile law and 

correctional policy; and, 6)  the academic community (i.e., those interested in juvenile risk 

assessment and program effectiveness). 

Social science is motivated by theoretical concerns and is guided by the 

standards of research methods without consideration (ideally) for political 

factors. It examines specific organizations for what, in general, we can learn 

from them, not for improving that one organization.  Practical ramifications, 

for particular programs, are not usually of any import.  For evaluation 

research, on the other hand, the particular program and its impact are 

paramount.  How the program works also matters – not to advance a theory 

but to improve the program.  Finally stakeholders of all sorts – not the abstract 

“scientific community” – have a legitimate role in setting the research agenda 

and may well intervene, even when they aren’t supposed to.  But overall, there 
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is no sharp boundary between the two approaches: In their attempt to explain 

how and why the program has an impact and whether the program is needed, 

evaluation researchers often bring social theories into their projects – but for 

immediately practical aims (Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, p. 237).   

 

The basic program implementation evaluation conducted in the current research study has 

been completed to learn if, and how, the PACT-PS program produces results; and, to 

measure the program integrity of its implementation in order to identify problem areas and 

make suggestions for overall improvements to the process.  The PI has been asked to 

consider providing the results of this research to the Kansas Board of County 

Commissioners, to close the feedback loop within the program evaluation process. 

Research Measures: Program Theory an Integrated Approach 

 There are a variety of approaches to program evaluation design, the three approaches 

utilized within an integrated qualitative approach in this study are the “black box,” 

“stakeholder orientation,” and “social science” approaches (Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, pgs. 

238-240).  First, the “black box,” or program theory approach, is one designed to investigate 

how the program works, what causes the effects obtained.  Instead of looking solely at 

program outcomes to determine if the program is a success or not based on standard outcome 

measures, this approach delves into the details of the program.  “A program theory specifies 

how a program is to produce its effects, thus improving the understanding of the relationship 

between the independent variable (the program) and the dependent variable (the outcome or 

outcomes)” (Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, p. 239).  For the PACT-PS and the basic program 

implementation evaluation, the “black box” approach could aid in understanding the 

relationship between the PACT-PS risk assessment process (including various independent 

variables) and recidivism (the dependent variable).  Program theories can be either 

descriptive or prescriptive; in the case of this study, there are both.  The descriptive program 
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theory (DPT) is found in the quantitative and qualitative analysis in Chapter 4, the Data and 

Findings, generated by the review of the PACT-PS program and empirically tests program 

impacts.  The prescriptive program theory (PPT) found in Chapter 5, Conclusions and 

Recommendations, specifies what should to be done to reduce the risk of program failure; as 

well as, increase the likelihood of successful reduction of juvenile recidivism in Johnson 

County Kansas (Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, p. 239). 

 The second approach integrated to the overall evaluation methodology for the basic 

implementation evaluation is stakeholder orientation.  Stakeholder orientation program 

evaluation places a priority on the concerns of the program sponsors or government agencies 

directly connected with the questions the researcher will study.  The concerns of the PACT-

PS stakeholders involved the requests of the JCDOC and the JCAB, and their interest in 

determining if the RAI was accurately predicting risk to recidivate on the youth of Johnson 

County Kansas.  The PI held initial meetings with various administrators and representatives 

from the JCDOC and the JCAB, to learn of their interests in having the PACT-PS researched; 

as well as numerous correspondences and follow-up meetings with the JCDOC and the 

JCAB following the initial study agreement.  Although there were data management and 

program implementation issues discovered during this research process, the research 

conducted is beneficial to interested stakeholders willing to review the feedback loop 

reported here. 

 It was the focus on social science approaches that integrated the third approach to 

evaluation research into the current methodological design, where the “researcher derives a 

program theory from information on how the program operates and current social science 

theory, not from the views of stakeholders” (Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, p. 240).  As advised 
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by Chambliss and Schutt, if the stakeholder’s interests in the study are ignored, the 

information obtained in the study may be ignored; as well as, if social science procedures are 

neglected, the standards of evidence-based practices are compromised and any conclusions 

obtained will likely be invalidated and non-generalizable (Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, p. 240).   

 In an attempt to avoid both of these undesirable outcomes, the PI on this study has 

investigated program evaluation methods of scientific investigation to determine the most 

appropriate, ethical and scientific way to evaluate and report the information received and 

investigated on the JCDOC PACT-PS and process.  In the result, two methodological 

approaches to program implementation evaluation were selected and integrated to assess the 

PACT-PS’s level of program integrity (“the degree to which a program is implemented as 

intended”) (Duerden & Witt, 2012, p. 2).  In doing so, linkages between the outcomes 

determined in the basic validation study combined with the findings from the program 

implementation evaluation, can provide insight into the operation of the PACT-PS program; 

as well as, show where improvements can be made to benefit all stakeholders in the process 

(Duerden & Witt, 2012, p. 2). 

 A variety of researchers have attempted to develop an integrated approach to program 

evaluation research, in an attempt to balance between a variety of program evaluation goals 

and the researcher’s ethical obligations to scientific processes (Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, p. 

240).  The integrated program evaluation approach taken in this study combines the three 

approaches highlighted, and is a black box-stakeholder-social science approach.  Due to data 

management difficulties already highlighted, the program implementation evaluation was 

conducted to provide insight into the issues presented during the course of the developing 

research agreements. 
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Analytic Procedure and the Qualitative Research Question 

 Evaluating program implementation integrity is an important aspect of the overall 

research process regarding risk assessment validation (Lipsey et al., 2010).  An integrated 

methodological approach is reflected within the ethnographic analytic procedure employed to 

analyze the PACT-PS program implementation data.  “Integrative approaches seek to balance 

responsiveness to stakeholders with objectivity and scientific validity.  Evaluators negotiate 

regularly with key stakeholders during the planning of the research; preliminary findings are 

reported back to decision makers so they can make improvements” (Chambliss & Schutt, 

2013, p. 241).  The program implementation evaluation was conducted in conjunction with 

the developing study agreements and modified research design; therefore, the analytic 

approach to the basic program implementation evaluation is not only a retrospective 

reflection and analysis of the PACT-PS program, it is an integrative approach of two 

theoretical conceptions of program evaluation. 

 This ethnographic research focuses on the description of the risk assessment process 

within the JCDOC, with a focus on the PACT-PS program, and is based on direct systematic 

observation (Vogt & Johnson, 2011, p. 128).  The approach utilizes both emic and etic 

approaches to gaining understanding of the risk assessment process by empirically observing 

the PACT-PS process from both the “insider’s viewpoint” (i.e., obtaining program 

information directly from the JCDOC) and the “objective outsider’s viewpoint” (researching 

published literature regarding the PACT-PS both in academic literature bases and via the 

internet).  The basis of the ethnographic qualitative portion of the current study is to gain 

understanding, often termed Verstehen, a process of “interpreting social interaction that 

involves putting oneself in the place of another . . .[as a] means of gaining insight into the 
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experiences, meanings, motives, and behavior of another” (Vogt & Johnson, 2011, p. 420).  

In the case of the JCDOC PACT-PS program, the ethnographic approach is to gain 

understanding of the program, its implementation, and outcomes, as well as provide the 

“feedback loop” to relevant “stakeholders.” 

 Duerden and Witt’s program implementation integrity theory (DWIIT)
 4
 is an 

evaluative approach conducted by assessing five primary dimensions of program integrity: 

Adherence, dosage, quality of delivery, participant responsiveness, and program 

differentiation (Duerden & Witt, 2012, p. 2).  Program integrity refers to the level agreement 

between the observed implementation impacts, compared to the intended program operations 

and goals.  Each of these dimensions, measured according to the definitions provided in 

Table 2 below, were assessed within the evaluation of the implementation of the PACT-PS 

program.  The data for the program implementation evaluation consisted of a variety of 

materials provided to the PI from JCDOC staff in a variety of formats (i.e., paper files, 

electronic files, organizational charts of the JCDOC and its programs, and PACT-PS 

Program Information) over the entire period of the study’s negotiations (October, 2010 

through January, 2013).  These materials are further detailed and explained later in this 

chapter within Table 3. 

Table 2. Duerden and Witt’s Program Implementation Integrity Theory 

Dimension Defined Measure 

Adherence Refers to how closely program implementation matches 

operational expectations 

 

Dosage Represents the amount of a provided service received by a 

participant 

 

Quality of Delivery 

 

Deals with the manner in which the service was provided 

                                                        
4 This acronym is one assigned by the current researcher for use within this report (i.e., not an acronym assigned 

by the authors of the theoretical concept for program evaluation, Duerden and Witt, 2012). 
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Dimension Defined Measure 

Participant 

Responsiveness 

 

Measures individual’s engagement and involvement in the 

program 

Program Differentiation Identifies program components in order to ascertain their unique 

contributions to the outcomes 

Source: Summary of information provided in Duerden, Mat D, and Witt, Peter A.  2012.  Assessing 

Program Implementation: What it is, why it’s important, and how to do it.  Journal of Extension, 50, 

1, p. 2). 

 

 The actual “measures” of the DWITT evaluative protocol begin with the development 

of an in-depth program understanding, the “program theory,” with a focus on the 

foundations, the system of implementation, and program monitoring (Duerden & Witt, 2012, 

p. 4).  In developing the program theory, the expected operations of the program can be 

identified and it can be determined which features are operational (Chambliss & Schutt, 

2013, p. 239); this is the “black box” aspect of the evaluation (Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, 

pgs. 238-239).  The idea of the “black box” refers to the conceptualization of demystifying 

the “mystery” of the program by defining the strategies, tools, process, and intended goals of 

the program.  The program theory explains how and why a program should operate, and 

includes two important features, process and impact components (Vogt & Johnson, 2011, 

p.307).  As noted by Vogt and Johnson, developing the grounded theory within evaluation is 

“a method for inductively generating and constructing an explanatory theory based on data . . 

. [and] goes back to at least Aristotle’s time” (2011, p. 161).  This inductive ethnographic 

process began by making observations of the JCDPC’s PACT-PS program, its operation and 

function; and, continued by delving deeper into these matters by acquiring data until the 

point of data saturation.  

 The PACT-PS program process theory was developed based on the qualitative review 

of program information provided to the PI from the JCDOC, further delineated within 
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Chapter 4, The Data and Findings; and, detailed later in Table 3 below.  The impact 

component is provided by the initial quantitative validation, providing outcomes regarding 

the PACT-PS’s predictive ability to assess the risk to recidivate for the youth of Johnson 

County Kansas.  The integration of these two methodological approaches are combined to 

not only better understand the program’s impact; but also provides an opportunity to improve 

the overall risk assessment program. 

 The final step in the DWITT model is to develop a strategy to measure program 

integrity; a process that involves program monitoring.  Program monitoring involves 

documenting the program’s execution in order to see if it is functioning as intended, and 

provides “a clear description of what data is being collected, how it is being collected, and by 

whom” (Duerden & Witt, 2012,  p. 4).  As noted, this is a goal of the overall Kansas Juvenile 

Justice Authority (KJJA), to meet guidelines of evidence-based practices, as noted within 

their core values and mission statement (Kansas Juvenile Justice Authority, 2013).  The 

Johnson Scale of Program Integrity (JSPI) was the strategy developed to measure program 

integrity in the current review of the PACT-PS program within the JCDOC.  The JSPI is a 

tool strongly grounded in the current literature, as well as built upon the integration of the 

DWITT model and key concepts; and, relevant portions of the Standard Program Evaluation 

Protocol (SPEP) to assess program implementation (Lipsey et al., 2010). 

 The SPEP offers a comprehensive scoring process to assess an overall risk assessment 

program.  The aspect of the SPEP program relevant to the current study is the “quality of 

treatment” aspect, based on the degree a program is implemented as intended (Lipsey et al., 

2010).  The developers of the SPEP identify the need to review the following four 

dimensions of implementation for quality juvenile justice risk assessment programs: 
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1. a written protocol describing the intended service, 

2. provisions of training on the intended service for those delivering it 

3. a regular procedure for monitoring service to assess whether it is being 

delivered as intended, and 

4. a procedure for taking corrective action when service delivery strays 

from what is intended (Lipsey, et al, 2010, p. 30). 

 

There are additional features to the SPEP for a comprehensive review of an overall risk 

assessment program.  However, relevant to the current program implementation evaluation 

conducted in a reflective manner through modified study negotiations, the applicable portion 

of the SPEP evaluative process is being integrated with the DWIIT protocol for a 

comprehensive, scientifically based implementation evaluation on the JCDOC PACT-PS. 

 In combining the two evaluative approaches, the DWITT and the SPEP as outlined 

above, as well as grounding the development of a scoring instrument in relevant theoretical, 

risk assessment, and evaluation literature, the analytic procedure, the JSPI, is utilized to 

assess the program implementation integrity of the PACT-PS in Johnson County Kansas.  

This scale of qualitative measurement is an integrative approach developed by the PI, and 

titled the “Johnson Scale of Program Integrity” (JSPI) (see Appendix Q to refer to the JSPI 

Instrument).  This grounded approach increases the internal validity of the qualitative 

analytical tool developed for evaluation of the implementation of the PACT-PS, which 

combines an initial quantitative validation process with a qualitative basic implementation 

program evaluation.   

 The quantitative portion of the study, as noted above, utilized data readily available to 

the JCDOC (i.e., to most juvenile justice systems through their data management systems); 

and, the qualitative portion of the study should be completed by a trained qualitative 

evaluation consultant.  The PI, for example, has been trained in both quantitative and 

qualitative research methods within her graduate education, as well as advanced training in 
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statistical methods.  She has been teaching social science research methods for several years 

to include quantitative, qualitative and evaluation research methodologies; and, has been a 

master’s level Criminologist for ten years.  She has presented at professional conferences and 

published in professional journals, and is a CITI Trained and Certified Researcher
5
.  The PI 

plans to further develop the JSPI protocol to increase reliability, in addition to further 

theoretical modeling and application. 

 Due to the unique nature of program evaluation, and the nature of the current 

research, an instrument was developed for analysis of the qualitative data in order to focus on 

program implementation within the overall program evaluation processes; as well as, to 

integrate the findings of the initial validation conducted on the JCDOC PACT-PS.  The 

creation of the JSPI is an analytical contribution to the theoretical, risk assessment, and 

evaluation research literature intended to increase reliability of the employed methodology 

and related system of observations, coding schemes, and overall research process.  The JSPI 

provides a scoring mechanism for qualitative data review, based on a Likert-type scale for 

psychometric scaling, providing a way to “grade” programs based upon the concept of 

integrity. 

 Due to the grounded methodological approach, the external validity of the JSPI 

instrument and possible application is also increased; and, may assist other districts and state 

governments that have been utilizing the PACT-PS, or the full PACT instrument.  The 

entities preparing to conduct validation processes of the instrument, and/or an evaluation of 

their current programs, might consider a similar application of methodological approaches.  

                                                        
5
 This is a social science research training and certificate process for individuals who conduct research with 

human subjects; required of all social scientists who apply for Internal Review Board approvals.  Certification 

must be achieved prior to an IRB application being submitted and approved from the Collaborative Institutional 

Training Initiative (CITI) Program, located at https://www.citiprogram.org/Default.asp?. 
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The grounded approaches to the current program implementation evaluation is well founded 

and sound; and, can be generalizable to the larger population of users of the PACT-PS due to 

its proposed reliability.  The JSPI, and related methodology, will need to be further tested for 

transferability and confirmability; however, it is a credibly and dependably developed 

qualitative instrument for the assessment of program implementation integrity of evidence-

based practices within the juvenile risk assessment process. 

 The study period for qualitative program evaluation of the PACT-PS and related 

process is October 2010 through January 2013.  The sampled data to be evaluated are 

materials obtained from the JCDOC staff and administrators, members of the JCAB who 

provided feedback during meeting negotiation and study updates; and, information identified 

within an independent search for information on the validation of the PACT-PS instrument 

overall (see Table 3 below).  Also included in the qualitative review is an assessment of the 

reasons youth gave when they chose not to participate in the PACT-PS process.  The data to 

be reviewed for the task of evaluating youth non-participation with the PACT-PS Program is 

the quantitative data obtained from the JCDOC staff for the validation study discussed above, 

and involves 502 youths.  These youth represent 14.2% of the total youth population 

involved in the initial validation; the non-participation rate.  It is calculated at 14.2% since 

there were 3,538 youths involved at the JIAC either through LEO or NTA processes within 

the parameters of the quantitative review, with 3,036 that completed the PACT-PS and 502 

that did not.  The reasons provided for declining participation in the PACT-PS process will 

be qualitatively assessed as a portion of the qualitative implementation program evaluation of 

integrity, and further explicated in Chapter 4, The Data and Findings.  The sampling of 

qualitative data for review was purposive to uncover the full array of the multiple 
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perspectives within the JCDOC PACT-PS program, until the “theoretical saturation point” 

was reached.     

 In addition to the literature reviewed on risk assessments and program evaluations, 

numerous reports have been identified that were published on the internet, rather than 

through peer reviewed journals.  This is often done to facilitate the use of the reports and 

provide direct access to governmental agencies and interested researchers.  One such 

example is the Models for Change report titled, “Risk Assessment in Juvenile Justice: A 

Guidebook for Implementation,” supported by the MacArthur Foundation (Vincent et al., 

2012).  Various agencies utilize this type of report to facilitate the feedback loop of 

information to professional and academic communities, such as: the Annie E. Casey 

Foundation’s Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative report titled, “Juvenile Detention 

Risk Assessment: A Practice Guide to Juvenile Detention Reform” (Steinhart, 2006); the 

Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) Judicial Council of California’s briefing report 

titled, “Screenings and Assessments used in the Juvenile Justice System: Juvenile Risk and 

Needs Screenings and Assessments. An overview of risk and needs instruments used in 

California’s juvenile justice system” (AOC Center for Families, Children & the Courts, 

2011); and, the FOCUS publication of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency 

titled, “A Question of Evidence: A Critique of Risk Assessment Models Used in the Justice 

System” (Baird, 2009).  These types of professional reports are grounded in the literature, but 

are provided through the internet in an open access process of information acquisition to 

better facilitate the “feedback loop.” 

 Although the data will be explained in Chapter 4, The Data and Findings, the 

essential data under review within the qualitative evaluation are listed in Table 3 below.  A 
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number of the items received directly from the JCDOC are not able to be included in explicit 

detail, or fully delineated in this report, due to proprietary ownership by Assessments.com; 

or, due to the PI’s interest in respecting professional ethics of confidentiality afforded to the 

JCDOC.  However, to better understand the evaluative process conducted within the basic 

program implementation evaluation, to follow social science research protocol and add value 

to the qualitative validation review and generalizability of the findings, a listing of the data 

pieces under critical examination have been provided. 

Table 3. A List of Qualitative Data Under Review within the PACT-PS Program Implementation and 

Integrity Evaluation 

File Name/Title List of Access Details / Confidentiality levels 

The Assessments.com Case Plan Software 

Step by Step Guide 

Directly from JCDOC, an Assessments.com (ADC) 

document, confidential 

The PACT Primer: An Introduction to the 
Positive Achievement Change Tool 

Directly from JCDOC, an ADC document, 
confidential 

The PACT Pre-Screen Participant Workbook Directly from JCDOC, an ADC document, 

confidential 
The ADC EBP Lexicon Directly from JCDOC, an ADC document, 

confidential 

Implementing Evidence-Based Practices 

(EBP) with Assessments.com 

Directly from JCDOC, an ADC document, 

confidential 
Johnson County JIAC PACT Business Rules: 

Operationalizing the Assessment Process 

for Sustainability and Positive, 
Measureable Outcomes 

Directly from JCDOC, confidential 

The Detention Risk Assessment Instrument 

(DRAI) 

Directly from JCDOC, confidential 

JIAC Statistics 2009 and 2010; JIAC 

Statistics Summary Report 2009 and 2010; 

and JIAC Final Report 2010 

Various reports created by the JCDOC, internal 

reports, directly from JCDOC, confidential 

Johnson County Juvenile Intake and 
Assessment Center (JIAC) Brochure 

Directly from JCDOC, provided to youth and their 
families as an informational brochure of JIAC 

services, public information 

The Positive Achievement Change Tool 
(PACT) Pre-Screen 2.0 

 

Directly from JCDOC; also, published within 
Baglivio’s dissertation research within his 

Appendices (2007).  This instrument is provided 

within the Appendices of the current report. 

The PACT 2.0 Pre-Screen Help Manual Directly from JCDOC, an ADC document, 
confidential 

The PACT Pre-Screen Interview Guide Directly from JCDOC, an ADC document, 

confidential 
Recommendations JIAC Johnson County  A JCDOC Correspondence, received directly, Conf. 
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File Name/Title List of Access Details / Confidentiality levels 

What We Know About “What Works” Directly from JCDOC, an ADC document, 

confidential 

JIAC Organizational Chart 

 

A Departmental Correspondence, directly from 

JCDOC, Confidential 
JV Flow Chart 

 

A flow chart through the juvenile process, Department 

document, directly from the JCDOC, Confidential 

Email Correspondence and Direct 
Communications 

 

A review of observations made with JCDOC and 
JCAB staff, administrators, and individuals involved 

with the PACT-PS program; as well as direct 

correspondence with a representative of the State of 
Wyoming, currently utilizing the PACT 

A  PowerPoint Presentation conducted by 

Edward J. Latessa, Ph.D., of the Center for 

Criminal Justice Research and Division of 
Criminal Justice at the University of 

Cincinnati 

Located online, and indicated to have been delivered 

in Wichita, Kansas in 2009 (located during search 

on information regarding the use of the PACT-PS in 
Kansas) 

A PowerPoint Presentation titled, “Evidence 
Based Practices: The ‘What Works’ With 

Criminal Offenders” 

Located online, noted to be a “BOCC Combined 
overview of EBP,” listing no author or date.  The 

BOCC is the Board of County Commissioners in the 

State of Kansas.  (located during search on 

information regarding the use of the PACT-PS in 
Kansas) 

 

These items have been critically analyzed and reviewed via the analytical process of the JSPI 

(see Appendix Q).   

 The items selected for qualitative review and analysis are those chosen purposefully 

to provide information about the PACT-PS in the JCDOC, its design, purpose, application, 

and goals of program implementation.  The appropriateness of data was determined to be the 

level needed for sufficient power, which in qualitative review is determined by reaching the 

“point of saturation.”  This is the point when acquiring new data “seem to yield little 

additional information” (Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, p. 196).  The objective within the current 

model was to select materials that contained relevant information about the PACT-PS, from a 

variety of perspectives (i.e., both internal, or emic to the JCDOC and external, or etic, within 

the published literature).  Evidenced by the variety of data sources within Table 3 above, 

multiple sources of data have been utilized for this purpose. 
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 The JSPI, as noted, combined efforts of the DWIIT and the SPEP evaluation 

procedures to have an analytical qualitative tool for assessing the PACT-PS that is not only 

supported by risk assessment literature, but also by the general social science research 

literature on evaluation protocol (Duerden & Witt, 2012, Lipsey et al., 2010, Chambliss & 

Schutt, 2013).  The JSPI looks at the integrity measurement dimensions within the DWITT, 

which are adherence, dosage, quality of delivery, participant responsiveness and program 

differentiation.  This approached is combined with the “quality of treatment” aspect of the 

SPEP to assess four dimensions of the JCDOC PACT-PS process, which are the written 

protocol, training provisions, system of program monitoring, and procedure for correction 

action.  This process has been completed by utilizing the JSPI scales developed to measure 

overall program integrity and initial effectiveness, based on the two-and-a-half year study of 

the JCDOC PACT-PS program. 

 The scale created for this evaluation, the JSPI (see Appendix Q), measures the 

following 7 elements on Likert scales, psychometrically evaluating the qualitative data 

analyzed in this program implementation integrity evaluation: 

1. The PACT-PS’s Adherence (the Adherence Scale, AS) 

2. The Level of Participation in the PACT-PS program (the Level of 

Participation Scale, LPS) 

3. The Quality of Delivery for the PACT-PS program (the Quality of 

Delivery Scale, QDS) 

4. The PACT-PS Program Differentiation (the Program Delivery Scale, 

PDS) 

5. The PACT-PS Written Protocol (the Written Protocol Scale, WPS) 

6. The Regular Program Monitoring within the PACT-PS program (the 

Regular Monitoring Scale, RMS) 

7. The level of Corrective Action by the PACT-PS program (the 

Corrective Action Scale, CAS) 
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These elements were qualitatively assessed within a critical review of the materials noted in 

Table 3 above, and provide an objective review of the strengths and weakness of the current 

program under review, the PACT-PS. 

 Since this is the first use of this concept and scale development, there are no 

comparison groups to utilize for reliability purposes.  However, the scale is developed 

directly based upon the reported work of the DWITT and SPEP; and, the literature base at the 

foundation of this work, and theirs, respectively.  A quick review of the references utilized in 

all three bodies of work reflects a plethora of well-known researchers and professionals with 

a long history of studying, among other topics, validation, program evaluation, and evidence-

based practices.  In essence, the JSPI can be considered a “report card” on program integrity 

for the JCDOC PACT-PS program implementation.  This qualitative assessment is being 

done to answer the research question: Has the PACT-PS program been implemented with 

integrity?  

The Study’s Limitations 

 

 Every research study has its limitations, this study has not been immune to such 

difficulties.  However, each obstacle has been faced with social science ethical vigor; and, 

the process overall has evolved into the empirical development of a qualitative evaluative 

tool for assessing program implementation integrity, the JSPI.  The limitations in this study 

come in both the form of research design, as well as evolutionary progression of study 

development imposing a naturalistic limitation on replication.  The natural limitation noted 

has actually resulted in a benefit toward its ultimate design.  The development and 

progression of the study agreements (See Appendices A, B, and C) created an opportunity to 

extend the observational period of the overall program.  The extended observational period of 
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the program created the opportunity for the development of the ethnographic qualitative 

review of the PACT-PS program within the JCDOC.  This “limitation,” actually turned into a 

positive asset for the research process in its result.  

 Data management and acquisition was a primary issue of concern and impetus for 

change with the study’s methodological development and process.  Although the PI was not 

able to fully extract the complete reasons for the data management issues within the JCDOC, 

avenues were explored and exhausted to obtain the original data for the PACT-PS for full 

validation over the period of the study.  To increase the level of external audit to the research 

process, consistent project oversight was implemented with research consultants more senior 

to the PI, through UMKC, the Indiana University Southeast Applied Research and Education 

Center, and a hired private statistical consultant, in order to assure proper social science 

research methods were being utilized and implemented during the developmental progression 

of the study and its execution. 

 Miss-information and lack of access to the information created considerable time 

delays and resource costs that could be eliminated in future studies of this type, with a 

proactive research methodology implementing the current outlined methodologies at the 

outset.  Future studies of the PACT-PS’s initial validation and basic program implementation 

evaluation of integrity could implement the study methodology employed for this reflective 

model as a projective model; and, study designs could be implemented based on the 

quantitative and qualitative integrative approaches outlined.  

 Additionally, although the resultant research questions and methodology were revised 

from those originally sought in the inaugural research proposal, the primary goal of 

validation was attempted; and, the additional benefit of a thorough program implementation 
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integrity assessment has been provided.  This additional component to the research design 

not only adds validation and reliability to the research protocol, but furthers the advancement 

of knowledge regarding current practices in the area of risk assessments on youthful 

offenders and research on recidivism. 
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CHAPTER4 

THE DATA AND FINDINGS 

 

 Within this chapter, two types of data are reviewed and presented.  First, quantitative 

data is reviewed initially validating the PACT-PS.  The initial validation process provides a 

descriptive and inferential review of the youth charged with a crime in Johnson County 

Kansas that completed the PACT-PS between January 1, 2011, and December, 31, 2012.  

Second, qualitative data is reviewed providing a basic program implementation evaluation 

assessing program implementation integrity of the JCDOC PACT-PS.  This chapter 

concludes with a report of the findings from the initial validation and basic program 

implementation evaluation.  The findings are integrated into suggested recommendations for 

future use of the PACT-PS, detailed within Chapter 5, Conclusions and Recommendations.  

The combined quantitative and qualitative approach implemented is considered the 

descriptive program theory (DPT).  The general recommendations and theoretical review 

offered within Chapter 5, Conclusions and Recommendations, are considered the proscriptive 

program theory (PPT). 

 The fundamental goals driving data collection and subsequent analysis in the current 

study were as follows:   

1) To provide an initial validation and basic implementation program 

evaluation of the JCDOC PACT-PS, relative to how other risk assessment 

instruments and processes of its type have been validated and evaluated, 

within the principles of ethical social science research; and, 

 

2) To contribute to the base of knowledge on risk assessment instruments by 

providing a theoretical proscriptive program theory to specify what can be 

done to reduce the risk of program failure; as well as, increase the 

likelihood of successful integration of these approaches in the future 

within a grounded theoretical approach. 
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The subsequent theorem development through theoretical sampling and methodological 

exploration can be defined as an attempt to “propose a clear truth . . . as part of a general 

theory,” toward validation and program evaluation within a process of theory refining and 

integration (Vogt & Johnson, 2011, p. 398).  The objectives of the current research were 

reached.  The data and findings are presented in this chapter to demonstrate the potential for 

merging theory and practice within the juvenile risk assessment process; and, to show the 

benefit of applied research and interdisciplinary theoretical approaches to not only assess 

“what works” with juvenile offenders, but to reduce overall risk of recidivism that lead to 

continued criminal tendencies. 

 The quantitative data reviewed was secondarily received from JCDOC; and, is 

administrative level data obtained by intake workers at the JCDOC’s Juvenile Intake and 

Assessment Center (JIAC), and various departments within the JCDOC.  The data is stored 

and managed within the Johnson County Information Management System (JIMS).
 6
   The 

initial validation and basic program implementation evaluation conducted provided a unique 

and productive opportunity to assess the JCDOC PACT-PS program; and, to initially validate 

the PACT-PS instrument while assessing program integrity. 

 Through the development of the current study, and over the course of negotiations on 

study design for the current research (See Appendices A, B, and C), the JCDOC provided a 

variety of types of data to the PI prior to the final data review and study format 

determination.  The various forms of data sent to the PI, and processes undertaken, included 

the following: 

 The information listed in Table 3 in Chapter 3, for qualitative review 

                                                        
6 There are a variety of departments that provide information to the JIMS, and access the information stored on 

the JIMS system within the JCDOC (e.g., the District Attorney’s Office, the JIAC, and the PACT-PS Program). 
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 Excel files listing all youth charged with an offense in Johnson County, Kansas, 

during the period of July 1, 2009 through December 31, 2012 (the period of the 

PACT-PS use in Johnson County), with information as identified in Table 1, in 

Chapter 3.  This data included youth that completed the PACT-PS, as well as 

youth that did not complete it, including the reason why they did not complete it.  

A Codebook was developed for these data (see Appendix M), as well as a 

sampling protocol (See Appendix N); and,  

 Three “paper boxes” of printed documents (the JIAC intake report, the printed 

PACT-PS, the Assessments.com risk determination report, and the police report 

from the criminal incident) from a portion of the youth initially sampled and 

selected within the initial study design.  This initial phase of the study involved 

the processes of sampling, codification of data, the development of training 

protocol to code and enter the data in SPSS, and the acquisition of experience for 

the PI on these research methods and protocol.  Additionally, the PI continued her 

development of supervisory skills within social science applied research 

methodologies. 

 

Only a portion of the data noted above was utilized for the final dissertation research project, 

as outlined within Chapter 3, Methodology.  The remaining data not utilized for the current 

study may be further examined and utilized at a later time; such as, the police reports from 

the criminal incidents themselves.  However, in this dissertation report, the JIMS data being 

evaluated for validation purposes is from January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2012; and, 

is summarized in the section titled, “Descriptive Statistics,” below. 

 The qualitative data, outlined in Table 3 within Chapter 3, is reviewed to assess 

program implementation evaluation and the level of achieved integrity based on Duerden and 

Witt’s (2012) five dimensions of adherence, dosage, quality of delivery, participant 

responsiveness, and program differentiation.  Also considered within the process of 

qualitative data review is Lipsey and colleagues’ SPEP approach, which is a scoring 

mechanism to evaluate program implementation integrity (Lipsey et al., 2010).  These two 

methodologies were integrated to create the Johnson Scale of Program Integrity (JSPI) to 

assess the PACT-PS program within the JCDOC (see Appendix Q for the JSPI Instrument).  

Grounded within the current literature on risk assessment instruments and program 
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implementation evaluation, the JSPI is utilized to evaluate the material noted in Table 3 in 

Chapter 3, within a qualitative data review of program implementation evaluation and 

integrity assessment.  The statistics and program characteristics are reviewed and described 

to provide an initial evaluation of recidivism, and a basic program evaluation on the JCDOC 

PACT-PS in Johnson County Kansas; as well as, support evidence-based practices to 

improve the overall risk assessment processes.  The combination of the quantitative and 

qualitative reviews are intended to provide a “descriptive program theory” (DPT) approach 

within the current research study, in order to empirically test program impacts. 

An Initial Validation: The Quantitative Study 

 

 In this study, the only validation possible of “raw scores” obtained from the JCDOC 

PACT-PS instrument was a statistical evaluation of the categorical risk score determinations 

provided by ADC of low, moderate, moderate-high, and high risk to recidivate.  The referrals 

made by ADC for services, offered through Rater referral to the youth, were also evaluated.  

Analysis was conducted to determine if the risk score indications generated by the PACT-PS 

are accurate predictors of recidivism for the youth offenders within Johnson County Kansas.  

These “raw data” items were the only items from the PACT-PS stored within the JIMS, from 

which the secondary data for this study were sampled.  Similar data items utilized to 

calculate the risk determinations by Assessments.com (ADC) contained within the PACT-PS 

and are also entered and stored within the JIMS (i.e., sex, age, age at first offense, and 

current charge) (see Appendix D to review PACT-PS instrument); and, are part of the data 

under review (see Table 1, in Chapter 3). 

 An initial validation was conducted on the PACT-PS risk index utilizing Crosstab, 

Chi Square, and regression analyses to evaluate relationships between variables.  The PACT-
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PS risk determination scores (low, moderate, moderate-high, and high) are not initially 

determined valid according to crosstab and regression correlational review.  Two of the 

variables reviewed from the secondary JIMS data were found to be statistically significant 

according to Crosstab evaluation; and, and nine variables from the secondary data reviewed 

were determined significantly related within regression analysis (see inferential statistics 

section for review).  The JIMS data reviewed, see Table 1, was not significantly correlated to 

recidivism for male or female youth, or for the race categories reviewed according to 

Crosstab analysis.  Race was significantly related to recidivism within regression analysis 

(significant at .055, p ≤ 5).  The two variables that were significant at a .05 level within Chi-

Square Tests based on Pearson Chi-Square results were receiving a referral from case 

management to mental health services (asymptotic significance, 2-sided at .520), and 

receiving a referral for family/peer services (asymptotic significance, 2-sided at .280).  These 

findings have been determined within the limited amount of recidivism data provided (i.e., 

less than one year of recidivism indication for youth within the 2012 sample year); and, 

based upon re-contact by police as the recidivism indicator and dependent variable.   

 A review of Johnson County Kansas demographic information was included within 

Chapter 2, reflective of the differences between the demographics of the State of Florida 

(where the PACT-PS was originally implemented in 2005), and Johnson County Kansas 

(where the current study was conducted and the revised PACT-PS was implemented in 

2009).  Cross population validation issues are likely an issue, highlighting differences 

between the population demographic characteristics, as well as criminal occurrence traits 

between the two varying populations.  Within the following data review and report, data 

frequencies and summarized and descriptive statistics are provided for informational 
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purposes, as well as to evaluate significant differences between the youth and their related 

characteristics.  Significance of Chi-Square testing and regression analysis results are 

discussed below within the inferential statistics section. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

 The tables and information provided within this section display the frequencies and 

descriptive statistics summarizing data regarding the 3,036 youth that completed the PACT-

PS within the study period of January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2012.  These 

descriptive statistics describe the numerical distributions of the PACT-PS population of 

youth and related data, frequencies, and percentages.  Measures of central tendency, also 

provided, offer valuable information in regard to the continuum of respondents that have 

received risk assessment services from the JCDOC PACT-PS program’s implementation. 

 Information on the sampled data is provided in a variety of tables containing basic 

descriptive statistics and frequencies.  The mean age of youth at the time of offense was 

15.97 years of age, with the youngest offender being 9.8 years-old and the age range of the 

population extending to the eldest youth at time of offense being 18.0 years-old, for a range 

of 8.2 years.  The mode of offender age was 17.7, with a median age of 16.32 (see Table 4 

for an index of ages, frequencies, percentage, and recidivism indicators).  

 

Table 4. Ages, Frequencies, and Recidivism Indicators 

Age 

Categories 

Frequency Percentage
*
 No recidivism 

Present 

Recidivism 

Present 

9 1 0.0 1 0 

10 20 0.7 18 2 

11 34 1.1 32 2 

12 106 3.5 89 17 

13 215 7.1 171 44 

14 345 11.4 270 75 

15 514 16.9 392 122 
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Age 

Categories 

Frequency Percentage
*
 No recidivism 

Present 

Recidivism 

Present 

16 827 27.2 682 145 

17 947 31.2 786 161 

18 25 0.8 ** ** 
*
Total percent of 99.9 due to rounding. 

**
18-year old recidivism not able to be indicated due to “aging out” of the juvenile 

system upon recurrence of crime. 
 

 There were 1,947 male participants, 64.1% of the total youth population completing 

the JCDOC PACT-PS; 1,089 were females, 35.9%.  The population of youth were 80.7% 

white (2,451), which includes all Hispanic youth within the population
7
; .1% Native 

American (4), 18.7% Black (567), .4% Asian (11), and 1 youth was listed as “other” (see 

Table 5). 

Table 5. Sex and Race Indicators, Frequencies, Percentages, and Recidivism Indicators 

Race and Sex 

Categories
*
 

Frequency Percentage No Recidivism 

Present 

Recidivism 

Present 

Male 1947 64.1 1502 445 

Female 1089 35.9 962 127 

White 2,451 80.7 2002 449 

Native American 4 0.1 1 3 

Black 567 18.7 450 117 

Asian 11 0.4 8 3 

Other 1 0.0 1 0 
*
All youth were coded within sex categorization (i.e., 3,036 youth); however, 2 youth were 

missing from the coded race data (i.e., total race categorization, percentages and recidivism 
indicators based on 3,034 youth) 

 

 Table 6 lists the frequency and percentage of youth that were referred to the JIAC by 

law enforcement drop off (LEO) 1,101, (36.3%), as well as the number of youth that were 

provided a “Notice to Appear” at court (NTA), 1,920, (63.2%), with 15 (.5%) having missing 

information on this variable.  There were 1,500 youth that were charged with misdemeanor 

offenses, (49.4%), and 1,533 youth (50.5%) that were charged with felony level crimes (three 

                                                        
7 Hispanic youth are not separated into an independent race category within the JCDOC coding scheme; all 
Hispanic youth were coded by the JCDOC as “White.” 
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youth, .1% had this variable missing).  There were 514 youth that were charged with offenses 

that involved violence (16.9%), and 1,892 who did not have violence involved within their 

charged offenses (62.3%), (630 cases, 20.8%, had this variable missing); and, 589 youth had 

the presence of illegal drugs within their current charge (19.4%), while 2,447 (80.6%) did 

not. These indicators represent the array of individuals that completed the PACT-PS during 

the study time frame. 

Table 6. Referral Type and Crime Type, Frequencies, and Percentages* 

Categories Frequency Percentage 

LEO 1,101 36.3 

NTA 1,920 63.2 

Misdemeanor 1,500 49.4 

Felony 1,533 50.5 

Violent Charge 514 16.9 

Non-violent Charge 1,892 62.3 

Illegal Drug Charge 589 19.4 

Non-drug Charge 2,447 80.6 

*Table does not provide cumulative numbers/percentages due to representing various 

referral and crime types. Missing data also not included within this table. 

 

Of the total youth within the JCDOC PACT-PS program sample (3,306), 1,497 were 

involved in 2011, (49.3% of the sample); and, 1,539 in 2012, which is 50.7% of the sample. 

 The PACT-PS risk determinations, reflected in Table 7 below, reveal 2,596 youth 

received a low risk determination (85.5%), 256 received a moderate risk determination 

(8.4%), 110 were moderate-high risk (3.6%), 63 were high risk to recidivate (2.1%), and 10 

(.3%) youth did not receive a risk determination (i.e., data was missing). 

Table 7. PACT-PS Risk Determination Categories 

PACT-PS Risk Category Frequency Percentage 

Low 2,596 85.5 

Moderate 256 8.4 

Moderate- High 110 3.6 

High 63 2.1 

Missing 10 .3 
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Of these youth, 2,463 were not recidivist (81.1%), and 572 were (18.8%) within 18-months 

from time of offense (limited recidivism information available for youth within the 2012 data 

due to end of physical year and end of study period) (see Table 8 below). 

Table 8. Recidivism 

Category Frequency Percentage 

Recidivist 572 18.8 

Non-recidivist 2,463 81.1 

 

 Table 9 reflects the referring police departments in Johnson County Kansas, with the 

highest number of referrals indicated for the following three police departments: Overland 

Park Police Department with 1,089 referrals (35.8%); Olathe Police Department with 780 

referrals (26%); and, Lenexa Police Department with 257 referrals (8.5%).  The least amount 

of police referrals come from the following four police departments:  Johnson County Parks 

with 4 referrals (.1%), Westwood Police Department with 2 referrals (.1%), the FPD (Fire 

Patrol Department) with 1 referral (.0%), and Lake Quivira Police Department with 1 referral 

(.0%). 

Table 9. Referring Police Agency 

Police Department Frequency Percentage 

Blue Valley (BVCP) 52 1.7 

Fire (FPD) 1 0.0 

Gardner (GRPD) 89 2.9 

Johnson County Parks (JCPP) 4 .1 

Johnson County Sheriff (JCSO) 96 3.2 

Lenexa (LNPD) 257 8.5 

Lake Quivira (LQPD) 1 0.0 

Leawood (LWPD) 156 5.1 

Mission (MHPD) 7 .2 

Mission (MSPD) 42 1.4 

Merriam (MRPD) 82 2.7 

Olathe (OLAT) 6 .2 

Olathe (OLN) 1 0.0 

Olathe (OLPD) 772 25.8 

Olathe (OTHE) 1 0.0 

Overland Park (OPPD) 1088 35.8 

Overland Park (OVER) 1 0.0 
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Police Department Frequency Percentage 

Prairie Village (PRVL) 1 0.0 

Prairie Village (PVPD) 63 2.1 

Roeland Park (RPPD) 21 .7 

Shawnee (SHAW) 1 0.0 

Shawnee (SMPD) 75 2.5 

Shawnee (SMSD) 5 .2 

Spring Hill (SHPD) 27 .9 

Spring Hill (SPD) 184 6.1 

Westwood (WWPD) 2 .1 

 

 The following table, Table 10, is included to display the types of services 

recommended at the conclusion of the PACT-PS process.  The service suggestions are made 

by ADC and provided from the intake workers (the “Raters”), to the youth as suggested 

avenues for assistance.  It is important to note these are suggestions only.  Youth assessed at 

higher risk levels are maintained under supervision (i.e., through probation or placement in 

detention) and are monitored; therefore, the JCDOC is able to follow-up on their level of 

services utilized, and complete additional and more complete risk instruments.  However, 

youth determined to be “low risk” to recidivate are not placed on supervision; therefore, are 

not “tracked” or monitored in regard to their use of services or suggested referrals.  The 

descriptive analysis provided in Table 10 lists the types of services recommended after a 

youth completes the PACT-PS risk assessment process; however, there is no “outcome” 

measure available to determine if the services are utilized.  There were 1,022 youth that were 

referred for mental health services (33.7%), 903 referred for substance abuse services 

(29.7%), 465 referred for family/peer referral (15.3%), 463 referred for leisure/recreation 

referral (15.3%), and 143 referred for education/employment referral (4.7%).  There was no 

missing information regarding this data. 

Table 10. ADC Referral Recommendations, Frequencies, and Percentages 

Referral Category Frequency Percentage 

Mental Health Services 1,022 33.7 
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Referral Category Frequency Percentage 

Substance Abuse Services 903 29.7 

Family/Peer Services 465 15.3 

Leisure/Recreation Services 463 15.3 

Education/Employment Services 143 4.7 

 

 The final frequency information provided in Tables 11, 12, and 13 below is a listing 

of the youth’s residency information, which includes their city and state of residence, as well 

as the youth’s schools of attendance.  There were youth from nine different states charged 

with offenses within the population under review.  There was 1 youth from each of the 

following states: Arizona, Colorado, Georgia, Maryland, and Nebraska (5 youth total).  There 

were 4 youth each from Oklahoma (.1%) and Texas (.1%) (8 youth total), 210 from Missouri 

(6.9%), and 2,813 from Kansas (92.7%)
8
.  The three largest youth referrals from the various 

cities within the sample were from Kansas City with 354 youths (11.6%), Olathe with 744 

youths (24.5%), and Overland Park with 798 youths (26.2%).  The three schools with the 

most youth represented within the sample are: Shawnee Mission West High School with 210 

youth (6.9%), Olathe North High School with 196 youth (6.4%), and Shawnee Mission North 

High School with 154 youth (5.1%). 

Table 11. Youth City and State of Residency with Five or More Youth Involved in Study, 

Frequencies, and Percentages* 

Residency Category Frequency Percentage 

Belton, MO 7 .2 

Blue Springs, MO 6 .2 

Bonner Springs, KS 5 .2 

Bucyrus, KS 9 .3 

De Soto, KS 25 .8 

Edgerton, KS 6 .2 

Fairway, KS 5 .2 

Gardner, KS 98 3.2 

Grandview, MO 13 .4 

                                                        
8 When youth from “Kansas City” are considered within these numbers, they are all listed in Kansas; however, 
there are youth from “Kansas City” that are from Missouri as well, due to the bi-state split of the city with a 
portion of the city in Missouri and a portion of the city in Kansas. 
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Residency Category Frequency Percentage 

Independence, MO 9 .3 

Kanas City, KS & MO 354 11.6 

Lawrence, KS 5 .2 

Leavenworth, KS 2 .1 

Leawood, KS 91 3.0 

Lees Summit, KS 12 .4 

Lenexa, KS 218 7.2 

Louisburg, KS 7 .2 

Merriam, KS 57 1.9 

Mission, KS 37 1.2 

Mission Hills, KS 9 .3 

Olathe, KS 744 24.5 

Osawatomie, KS 5 .2 

Overland Park, KS 798 26.3 

Praire Village, KS 1 .0 

Prairie Village, KS 65 2.1 

Priarie Village, KS 1 .0 

Raymore, MO 5 .2 

Raytown, MO 6 .2 

Roeland Park, KS 26 .9 

Shawnee, KS 239 7.9 

Spring Hill, KS 32 1.1 

Springhill, KS 2 .1 

Stillwell, KS 1 .0 

Stilwell, KS 26 .9 

Topeka, KS 5 .2 
*Cities removed from this table due to less than five occurrences of crime reported to the 

JCDOC by law enforcement (although had at least one incident referred) are:  Abilene, 
KS; Adrian, MO; Alpharetta, GA; Andover, KS; Atchison, KS; Basehor, KS; 
Burlington, KS; Butler, MO; Chanute, KS; Clatonia, NE; Clearwater, KS; Colorado 

Springs, CO; Concordia, KS; Dallas, TX; Dodge City, KS; Drexel, MO; Easton, KS; 
Edwardsville, KS; Emporia, KS; Eudora, KS; Fontana, KS; Fort Scott, KS; Fort Worth, 
TX; Frontenac, KS;  Garden City, KS; Gladstone, MO; Great Bend, KS; Hiawatha, KS; 
Hot Springs, AR; Hutchinson, KS; Iola, KS; Jenks, OK; La Cynge, KS; Lake Quivira, 
KS; Lansing, KS; Liberal, KS; Liberty, MO; McKinney, TX; Midwest City, OK; 
Neodesha, KS; Nottingham, MD; Oak Grove, MO; Olathe, KS; Odessa, MO; Oklahoma 
City, OK; Ottawa, KS; Paola, KS; Parsons, KS; Peculiar, MO; Pittsburg, KS; Plattsburg, 
MO; Pleasanton, KS; Princeton, KS; Richmond, KS; Riverside, MO; Rossville, KS; 

Saint Louis, MO; Salina, KS; Tonganoxie, KS; Tullahassee, OK; Vassar, KS; Warsaw, 
MO; Wellsville, KS; Westwood, KS; and, Wichita, KS. 

 
Table 12. State Where Youth Lives, Frequencies, and Percentages 

Referral Category Frequency Percentage 

Kansas 2,813 92.7 

Missouri 210 6.9 

All Other States 13 .4 
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Table 13.  School With Five or More Youth Involved in Study, Frequencies, and Percentages 

School Youth Attends Frequency Percentage 

Bishop Miege 15 .5 

Blue Valley Academy 13 .4 

Blue Valley High 58 1.9 

Blue Valley North High 77 2.5 

Northwest High 88 2.9 

Blue Valley Southwest High 29 1.0 

Blue Valley West High 77 2.5 

Bonner Springs High School 5 .2 

Broadmoor Technical 8 .3 

California Trail Middle School 8 .3 

Chisholm Trail Middle School 13 .4 

Claire Alternative Learning Ct 10 .3 

Desoto High 22 .7 

Frontier Trail Middle School 5 .2 

Gardner High 69 2.3 

Gardner-Edgerton 10 .3 

Hickman Mills High 9 .3 

Hocker Grove Middle School 27 .9 

Horizon Academy 11 .4 

Indian Trail Middle School 14 .5 

Indian Woods Middle School 36 1.2 

J.C. Harmon High 40 1.3 

Kansas School for the Deaf 6 .2 

Leawood Middle School 10 .3 

Louisburg High School 5 .2 

Mill Valley High 47 1.5 

Mission Trail Middle School 8 .3 

Mission Valley Middle School 5 .2 

Notre Dame De Sion 6 .2 

Olathe East High 123 4.1 

Olathe North High 196 6.4 

Olathe Northwest High 93 3.1 

Olathe South High 107 3.5 

Oregon Trail Middle School 24 .8 

Overland Trail Middle School 5 .2 

Oxford Middle School 6 .2 

Pembrooke Hill 5 .2 

Pioneer Ridge Middle School 5 .2 

Pioneer Trail Middle School 20 .7 

Prairie Learning Center 10 .3 

Prairie Trail Middle School 6 .2 

Project Hope 21 .7 

Project Soar 13 .4 

Rockhurst High 30 1.0 
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School Youth Attends Frequency Percentage 

Ruskin High School 12 .4 

Santa Fe Trail Middle School 16 .5 

Schlagle High 12 .4 

Shawnee Mission East High School 106 3.5 

Shawnee Mission Horizons 17 .6 

Shawnee Mission North High 154 5.1 

Shawnee Mission Northwest High 92 3.0 

Shawnee Mission South High 98 3.2 

Shawnee Mission West High 210 6.9 

Spring Hill High 38 1.3 

Spring Hill Middle School 6 .2 

St Thomas Aquinas 19 .6 

Sumner Academy 10 .3 

Trailridge Middle School 22 .7 

Turner High 25 .8 

Washington High 15 .5 

Westridge Middle School 79 2.6 

Wheatridge Middle School 12 .4 

Wyandotte High 17 .6 

 

Correlate Statistics 

 

 Correlate statistics are measures of association evaluated to determine “how two or 

more variables are related to each other” (Greenstein, 2001, p. 136; Lanier & Briggs, 2014).  

With the PACT-PS, measures of association were evaluated to determine if the varying 

pieces of data (i.e., independent variables) were associated with recidivism as determined by 

the recidivism indicator (re-contact by the police).  Cross-classification tables, or Crosstabs, 

are provided in order to assess the existence of relationships between recidivism and 

variables such as age, criminal history, and race (Greenstein, 2001, p. 139).   

 There were 63 high risk youth assessed during the time of the study, 110 moderate-

high risk youth, 256 moderate risk youth, and 2,597 low risk youth for a total of 3,036 youth 

that completed the PACT-PS during the study period.  These 3,036 youth were part of the 

3,538 youth that were brought into the JIAC by LEO, or served an NTA.  Examinations of 

the frequencies for rearrests revealed that 572 of the youth were rearrested, indicating an 
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18.8% recidivism rate.  Of those 572 youths, moderate risk level youth had the highest 

recidivism rate within risk categories (110 of 256 recidivated, 43.0%); and, low risk youth 

recidivated the least at 393 of 2597 youths recidivating (15.1%) (see Table 14 below for a 

summation of this information). 

 Item analysis of scores for the entire sample revealed a variety of characteristics 

about the overall population of youthful offenders that completed the PACT-PS.  A majority 

of the youth were determined to be low risk to recidivate (2,597, 86%), were white 

(2,451,80.8%), male (1,947, 64.1%), and felony level offenders (1533, 51%).  Referrals to 

the JIAC were predominately from three referring policing agency departments (2,117, 

69.8%); which were the Overland Park Police Department (1088, 35.9%), Olathe Police 

Department (772, 25.4%), and Lenexa Police Department (257, 8.5%). The Johnson County 

Kansas youthful offender referrals were primarily due to a “Notice to Appear” (NTA) (1,920, 

63.2%), rather than Law Enforcement Drop Offs (LEO) (1,101, 36.6%); and, committed 

nearly equal felony and misdemeanor level crimes (1,533 felony youth, 50.5%; and, 1,500 

misdemeanant youth, 49.5%).  The majority of youth within the study did not have violence 

(1892, 62.3%) or drugs (2447, 80.6%) involved in their current charge. 

 Some additional observations within categories when looking at the relationship 

between recidivism and various characteristics of the youth are that males recidivated at a 

higher rate than females (445 males of 1,947 recidivated, 22.86%, and 127 females of 1,089, 

11.66% recidivated); and, Native American youth had the highest recidivism rate within race 

categories (75%), with 3 of 4 Native American youth reoffending.  Misdemeanants were 

more likely to recidivate than felons, with 318 of 1,500 misdemeanor offenders recidivating 

(21.2%), and 252 of 1,533 felons recidivating (16.4%).  Youth having violence indicated 
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within their current charge were more likely to reoffend than youth without violence 

indicated (137 of 514 violent offenders recidivated, 26.7%, and 352 of 1892 non-violent 

offenders recidivated, 18.6%); as well as youth having the presence of drugs within their 

current charge (131 of 589 youth recidivated, 22.2%), recidivated at a higher rate than youth 

that did not have drugs within their current charge (441 youth recidivated of 2447, 18%).   

Finally, youth at 15-years of age at the time of their charge were the most likely age group to 

recidivate with 122 of 514 recidivating (23.7%) (see Table 14 below for a full evaluation of 

categories and recidivism rates). 

Table 14. Recidivism Rate within Categories 

Independent Variable Youth with 

Recidivism 

Present 

Total Youth 

within 

Category 

Recidivism 

Rate/ 

Percentage 

PACT-PS Risk Category – Low 393 2597 15.1% 

PACT-PS Risk Category – Moderate 110 256 43.0% 

PACT-PS Risk Category – Moderate-High 41 110 37.3% 

PACT-PS Risk Category – High 25 63 39.7% 

Youth Age at Occurrence – 9 0 1 0 

Youth Age at Occurrence – 10 2 20 10% 

Youth Age at Occurrence – 11 2 34 5.9% 

Youth Age at Occurrence – 12 17 106 16.0% 

Youth Age at Occurrence – 13 44 215 20.5% 

Youth Age at Occurrence – 14 75 345 21.7% 

Youth Age at Occurrence – 15 122 514 23.7% 

Youth Age at Occurrence – 16 145 827 17.5% 

Youth Age at Occurrence – 17 161 947 17.0% 

Gender – Male 445 1947 22.9% 

Gender – Female 127 1089 11.7% 

Race – White (including Hispanic youth) 449 2451 18.32% 

Race – Native American 3 4 75.0% 

Race – Black 117 567 20.64% 

Race – Asian 3 11 27.27% 

Violence – Present in Occurrence 137 514 26.7% 

Violence – NOT Present in Occurrence 352 1892 18.6% 

Felony Charge 252 1533 16.4% 

Misdemeanor Charge 318 1500 21.2% 

Drugs – Present in Current Charge 131 589 22.2% 

Drugs – NOT Present in Current Charge 441 2447 18.0% 

Mental Health Referral – Referred 186 1022 18.2% 
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Independent Variable Youth with 

Recidivism 

Present 

Total Youth 

within 

Category 

Recidivism 

Rate/ 

Percentage 

Mental Health Referral – NOT Referred 386 2014 19.2% 

Substance Abuse Referral – Referred 134 903 14.8% 

Substance Abuse Referral – NOT Referred 438 2133 20.5% 

Family/Peer Referral – Referred 96 465 20.7% 

Family/Peer Referral – NOT Referred 476 2571 18.5% 

Leisure/Recreation Referral – Referred  71 463 15.3% 

Leisure/Recreation Referral – Not Referred 501 2573 19.5% 

Education/Employment Referral – Referred 27 143 18.9% 

Education/Employment Referral – Not 

Referred 

545 2893 18.8% 

 

By calculating the percentage of recidivism within each category, an interpretation of the 

data indicates that youth most likely to recidivate within Johnson County Kansas are: 

Moderate Risk Level; 15-years-old; male; Native American; youth having violence and drugs 

within their current charge; misdemeanant offenders; and, youth not referred for some 

services (mental health, substance abuse, or leisure/recreation), yet referred for others 

(family/peer and educational/employment). 

 There were 33 youth in 2011, and 469 youth in 2012 that did not complete the PACT-

PS program, which is 14.2% of the total 3,538 youth referred to the JIAC by LEO or NTA.  

This 85.8% response and PACT-PS completion rate, leaves 502 youth that were not risk 

assessed during the study period.  The reasons provided by the youth that did not complete 

the PACT-PS is reviewed within the section titled, “Basic Program Implementation 

Evaluation;” in addition to a review of non-participating youth recidivism. 

Inferential Statistics 

 In order to understand more about the population of youth under review, the Chi 

Square inferential statistic was utilized to evaluate possible relationships and the strength of 

possible relationships between recidivism and the independent variables.  This test of 
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significance is utilized to determine if the sampled youth, those that completed the PACT-PS, 

“are indicative of an association in the population from which the data were drawn” 

(Greenstein, 2001, pgs. 143-144).  Within the data reviewed, this is all youth within Johnson 

County Kansas contacted by police (via LEO or NTA) and serviced through the intake and 

assessment process at the JIAC.
9
  The Chi Square test of significance provides “not only a 

numerical value but also a measure of the level of confidence” (Lanier & Briggs, 2014, p. 

258).  The significance and confidence level within this review was set at p ≤ .05. 

The outcome of this test suggests that (a) the arrangement of data in the table 

is unlikely to have occurred by chance and that (b) an association probably 

exists between the independent and dependent variables in the populations 

from which the data were drawn.  Substantively, this outcome leads us to 

conclude that a . . . statistically significant result suggests that a probable 

association between the two variables [exists] in the population from which 

the data were drawn (Greenstein, 2001, p. 144). 

 

For the PACT-PS data and Crosstab analysis, the related Chi Square significance testing is a 

way to substantively determine if there is a relationship between the PACT-PS’s ability to 

determine the risk to recidivate, and the variety of independent variables reviewed. 

 The data is primarily nominal level data, with the exception of the youth’s age, which 

is a ratio level variable.  Although an evaluation of lambda and gamma can be valuable when 

analyzing Crosstab Chi Square results, since there is only one dichotomous dependent 

variable the Pearson Chi Square statistic was utilized to determine the existence of 

relationships at a 5% significance level (p ≤ .05) (Greenstein, 2001, pgs. 138-139; Lanier & 

                                                        
9 Youth that are taken directly to the JIAC by law enforcement officers (LEO youth) would receive the request 
to complete the PACT-PS within their initial screening and entry into the JIAC.  However, youth that receive a 
notice to appear (NTA) from law enforcement are typically lower-level offenders and are requested (i.e., not 
“required”) to attend the JIAC sometime prior to their scheduled court appearance.  If they choose to attend 
the intake and screening process at the JIAC, then they would be offered the opportunity to complete the 
PACT-PS; if they do not choose to attend the JIAC intake and screening process prior to their scheduled court 
appearance, the PACT-PS would not be offered as an option. 
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Briggs, 2014, p. 256).  Table 15, below, provides an illustration of the two variables that 

were found to be statistically significant within the variables under review. 

Table 15. Chi Square Correlation Statistics (Recidivism as the Dependent Variable)* 

Independent Variable Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-Sided) 

PACT-PS Risk Category 163.396 3 .000 

Youth Age at Occurrence 18.843 8 .016 

Gender 57.227 1 .000 

Race 10.618 4 .031 

Violence Present in Occurrence 16.171 1 .000 

Felony or Misdemeanor Charge 11.264 1 .001 

Drugs present in current charge 5.526 1 .019 

Mental Health Referral .414 1 .520 

Substance Abuse Referral 13.457 1 .000 

Family/Peer Referral 1.169 1 .280 

Leisure/Recreation Referral 4.391 1 .036 

Education/Employment Referral .000 1 .990 
*The variables entered on step 1 of this analysis were:  PACT Score recorded, youth’s age at occurrence of current 

charge, prior case count, gender, race, and if violence was present in the charge or not. 

 

The two variables found to be significant in predicting recidivism according to Chi Square 

review were the two case management referrals made for further services of mental health (p 

= .520) and educational and employment assistance (p = .990).  A regression analysis is 

offered below evaluating recidivism with each of the independent variables evaluated, which 

are: Race, gender, level of the charge (misdemeanor or felony) , if drugs were present in the 

youth’s current charge, which type of law enforcement referral received (LEO or NTA), 

PACT-PS risk score determination, the various case management referrals for service 

(mental health, substance abuse, family/peer, leisure/recreational activity, and 

education/employment), and youth’s age at time of current offense/charge. 

 “To determine what effect the independent variables have on the dependent variable, 

a higher level of analysis is necessary.  This involves moving beyond simply looking at one . 

. . or two variables.  Multivariate analysis involves assessing the effects of multiple variables 

on the outcome variable(s) in order to determine cause and effect relationships” (Lanier & 
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Briggs, 2014, p. 260).  The correlation information provided above measures the probability 

of association between the independent variables (i.e., race, gender, risk level) in relationship 

to recidivism, the dependent variable (Lanier & Briggs, 2014).  Rather than looking solely at 

association, multiple regression analysis determines which independent variables actually 

influence recidivism at significant levels (Agresti, n.d.).  Two variation measures, the Cox 

and Snell score and the Nagelkerke R
2
, show if the variation in the dependent variable is 

explained by the logistic model; and, significance levels are evaluated to determine if a 

relationship is indicated between recidivism and the independent variables under review. 

 Due to the dichotomous dependent variable in this study, logistic regression was 

conducted on the current data to determine if the predictor variables influenced recidivism.  

Results indicate that variables such as race, violence and/or drugs in the youth’s current 

charge, age of occurrence, and various referrals for service are significantly related to 

recidivism.  The PACT-PS risk score determination of low, moderate, moderate-high, and 

high, was not found to be statistically significant.  A Cox and Snell score of .086, however, 

shows that only 8.6% of the variation in recidivism is explained within the logistic regression 

model.  The more reliable measure, the Nagelkerke R
2
, is .136, which indicates only a 13.6% 

relationship between the predictor variables and the recidivism outcome measure (Agresti, 

n.d.).  It is possible that with higher mathematically sophisticated data from the original 

PACT-PS (i.e., not a dichotomous dependent variable), more sophisticated regression 

evaluations could be completed and evaluated that might account for higher levels of 

variance within the regression model; as well as, additional information regarding the 

independent variables and their relationship to recidivism.  The Wald criterion, utilized to 
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summarize the strength of a relationship between the predictor variables and recidivism while 

considering their individual variation, is also reflected in Table 16 below. 

 The regression analysis indicates nine significant independent variables at the p ≤ .05 

level, with all variables considered in one regression model.  The variables entered in step 

one of the regression evaluation are displayed in Table 15 below, in order of their entry into 

the regression formulation.  As reflected, a youth’s age at time of the current offense, 

violence and/or drugs within the youth’s current charge, and various referrals for service are 

the variables most strongly associated with recidivism.  Youth referred to services in a 

particular category are those that displayed a “need” during the motivational interview 

process (i.e., if substance abuse was an issue for a youth, they would have been referred for 

substance abuse services).  The strongest relationship within the regression analysis has been 

determined to be the youth’s age at time of occurrence, significance at .823, with p ≤ .05.  

Additionally, due to the reported Exp(B) of .992, each year a youth ages the likelihood of 

recidivism decreases (Agresti, n.d.).  The next strongest indicators of recidivism within the 

current data are various referrals for service. 

Table 16. Multiple Regression Evaluation (Recidivism as the Dependent Variable) 

Independent Variable Wald  Significance (p ≤ .05) 

Race 3.679  .055 

Gender 27.678  .000 

Youth State of Residence 16.203  .000 

Felony/Misdemeanor 10.386  .001 

Violence present in current charge 1.172  .279 

Drugs present in current charge  2.069  .150 

LEO or NTA Referral 40.855  .000 

PACT Score  27.700  .000 

Mental Health Referral 2.161  .142 

Substance Abuse Referral 1.014  .314 

Family/Peer Referral 1.418  .234 

Leisure/Recreation Referral 2.049  .152 

Education/Employment Referral .315  .575 

Age at time of occurrence .050  .823 
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Although the Cox-Snell and the Nagelkerke R
2 
results indicate issues with predicting 

variation in the logistic regression model, the results indicate statistical significance 

regarding probability testing. 

A Basic Program Implementation Evaluation: The Qualitative Study 

 

 As indicated within the Methods Section of this report, Chapter 3, the basic program 

implementation evaluation of the PACT-PS within Johnson County Kansas has been 

conducted to assess program implementation integrity within a “systems model” (Chambliss 

& Schutt, 2013, p. 236).  This process of program implementation evaluation and integrity 

assessment combines the efforts of the quantitative evaluation conducted on “outcomes” 

already reviewed, with an assessment of the qualitative data outlined in Table 3, within 

Chapter 3.  This qualitative review provides a detailed account of the motives behind the 

program, implementation details, the desired outcomes, and if those goals are being met.  The 

Johnson Scale of Program Integrity (JSPI) has been created and utilized by the PI to assess 

and determine the programs level of integrity.   

 Although the JCDOC PACT-PS program has a variety of strengths identified within 

this review that will be highlighted within the analysis of data below, the program has 

received a “Failing” program implementation integrity “grade” with an overall integrity 

score of 38%, and a “F” grade overall (See Appendix Q, for the JSPI Instrument and scoring 

mechanism).  These results are further explained within the section titled, “Program Theory 

and Measurement of Program Integrity: Use of the Johnson Scale of Program Integrity 

(JSPI).”  Although the program currently has some issues of concern, they can be addressed 

and remedied.  The design of the risk assessment program is strong according to reported 
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literature; and, recommendations for improvement are found in Chapter 5, Conclusions and 

Recommendations.  

A Review of Documents: Who are They, 

What Do They Do? 

 

Assessments.com, also called Allvest Information Services, Inc., was founded in 

1998.  The company states that it “provides Risk and Needs Outcome Measurement software 

to the juvenile justice community,” and launched its first instrument in the State of 

Washington, in 1998, called “Back on Track!” (BOT) (Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 3).  The 

company literature states the BOT involved implementing a validated tool statewide, as well 

as providing staff training to include effective case management principles and motivational 

interviewing skills.  It is noted that since this initial implementation, Assessments.com 

(ADC) works with “many jurisdictions to implement Back on Track!, and in a number of 

cases, has made slight modifications to the instrument to better tailor it to the needs of a 

particular client” (Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 3).  Miller and Lin, in their work evaluating 

the application of “generic” actuarial juvenile risk assessment instruments within differing 

contexts, noted that problems can arise with the instrument’s predictive ability, validation, 

and there may be implementation concerns. 

There were modifications made to the BOT “in a private/public partnership” with the 

State of Florida, beginning in 2005.  ADC worked with the State of Florida to develop what 

the ADC refers to as the “Florida-ized” version of the BOT (Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 3).  

This “Florida-ized” version of the BOT was renamed as the Positive Achievement Change 

Tool, or the PACT; and, among the noted improvements to the BOT in creating the Florida 

version, the PACT, are the following features: 
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1. It fully automated and pre-populated the criminal history domain from Florida’s 

criminal history database, increasing both efficiency and inter-rater reliability; 

2. It incorporated, with the assistance of Dr. Thomas Grisso, creator of the 

Massachusetts Youth Screening Instrument (MAYSI-2), additional mental health 

and substance abuse questions to more accurately assess the need for further 

mental health and substance abuse evaluation; and 

3. It added a new automated case planning module, which not only saves precious 

time for workers, it allows the Department, for the first time, to focus its level of 

service on “what works” for each individual and to truly track the effectiveness of 

its efforts to reduce offenders’ risk.  This assessment-driven, 4
th
 Generation case 

plan module, the YES (Youth Empowered Success) Plan, focuses the 

rehabilitative effort on individualized criminogenic needs and strength-based 

cognitive behavioral interventions (Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 3). 

 

Assessments.com notes the reliance on research based literature to inform the developmental 

process of the PACT; and, highlights the PACT as being an evidence-based risk instrument 

and automated case planning system. 

 The JCDOC, in collaboration with ADC, revised the Florida model of the PACT 

utilizing only the pre-screen portion of the instrument, resulting in the Positive Achievement 

Change Tool Pre-Screen (PACT-PS), the JCDOC model.  It was implemented in Johnson 

County Kansas in July 2009, and is still in use today.  The original BOT instrument and 

PACT development, as noted by Assessments.com, “relied on juvenile delinquency and risk 

prediction research that has been evolving for over 30 years,” and the following: 

 Recidivism prediction literature and instruments; 

 Theoretical models for juvenile delinquency 

 Research relating to risk and protective factors, resiliency, and effective 

juvenile delinquency programs; 

 Review by an international team of experts; and, 

 A series of reviews by Washington State juvenile court professionals 

including testing of a draft assessment with 150 youth (Assessments.com, 

2009a, p. 1). 

 

Assessments.com considers the PACT-PS to be an evidence-based risk assessment 

instrument that is automated, and can emphasize and encourage positive potential in youth 

(Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 1). 
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 Assessments.com indicates the instrument went through a critical review process by 

various professionals, as well as a pre-validation process in Florida; and, continues to be re-

validated within “factor analyses studies for psychometric properties” (i.e., validation 

studies).  No evidence of these studies has been identified in the reported literature other than 

the primary dissertation work in Florida by Michael Baglivio, and related reports (Baglivio, 

2007).  The ADC literature reports that the BOT and/or “iterations of the Washington 

instrument have been implemented in many other state and counties across the United States” 

(Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 17).  The states that have been working with them, according to 

ADC literature, are:  Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, 

Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nevada, New York, Texas, Utah, and Wisconsin 

(Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 17).  However, the only state with a body of literature identified 

within peer reviewed literature regarding the PACT-PS is the State of Florida.  It is possible 

that different iterations of the instrument have different names, which would make 

identification of related and associated instruments difficult to find in the literature.  

However, to date, the only study reported in the peer review literature validating the PACT is 

the dissertation research reported by Baglivio, and related materials (Baglivio & Jackowski, 

2013; Baglivio, 2009, 2008, 2007, 2007; Florida Department of Juvenile Justice, 2005; 

Rechichi, 2007). 

 The PACT-PS is considered an evidence-based risk assessment instrument, 

automated and integrated with the JIMS, in order to “identify risk and increase personal 

accountability and make positive changes in attitudes and behavior, thereby adding to 

community protection” (Assessments.com, 2008, p. 1).  This process involves JCDOC intake 

workers at the JIAC; and, case management specialists, as “agents of change” to reduce 
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overall recidivism (Assessments.com, 2008, p. 1).  A one-day training is required for intake 

workers and case managers to learn how to conduct the PACT-PS RAI with charged youth.  

The training includes instruction on risk assessment instrument theory, process, and the 

computer software needed to complete the PACT-PS.  Each youth presented to the JIAC 

(either as LEO or NTA) is provided the option to complete the PACT-PS process; 

declinations to participate are noted, including the reason why the youth declined 

participation.  Collateral information is gathered, such as attendance and grade information 

from school of registration, other court agencies, as well as information from other social 

service agencies; and, is pre-populated into the PACT-PS when possible (Assessments.com, 

2008).   

 The PACT process, when fully implemented within the Florida model, includes the 

PACT-PS for initial assessment and risk classification; and, the full PACT assessment and 

risk classification to determine “prioritized criminogenic needs and set goals, re-assessment 

and goal monitoring, and a final assessment” (Assessments.com, 2007).  However, within the 

JCDOC, the PACT process was not fully transferred over from the Florida model.  The 

portion of the “process” utilized in Johnson County Kansas is the initial assessment and risk 

classification, the PACT-PS, only.  The PACT-PS begins by evaluating the youth’s record of 

criminal justice referrals (Domain 1), proceeds to evaluate the youth’s social history (Domain 

2), then their history of suicide and mental health screening (Domain 3); and, finally, their 

attitude and behavior indicators (Domain 4) (see Appendix D to reference the PACT-PS 

instrument) (Assessments.com, 2007).  These factors are considered static risk factors, 

unchangeable in nature but predictive of the risk to recidivate.  This was the JCDOC’s goal 
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in implementing the PACT-PS, to determine youth’s level of risk of recidivism and 

placement classifications. 

 When the PACT-PS interview process is completed, verbal results are provided to the 

youth and his or her family.  This feedback process is encouraged to occur in the same day as 

the interview, unless circumstances prevent it.  Records are expected to be maintained in 

accordance with the Kansas State Historical Society records and retention schedule 

(Assessments.com, 2008, p. 2).  Additionally, Assessments.com maintains a full history of 

the PACT-PS data, at the individual and aggregate level.  As discovered throughout the 

process of this research study, the JCDOC did not maintain adequate records of the PACT-

PS risk assessment item data for validation purposes; and, although the ADC data was 

available, it was not purchased for validation purposes. 

 It is stated within the protocol for the JCDOC PACT-PS that in order to attain quality 

assurance, program fidelity, and sustainability, peer file reviews will be conducted 

periodically.  Additionally, supervisors of the PACT-PS program were to review the PACT-

PS Business Rules, and conduct quarterly audits of the PACT-PS program 

(Assessments.com, 2008, p. 3).  Unfortunately, it was apparent these steps toward quality 

assurance did not occur.  Moreover, these quality assurance protocols are not congruent with 

current suggested approaches in the peer reviewed literature to assess program 

implementation integrity (Duerden & Witt, 2012; Lipsey et al., 2010).  Program 

implementation integrity is assessed by determining the level a program adheres to intended 

practices and protocols; as well as, if the intended goals of a given program are reached. 
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Validation Studies on the PACT-PS:  The  

Search for Statistical Validation  

 

 The Assessments.com (ADC) literature states that an “extensive review of the 

prediction and treatment outcome literature” was conducted, including a review of the 

Wisconsin Risk Scale, and the YLS/CMI (Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 16).  The risk and 

protective factors identified as accurate within the literature were incorporated into the 

ADC’s creation of the PACT.  ADC notes utilizing a combination of static and dynamic risk 

factors, as well as a review of “research on the theory of delinquency and recidivism,” to 

construct the PACT.  It should be noted, however, the PACT-PS, not the full instrument, 

consists primarily of static risk factors (those that are unchangeable).  Additionally, the ADC 

conducted a “review of theoretical models,” submitted the instrument to national and 

international experts for review, and implemented a pre-validation in Florida’s Justice 

Research Center in 2006 (Assessments.com, 2009a, p. 16).  The ADC attests that the PACT 

has both face and empirical validity; in other words, they claim it is a tool that practitioners 

can have “faith” in, as well as accurately predicts re-offending.  The ADC literature reviewed 

also states that the PACT has recently been re-validated within factor analysis to evaluate 

psychometric properties; and, the ADC stated the results from this study would be made 

accessible as they became available (Assessments.com, 2009a). 

 Unfortunately, as noted earlier, after an extensive review of the peer review literature, 

only one validation study and related body of literature has been located discussing the 

PACT (Baglivio & Jackowski, 2013; Baglivio, 2009, 2008, 2007, 2007; Florida Department 

of Juvenile Justice, 2005; Rechichi, 2007).  Although there is literature found on the internet 

discussing the use of the PACT in other locations (i.e., California, and Wyoming), very few 

peer reviewed reports of reliability and validation have been identified (Administrative 
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Office of the Courts, 2011; Anderson, 2009).  More published studies are needed to 

determine the PACT-PS’s level of established validity, after implementation, supported by 

rigorous scientific study.  This is needed to improve the instrument’s reliability and validity, 

and show if it is accurately predicting the risk to recidivate across various youth populations. 

 It is important to note that the JCDOC implemented the PACT Pre-screen only, not 

the full PACT instrument.  The literature reviewed to date shows validation of the full PACT 

instrument and process, not the Pre-Screen only.  This is relevant and crucial when 

attempting to establish validity of an instrument, due to segmental validation and cross 

population validation issues (Lipsey et al., 2010).  The structures and purposes of the full 

assessment and the pre-screen instrument are remarkably different (i.e., full instrument 

consists of static, dynamic, and protective factors, the pre-screen is primarily static risk 

factors only), which can lead to segmental validation issues.  Cross-population validation 

issues can arise when an instrument, such as the PACT-PS, is validated and utilized with one 

sample of youth (i.e., the Florida model), then utilized within a different population of youth 

(i.e., in Johnson County Kansas) without reassessing validity.  Divergent population 

demographics, crimes committed, and juvenile justice processes and policy considerations 

can create cross-validation issues. 

Program Theory and Measurement of Program Integrity: 

Use of the Johnson Scale of Program Integrity (JSPI) 

 

 Within a qualitative review of the materials described in Table 3, and by a scoring 

process utilizing the JSPI, the JCDOC PACT-PS risk assessment program is evaluated for 

program implementation integrity.  This assessment is critical, considering the lack of 

published literature validating the PACT-PS; and, the number of states noted within ADC 

literature that are currently utilizing the instrument.  As a process of assessing program 
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implementation, and to improve current practices, the JSPI could be utilized as an initial 

integrity assessment for a variety of risk assessment programs, specifically the PACT-PS 

program (see Appendix Q for a review of the JSPI). 

 There are a total of 7 items reviewed within the JSPI, based on Likert-scales; with 

each scale ranging from 1 to 10 in points.  The first four items rate the program in regard to 

how the implemented program fares compared to the expected program goals.  Item 1 

reviews operational expectations and agreements.  Item 2 focuses on services received by the 

participant as well as responsiveness and engagement with the program.  Item 3 deals with 

service delivery, and considers issues of training.  Item 4 looks at the unique contributions of 

the program to the outcome of its implementation (i.e., risk reduction).  The next section of 

the JSPI evaluates the program’s written protocol (Item 5), monitoring services and whether 

or not the program is being delivered as intended (Item 6).  The final item (Item 7), evaluates 

if a procedure is in place for taking corrective action when the program’s service of delivery 

strays from what was intended. 

 The overall scoring of the PACT-PS program is calculated according to the JSPI 

instructions, and provided a “grade” according to the following information: 

Outstanding Above Average Average Below Average Failing 

100 = A+ 87 - 89 = B+ 77 - 79 = C+ 67 - 69 = D+ 59 or below = F 

94 – 99 = A 84 – 86 = B 74 – 76 = C 64 – 66 = D  

90 – 93 = A- 80 – 83 = B- 70 – 73 = C- 60 – 63 = D- 

 

Essentially, the Likert-value determined for each item on the JSPI, items 1-7, is determined 

to have a value between 1 and 10, with the value of rating established within each scale item 

(see Appendix Q).  These values are then summed to get a total of up to 70 possible points.  

The resultant number is then multiplied by 100; and, then divided by 70.  The percentage 

obtained is the percent of integrity with which the program was implemented.  The percent is 
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then assessed according to the grading scale listed above, and an “integrity grade” and 

category can be assigned, such as an the “A” category of “Outstanding,” the “B” category of 

“Above Average,” the “C” category of “Average,” the “D” category of “Below Average,” or 

the “F” category of “Failing.”   

 The following information is the JSPI scoring results for the qualitative analysis 

conducted regarding the basic program implementation evaluation on the JCDOC PACT-PS 

Program.  The first column lists the item number, the second column is the score the Program 

received; and, the third column details the reason for the score: 

 Item 1: 6 Adherence Score (AS):  Some adherence to intended 

practices, but are lacking full adherence; primarily 

concerning EBP and data management and storage issues, 

as well as program oversight 

 Item 2: 8.5 Level of Participation Score (LPS):  Dosage/participant 

responsiveness (85% response rate).  A review of youth 

declines, noted below, provides information regarding 

participant responsiveness 

 Item 3: 9 Quality of Delivery Score (QDS):  High level of training 

and quality of delivery; follow-up trainings indicated in 

protocol, researcher not clear through analysis if follow-up 

trainings have been implemented/completed 

 Item 4: 5 Program Differentiation Score (PDS):  Have some program 

differentiation in manner RAI was designed; however, 

lacking rigorous reliability and validation studies on 

population specific instrument, and to address cross 

population validation issues.  Although there has been an 

attempt in this research to do so, there have been continued 

difficulties with data management, research 

agreement/protocol establishment, and the feedback loop.  

Also, partial implementation of model instrument (i.e., 

PACT-PS only, vs. full PACT), no pre-test, no complete 

validation to date / no knowledge of scoring mechanisms 

internal to Department, issues of lacking program oversight 

regarding research/validation protocol 

 Item 5: 5 Written Protocol Score (WPS):  Have written protocol 

describing implemented program, and are aware of EBPs 

and need for research/validation; however, lack rigorous 

reliability and validation - study, current study couldn’t be 

completed due to maintained lack of access to data/data 
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management issues at JCDOC level; lack of knowledge of 

access to data from ADC 

 Item 6: 2 Regular Program Monitoring Score (RMS):  

Instrument/developer is aware and has procedure built into 

protocol for outcome assessment; however, the County 

wasn’t aware and hasn’t utilized these services.  No 

established protocol for monitoring and storing the data in a 

way that it can be utilized for validation purposes, since 

program’s implementation.  Serious data issues uncovered 

by researcher and staff during current study that can be 

addressed if opted. 

 Item 7: 1 Corrective Action Score (CAS):  No or very little 

established protocol for corrective action to improve 

program (i.e., likely to close program/find alternative).  

Low level of openness to receive/consider evaluation 

feedback regarding the program evaluation from PI; the 

JCDOC found the initial report from researcher “of little to 

no value;” received and handled feedback with low 

professionalism and fidelity toward the program. 

 Program Implementation Integrity Score: 36.5 

 Program Implementation Integrity Percent: 52.14% 

 Program Implementation Integrity Grade: F 

 

The summed total of these rated items is 36.5.  This number is multiplied by 100, which is 

3650; this number is divided by 70 to provide the percent of program implementation 

integrity for the JCDOC PACT-PS program, which is 52.14% (see Appendix N to review the 

JSPI calculation and percentage guide).  The result is an “F” grade, which is a failing 

integrity score on the standardized JSPI grading scale of program integrity. 

 There were 502 youth that did not participate in the PACT-PS process within the 

study period of January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2012.  There were 345 males (68.7%), 

and 157 females (31.3%) that declined to participate, which included 371 Caucasian youth 

(73.9%), 128 Black youth (25.5%), and 3 Asian youth (.6%).  It should be noted that there is 

no coding differential between Caucasian and Hispanic youth within the JCDOC data; all are 

coded by the JCDOC as Caucasian.  There were 442 youth from Kansas (88%), and 44 youth 

from Missouri (8.8%), with 16 youth (3.2%) from other states.  The youth ranged in age from 
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10.4 years old to 18 years old (see Table 17 below); the mean age of youth that declined to 

participate was 16.124.  

Table 17. Non-Participating Youth Ages 

Age Category Frequency  Percentage 

10 1  0.2 

11 4  0.8 

12 20  4.0 

13 30  6.0 

14 53  10.5 

15 64  12.8 

16 150  29.8 

17 162  32.3 

18 18  3.6 

Total 502   

 

There were a variety of reasons these youth declined to participate in the PACT-PS process; 

however, the primary reason was due to parental refusal to participate (see table 18 below). 

Table 18. Reasons Youth Declined to Participate in the PACT-PS Process 

Reason Declined Frequency  Percentage 

At Advice of Attorney 44  8.8 

Diminished Mental Capacity 10  2.0 

Further Police Contact 5  1.0 

Intoxicated 3  0.6 

No contact 17  3.4 

No show 25  5.0 

On supervision 63  12.5 

Out of area 27  5.4 

Parent refusal 156  31.1 

Residential treatment 3  0.6 

SRS custody 14  2.8 

Youth Age 18 prior to NTA appointment 14  2.8 

Youth refusal 121  24.1 

Total 502  100.0 

 

 There were 58 misdemeanant youth that declined to participate (11.6%), and 442 

felony offenders (88%), with 88 of the youth charged with offenses that involved violence 

(17.5%), and 289 that did not have violence within their current charge (57.6%), with 125 

youth missing this variable (24.9%).  Of the youth reviewed that declined to participate with 
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the PACT-PS process, 91 (18.1%) of the youth had drugs involved in their current charge, 

while 411 (81.8%) did not.  Of the youth that declined to participate within the PACT-PS 

process, 126 youth (25.1%) were LEO youth, and 373 (74.3%) were NTA youth, 3 youth 

(.6%) did not have this variable indicated (i.e., had missing data).   

 When evaluating the youth that did not complete the PACT-PS process, there were a 

variety of referrals received from case management at the end of the intake process at the 

JIAC.  There were 8 youth (1.6%) that received mental health referrals and 494 (98.4%) that 

did not, 5 (1.0%) that received substance abuse referrals and 497 (99%) did not, 7 youth 

(1.4%) received a family and peer referral and 495 (98.6%) did not, 3 youth (.6%) received 

leisure and recreation referrals and 499 (99.4%) did not, and 3 youth (.6%) received 

education and employment referrals and 499 (99.4) did not.  There were 33 declines within 

2011 and 469 declines in 2012.  There were 102 youth (20.3%) that declined to participate 

with the PACT-PS process showed recidivism within the 18 month period under review, 

while 400 (79.7%) did not.  Compared to the youth that did participate in the PACT-PS 

process that showed 81.1% non-recidivism, this is an increase in recidivism of 1.4%.  This 

may indicate the PACT-PS has an impact on recidivism; however, various variables would 

need to be reviewed and controlled within a full validation review of the variables impacting 

recidivism. 

Findings 

 The research conducted and discussed within this report focused on determining if the 

Johnson County Kansas PACT-PS risk assessment instrument is a valid method to predict 

recidivism; and, if the JCDOC program maintained implementation integrity.  This first goal 

of the research report has been met.  This report provides information regarding the 
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development and purpose for changes to the original study agreement with the JCDOC, as 

well as fully detailed the revised research focus, approach, and process.  The second goal has 

also been achieved by reporting the results of the initial validation and basic implementation 

evaluation.  The third goal to provide a history of the juvenile justice and correctional 

process, as well as information about risk factors and the development of risk assessment 

instruments was achieved within the Literature Review in Chapter 2.  This goal also included 

an integrated theoretical review of the complex social issues related to juvenile crime and the 

risk assessment process.  Highlighting current approaches for applied research in juvenile 

justice for “what works” related to risk assessment instruments, the fourth goal of this 

research report, was achieved both within the Literature Review, as well as by developing 

and implementing the Johnson Scale of Program Integrity (JSPI).  The JSPI critically applied 

the concepts of Dureden and Witt’s integrity model (2012), as well as the SPEP approach of 

Lipsey and his colleagues (2010).  Finally, the fifth goal to contribute to the literature base 

regarding the PACT-PS, as well as the overall literature base on risk assessment processes 

and program evaluations, has also been achieved. 

 Implementing these overall goals provided the opportunity to explore the following 

quantitative research questions: 

1. Does the JCDOC PACT-PS risk assessment instrument accurately predict 

the risk to recidivate for the Johnson County Kansas youth offender 

population? 

2. Do the risk determination scores of low, moderate, moderate-high, and 

high risk to recidivate, as determined by the JCDOC PACT-PS, accurately 

correlate to the risk of recidivism?  Is the PACT-PS a good measure of 

risk prediction for the Johnson County Kansas youth offender population? 

 

Additionally, the opportunity to explore the following qualitative goals and research question 

was also provided: 
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1. Develop an in-depth understanding of the program’s foundation, by 

developing a “program theory” or “model” and conducting a basic 

program implementation and outcome evaluation, according to approaches 

put forth by Duerden and Witt (2012) and Lipsey and colleague’s SPEP 

(2010). 

2. Develop an understanding of the PACT-PS’s system of implementation to 

determine how well it performs in a “juvenile justice field [that] has been 

living in an evidence-based and outcome-driven world for the past 

decade” (Lipsey et al., 2010, p. 3).   

3. The primary research question:  What is the level of program integrity of 

the JCDOC PACT-PS Program?   

 

As has been illustrated within the quantitative and qualitative review of data, the current 

study has had mixed results.  These results are reported within the following sections. 

Initial Correlation and Program Implementation 

Evaluation Results: A Note of Caution 

 

 The quantitative validation study provided rich information on the youth that have 

been detained in Johnson County Kansas, for a variety of offenses.  There has been valuable 

demographic information provided, as well as a thorough review of characteristics related to 

theoretical evaluation to determine correlational indicators for recidivism.  The PACT-PS, a 

risk assessment tool developed in collaboration between Assessments.com (ADC) and the 

JCDOC, is a young actuarial risk assessment instrument.  Developed in 2009 in Johnson 

County Kansas, originally in 2005 in Florida, it has promise within the large “arena” of risk 

assessment processes; however, is lacking rigorous scientific validation reported within the 

literature. 

 The initial correlation identified between the PACT-PS and recidivism to commit 

future crime by youthful offenders in Johnson County Kansas is offered with caution for two 

reasons.  First, only two aspects of the actual PACT-PS instrument have been evaluated in 

their entirety, the risk determination scores of low, moderate, moderate-high, or high risk to 

recidivate; and, referral for service recommendations.  Although numerous independent 
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variables have been considered from the JIMS, such as age of occurrence, gender, and if 

drugs were involved in the current charge, these were not data items scored directly within 

the instrument.  It is necessary to evaluate the actual data from the items contained within the 

actual instrument in order to fully validate the instrument itself (see appendix D for the 

PACT-PS instrument).  At the core of the idea of validity, is the “truth value of or about 

some ‘object’ of discussion (e.g., a measurement instrument, a research design, an inference, 

a claim, a conclusion) . . . validity requires reliability . . . it’s the accuracy of inferences, 

interpretations, or actions that are made on the basis of test scores” (Vogt & Johnson, 2011, 

p. 415).   

 Secondly, in order to fully validate the PACT-PS and determine if it accurately 

predicts risk of recidivism on Johnson County Kansas juvenile offender population, advanced 

statistical tests need to be conducted on the PACT-PS variables.  The data received from the 

actual items from the PACT-PS would provide for a more mathematically sophisticated level 

of data, which would provide avenues for more advanced levels of statistical analysis.  One 

such area of advanced testing within multivariate analysis that could be utilized is path 

analysis, where causal influences and theorized relationships are tested (Vogt & Johnson, 

2011, p. 281).  Path coefficients are utilized within path analysis to estimate the strengths of 

relationships within theoretical models put forward by the researcher’s hypotheses, in order 

to test the presumed relationships.  In review of the PACT-PS, relationships could be tested 

between various elements of the PACT-PS (i.e., age of first occurrence of crime, social 

history domain variables, and attitude and behavior indicators) and recidivism occurrence as 

determined by re-arrest, as well as probation violation or revocation. 
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 These same variables, actual PACT-PS data items, should be assessed within 

multivariate regression analysis.  This analysis, as conducted on the JIMS data in this study, 

would consider the effects of more than one independent variable on the dependent variable, 

and addresses the following two main questions according to Vogt and Johnson (2011, p. 

243): 

1. What is the effect (as measured by a regression coefficient) on a 

dependent variable (DV) of a one-unit change in an independent 

variable (IV), while controlling for the effects of all other IVs? 

2. What is the total effect (as measured by the R
2
) on the DV of all the 

IVs taken together? 

 

In a review of the PACT-PS in a full validation, the first review would address the effect on 

recidivism the studies dependent variable, with a change in factors such as age of first 

offense, changes in social histories of youth, and changes in substance abuse histories.  The 

second review would address the total effect on recidivism, as measured by the coefficient of 

determination (the R
2
), of the individual data items from the PACT-PS.  To provide a more 

clear example, if the R
2
 between a youth’s recidivism occurrence, their age of first criminal 

occurrence, their educational level, their history of sexual abuse and depression, and their 

problem history with their parents (all scored items from the PACT-PS instrument) was .65, 

it would indicate these factors together explained 65% of the variance.  The variance measure 

tells us the spread of the score dispersion, and how the scores are distanced from the mean 

(Vogt & Johnson, 2011, pgs. 58, 319, 417; Chambliss & Schutt, 2013, p. 167).  These, and 

other advanced methods of statistical analysis, would provide the required level of analysis 

necessary to fully validate the PACT-PS based on actual instrument data items. 

 The final area of caution issued within this evaluation is the related concern with data 

management and retrieval.  Since there were considerable data management issues related to 
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the PACT-PS data storage and retrieval for analysis within the approach to validation, 

caution is issued with the analysis provided utilizing the risk determination scores retained 

from the current data input protocol within the JCDOC PACT-PS process.  As noted by 

Maxfield and Babbie, “Public agencies do not normally collect information for research 

purposes.  The data they do collect often reflect discretionary decisions by numerous 

individuals.  And, like any large-scale human activity, making observations on large numbers 

of people and processes inevitably produces some error” (2013, p. 230).  For Johnson County 

Kansas, a positive note is the fact that raters within the JCDOC PACT-PS Program receive 

motivational training to reduce the amount of error made in the rating process; and, efforts 

can be made to improve the data storage and retrieval processes to better coincide with 

research protocol in order to successfully fully validate the program in the future. 

 Although caution has been issued regarding the initial correlation determined for the 

JCDOC PACT-PS related to recidivism, the answer to the first research question exploring if 

it accurately predicts the risk to recidivate for Johnson County Kansas youth offender 

population is no, it does not.  These results were not encouraging.  Although there were 

correlations made both within Chi Square and Regression analysis on a variety of 

independent variables, the PACT-PS risk determination scores (low, moderate, moderate-

high, and high) were not found to be significantly related to recidivism.  It is the opinion of 

the PI that more detailed item data from the PACT-PS instrument included in the data 

analysis and evaluated in relationship to recidivism indicators could provide different, 

possibly even stronger, correlational results.  This is indicated within the Chi Square 

evaluation noting some of the referrals for services as significant at the p ≤ .05 confidence 

level; as well as, a variety of the independent variables within the Regression analysis 



  

174 
 

showing significance at the same confidence level.  A number of the independent variables 

evaluated from the JIMS data reviewed are included within the PACT-PS item data; 

however, were not directly evaluated within this study due to complications noted with data 

storage and retrieval. 

 The second research question evaluates the PACT-PS risk determination scores (low, 

moderate, moderate-high, and high) to determine if they accurately correlate to the risk of 

recidivism; and, to determine of the PACT-PS is a good measure of risk prediction for the 

Johnson County Kansas youth offender population.  As was demonstrated within Regression 

analysis, there are a number of independent variables that are correlated to the reported risk 

factors to recidivate (e.g., age of offense, and if violence or drugs were involved in youth’s 

charge); however, the PACT-PS risk determination scores were not found to be significantly 

correlated to the risk of recidivism. Again, it is the opinion of the PI that direct data items 

from the PACT-PS instrument included in the data analysis and evaluated in relationship to 

recidivism indicators could provide different, possibly even stronger, correlational results. 

 The qualitative goal to develop an in-depth understanding of the foundations of the 

PACT-PS program was achieved.  A program theory was developed and a basic 

implementation and outcome evaluation was conducted following the models of Duerden and 

Witt (2012), and Lipsey and colleagues SPEP model (2010).  An understanding was 

developed of the PACT-PS’s system of implementation, which is determined to be a valid 

process of implementation according to the contemporary literature on risk assessment 

practices.  The issues discovered in the current research approach did not pertain to the 

PACT-PS program foundations and methodologies; rather, the “failing” implementation 

integrity results were problems internal to the JCDOC process.  The primary research 
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question for the qualitative portion of this study was answered achieved by determining the 

“failing” integrity score for the JCDOC PACT-PS Program.  

Ethical Issues: Collaboration, Cooperation, and 

Social Science Approaches Required 

 

 An issue of primary importance within the review of RAIs of primary relevance to the 

current study is the issue of the “application of knowledge” gained through a review and 

application of social scientific methods.  Some juvenile justice programs, such as the one 

currently under review, have the goal of EBP and the reduction of juvenile recidivism; and, 

may have many strengths evident within their program.  However, issues can be present 

within implementation and/or administration of programs that reduce levels of statistical 

validation, impacting reliability and sustainability within the overall system.  As has been 

indicated within this research, program evaluation is often required or mandated by various 

forms of legislation; “traditional practices are being reevaluated against evidence provided by 

social science research” (Maxfield & Babbie, 2012, p. 241).  In order to implement “best 

practices,” and the knowledge of “what works,” programs need to be scrutinized and 

evaluated within social science research methodology, both within evaluation protocol and 

instrument validation approaches.  Feedback needs to occur within the research process and 

applied to programs in order to have true evidence based programs, as reported within the 

literature review. 

 As in Maxfield and Babbie’s text titled, “Basics of Research Methods, 3
rd

 Edition,” 

quoting the work of Peter Rossi and associates from 1999, program evaluation is defined as: 

. . . the use of social science research procedures to systematically assess the 

effectiveness of social intervention programs. More specifically, evaluation 

researchers (evaluators) use social research methods to study, appraise, and 

help improve social programs in all their aspects, including the diagnosis of 

the social problems they address, their conceptualization and design, their 
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implementation and administration, their outcomes, and their efficiency 

(Maxfield & Babbie, 2012, p. 243). 

 

Within a program evaluation design, the relationship between the organization whose 

program is being evaluated and the researcher, as well as effective methods of 

communication, are critical aspects of the evaluation design.  The process requires 

professional collaboration, mutual respect, and an open line of communication; as well as, 

the use of accepted social science research methods to increase validity and reliability of 

evaluation results. 

 In a consulting process according to Systems Theory, such as within a program 

implementation evaluation, there are many people involved through various subsystems of an 

organization (defined earlier as “stakeholders”).  There are those in leadership and 

administrative roles who have formal positions of authority; additionally, there are various 

levels of employees that serve a variety of roles within a given organization (Johnson, 2002), 

in addition to those external to the organization.  Within the JCDOC PACT-PS Program, 

there are administrators, program managers, data managers, case managers, front-line staff 

and officers, the youth offenders being served by the risk assessment tool, and interested 

professionals and community members, among others.  There are also various goals and 

values that pertain to the products produced to meet the needs of the people within and 

external to the organization; and, the clients served by the organization (Johnson, 2002).  The 

goals of the PACT-PS Program are the identification of the risk of recidivism in youthful 

offenders in Johnson County Kansas; as well as, reducing recidivism.  Within a Systems 

Theory approach there is a technology subsystem involved, i.e., the JIMS data management 

system and the Assessments.com rating process; as well as the psychosocial subsystem, 

which is the “knowledge held, beliefs, motivations and emotions of the people, otherwise 
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called the culture of an organization” (Johnson, 2002, p. 7).  The subsystems of an 

organization are interconnected, and there may be multiple causes of issues within a 

program; as well as, multiple effects of intervention.  The evaluation approach utilized within 

this research has identified the various subsystems involved; and, has attempted to not only 

collaborate with the various systems involved, but facilitate effective intervention of 

recommendations accessible by all levels of individuals involved. 

 From the initiation of the current study forward, there were challenges to obtaining 

the data necessary to complete the full validation on the PACT-PS, a goal that was not 

accomplished.  Although the data management issues were identified and clearly articulated 

late in the study, it is unclear to the PI why there were continued issues of data access, as 

well as issues of forthrightness with the identification of the process for data acquisition.  A 

review of the “Business Rules” for the PACT-PS Program states the following two 

requirements: 

1. Once the PACT Pre-Screen has been completed, staff are required to 

maintain records in accordance with the Kansas State Historical 

Society records and retention schedule. 

 

2. A full history of PACT pre-screens are maintained in 

Assessments.com and are available for review on both an individual 

and aggregate basis (Assessments.com, 2009a, Business Rules, See 

Table 3). 

 

It is unclear why there was such data mismanagement and oversight issues for this program; 

or, at what level this oversight has been acknowledged.  Additionally, it is unclear how the 

requirement according to the Kansas State Historical Society records will be retained 

according to schedule due to the overwritten and deleted data the County has experienced.  

However, it is acknowledged that even though the program has experienced difficulties, they 

can be remedied.  The program was developed with strong features, consistent with quality 
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risk assessment processes in many areas (see qualitative data review above according to the 

JSPI scale items 2 and 3).  The issues to address for the JCDOC are the failure to maintain 

proper documentation and social science research integrity, which has caused significant 

issues in validating the PACT-PS program, as well as possible issues for the program’s 

sustainability. 

 As indicated in the review of risk assessment instruments and program evaluation 

within this study, the feedback loop is essential in order to improve programs and services to 

the youth being served by the PACT-PS Program.  However, “adaptability is highly 

dependent upon the communication that occurs within and external to the organization, as 

well as interpretation and understanding of the learned information” (Johnson, 2002, p. 8).  

The process of providing feedback should be the basis for providing the diagnosis of 

programmatic problems, as well as an opportunity to make improvements.  As noted by 

Chambliss and Schutt, “Evaluation research can provide social scientists with rare 

opportunities to study complex social processes, with real consequences, and to contribute to 

the public good” (2013, p. 255). 

 The feedback provided in this report is intended to contribute to the JCDOC PACT-

PS Program, as well as the literature base within validation and program implementation 

research; as well as to benefit the overall juvenile justice and social science community.  

Within contemporary research, there is a strong recommendation for the integration of 

findings from validation studies on risk assessment instruments and program implementation 

evaluations.  This is not only to improve predictive ability of RAIs, but to also increase the 

overall benefits and processes of applied research in the area of juvenile justice; specifically, 

within the area of risk assessment of juvenile offenders.  These findings are consistent with 
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the work and recommendations of the SPEP put forward by Lipsey and his colleagues 

(2010), noting the need for rigorous evaluation approaches not only for the RAIs, but also for 

the programs and decision-making processes implementing them.  Today’s risk assessment 

process needs to go one step further than evidence-based practices; there is the need for 

integration of the results from those programs and practices into knowledge of how to 

improve them.  This is noted by Flores and his colleagues as the “agency’s response” to the 

classification information (2003, p. 12).  In the case of the PACT-PS within JCDOC and this 

dissertation research, it is the agency’s response to the initial validation and basic program 

implementation evaluation that is critical for the PACT-PS’s success or failure in Johnson 

County Kansas. 
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CHAPTER5 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 Risk assessment is an essential element of the juvenile justice system, especially 

when considering correctional options.  Determining which factors increase a youth’s 

likelihood of recidivism, as well as advancing the risk assessment process from guesswork to 

scientific estimations of probability, depends on solid scientific research evaluating program 

implementation and outcome measures.  As reviewed throughout this research and the 

reported literature regarding evidence-based practices, the entire juvenile justice system 

needs to implement and employ methods based on scientific rigor; practices need to be 

evidence-based (Lipsey et al., 2010).  Influenced by various changing social demographics, 

as well as divergent juvenile justice paradigms that range from a treatment and rehabilitative 

focus, through a “get tough” punitive justice model, to today’s evidence-based approaches, 

the risk assessment process is essential.  This process includes conducting outcome studies, 

as well as program implementation evaluations, to integrate the findings and apply them to 

risk assessment models.  As noted by Flores, Travis, and Latessa (2003, p. 43), the 

importance of these types of assessments is twofold: 

First, it can provide correctional agencies with an indication of the youth’s 

overall risk of re-offending, or threat posed to the community. Second, and 

arguably more importantly, such [tools provide] an in-depth explanation as to 

what factors are driving a youth’s risk level. 

 

As noted earlier within the writings of Shay Bilchik, we have learned “what works,” what is 

needed now is the evaluation of evidence-based practices to be sure what has been 

implemented is what was intended (Lipsey et al., 2010). 
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 The primary research question in the initial validation portion of this research was, 

“Does the PACT-PS adequately predict the risk to recidivate for Johnson County Youth 

based on the risk determinations provided by Assessments.com of low, moderate, moderate-

high, and high risk to reoffend.”  Although conclusions do not result in an affirmation of the 

PACT-PS (i.e., the review of these variables did not show significant ability to predict risk), 

it is possible that the issues with data management, and the secondary review of JIMS data 

rather than PACT-PS actual item data, prevented such validation.  The primary research 

question within the qualitative portion of the research was, “Has the PACT-PS program been 

implemented with integrity?”, has been answered conclusively.  No, it was not implemented 

with integrity; however, improvements can be made to the PACT-PS Program to improve 

those results, as well as increase the likelihood of achieving integral and valid results. 

 This chapter specifies a prescriptive program theory (PPT) by noting what can be 

done to improve the PACT-PS program and process.  The conclusions offered address 

overall research goals, as well as offer an integrated conclusion of the research findings.  As 

noted, by evaluating outcome measures as well as overall integrity of evidence-based 

programs, the probability of program sustainability can be increased.  Recommendations call 

for an integration of theoretical and methodological approaches within risk assessment 

processes, in order to increase the occurrence of integrally implemented risk assessment 

programs.  In this chapter’s conclusion, a discussion is offered of the empirical and 

theoretical implications explored within this study.  These concepts, although fully described 

within the literature review, are communicated here in an encompassing and germane manner 

to provide suggested avenues for further research and application.  These steps to further the 

risk assessment process, if applied, could benefit the JCDOC and the youth it serves. 
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Full Validation, Full Implementation, and 

Data Management Needs 

 

 As reviewed in the literature review, there are typical variables found within most risk 

assessments (Shepherd, Green & Omobien, 2005; Van Voorhis, 2008).  The PACT-PS 

contains a variety of the typical variables noted, included in the Wisconsin Risk Assessment 

Instrument and the YLS/CMI, such as: Questions pertaining to employment and alcohol and 

drug use, as well as family circumstances and parenting; an assessment of attitude 

orientations; questions regarding peer relations and leisure and recreation activities; and, 

details about age of first conviction, charges in the last 12 months, and previous criminal 

history.  The PACT-PS, although not able to be fully validated within the current study, does 

present a variety of the key variables indicated to be strong predictors of future risk of 

recidivism.  The JCDOC would benefit from fully validating the PACT-PS, to not only 

validate the instrument itself, but to provide the research and reported validity needed to 

continue their approach for evidence-based practices and programs. 

 In order to conduct a full validation of the PACT-PS instrument and its measures, and 

to norm the instrument to the Johnson County Kansas population of youthful offenders, the 

JCDOC would need to implement one of the following two recommendations:  1) Sound data 

entry and measurement procedures for internal storage and access to original PACT-PS data 

items; then conduct a full validation of complete data; or, 2) Obtain access to the raw data 

(i.e., each completed PACT-PS and related item responses) from Assessments.com; and, 

complete a full validation of the data.  Either of these methods could be employed to fully 

validate the PACT-PS and determine its reliability in predicting the risk of recidivism; and, is 

necessary in order to justify the PACT-PS’s continued use within the JCDOC.  If a full 

validation is conducted of the PACT-PS, advanced statistical protocol should be employed to 
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be consistent with current recommendations in the field, to include “area under the curve” 

(AUC) review and/or “measures of specificity and sensitivity,” such as receiver operating 

characteristic (ROC) analysis (Baird, 2009; Vogt & Johnson, 2011).  This will aid in 

avoiding a report of false negative results (the absence of high risk, or an incorrect 

identification of risks present). 

 The first option, to create an internal storage and access mechanism for the PACT-PS 

data, would blend well with the County’s current data storage method, the JIMS.  This would 

require working with the technologies department at JCDOC to create software in order to 

enter the PACT-PS data fields into the JIMS storage program.  The 46 response items from 

the PACT-PS could be individually entered and stored in the JIMS in a binary fashion, 

including the Assessments.com risk determination report.  With the implementation of this 

information into the JIMS, with the current storage of data available, the JCDOC would have 

a deeply rich data set available not only for validation of the PACT-PS; but also to review 

and analyze trends and patterns of juvenile criminal occurrence within their juvenile justice 

district.  It would also be a valuable asset to consider cross-program data analysis by 

comparing results across assessment instruments for youth that receive more than one type of 

assessment (i.e., youth that receive the YLS/R, or the DRAI).  This option would require 

strong program monitoring and effective data management; as well as, the establishment of a 

professional and ethical protocol for the receipt and implementation of research outcome and 

evaluation feedback. 

 Quality data input and management is essential for the JCDOC in order to fully 

evaluate their PACT-PS program; and, justify its continued use.  The PACT-PS program has 

been developed and is grounded well within the risk assessment and theoretical literature on 
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recidivism risk; however, the data management issues addressed within this research have 

prevented the PACT-PS from being utilized and implemented in an integral manner.  The 

JCDOC has not fully implemented and utilized the PACT-PS Program as outlined in their 

business protocol; nor has it gained the full benefits the PACT-PS Program appears to offer.  

The PACT-PS needs rigorous scientific validation studies conducted and published in order 

to further develop the instrument into a fully validated effective and strong program. 

 As noted, the PACT-PS is a “young” risk assessment instrument.  Although risk 

assessment instrumentation has developed from first generation to fourth generation risk 

assessment instruments that include static and dynamic risk indicators as well as the 

identification of strengths and protective factors within the youth’s environments, the 

JCDOC PACT-PS evaluates static risk factors only.  This is effective for risk factor 

identification, the goal of the process for the JCDOC; however, identifying static risk factors 

do not present factors amenable to change.  The identification of dynamic risk factors within 

the risk assessment process may aid the JCDOC in identifying factors that could be addressed 

within follow-up programming that could further the possibility of reducing recidivism risks. 

 The second option recommended would be for the JCDOC to purchase the raw data 

from Assessments.com, in order to conduct a full validation of the 46-item instrument.  

Either of these two options would require the JCDOC to either hire a full-time statistical 

expert, or consult with one on a regular contractual basis, to work specifically with the 

PACT-PS risk assessment program.  This statistical expert is needed to oversee and manage 

the data obtained, and the research process and related protocol.  The expert would oversee 

the research data and process; and, train current JCDOC employees toward the relevance of 

social science data and evaluation.  This would aid in establishing data acquisition protocol 
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and storage methods most conducive to a full validation and continued program 

implementation integrity evaluation; as well as a method to provide oversight to the research 

process and support JCDOC’s evidence-based practices. 

 The JCDOC need to consider methods to provide a quality assurance measure and 

review of their data in order to assure it is entered correctly into JIMS, as well as to ensure 

proper data management and storage.  Additionally, it appears the JCDOC is not fully 

utilizing and benefitting from the comprehensive data and information included within the 

PACT-PS.  Although service recommendations are made to the youth at the conclusion of the 

PACT-PS motivational interview, there is no method in place to follow-up on those referrals 

unless the youth is assessed at a higher risk level.  Within the JCDOC, there is a small 

portion of the overall youth risk assessed at higher levels (12% of the total that completed the 

PACT-PS within the current data under review were moderate-high or high risk to 

recidivate). 

 Additionally, there seems to be a disconnect between the initial PACT-PS risk 

assessment process, and follow-up assessments and efforts to reduce recidivism.  “The 

instrument offers opportunities to identify overall risk, as well as specific criminogenic 

needs,” this provides the opportunity to drive case management efforts (Flores et al., 2003, p. 

46).  Justifiably, the PACT-PS is a pre-screen tool to determine a youth’s level of risk to 

recidivate; it “is intended to provide a standardized, quantifiable measure of a youth’s overall 

risk, and more importantly a standardized, objective, empirically informed measure of the 

youth’s need areas which are driving that risk” (Flores et al., 2003, p. 46).  However, of the 

3,036 youth that completed the PACT-PS within the current data review, 366 youths were 

assessed at the higher levels of risk; and, are the only youth that will receive a follow-up 
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review of risk and treatment referrals (via the YLS-I and DRAI assessment tools).  The 

JCDOC would benefit from implementing a follow-up protocol with all youth served by the 

PACT-PS risk assessment process, to increase the likelihood of reduced recidivism; and, 

improve outcome measures (i.e., a follow-up survey, an interview, and/or a questionnaire). 

 Finally, as noted within the literature review, the benefits of a risk assessment 

instrument (RAI) can be limited if the instrument itself is not validated within the population 

that it is serving.  As noted, issues can arise when transferring RAIs across populations, such 

as with the reformulation of the PACT-PS process from its original implementation in 

Florida.  The Florida model, validated by Baglivio (2007), included the PACT-PS and the 

full PACT, including follow-up and closing procedures with the youth.  There were changes 

made to the risk assessment process when the PACT-PS was transferred to the JCDOC, 

which consisted primarily of the use of the PACT-PS only.  Also, the weighting of the 

independent variables within the regression analysis during the computation of risk and 

assignment of risk categories, without understanding the impact those changes can have on 

the validity of the instrument itself.  Although the weighting of the independent variables was 

not available for review in this research, it is highly recommended that during a full 

validation process of the PACT-PS, the weights are evaluated to determine their impact on 

validity of the PACT-PS.  If the weighting is reviewed upon full validation, it is also 

recommended that risk factors that are considered pertinent for calculating risk for female 

adolescent offenders are evaluated.  As noted in the literature review, certain risk factors may 

have differing response thresholds for females vs. males (e.g., family dysfunction, peer 

delinquency, and internalized protective mechanisms); and, results may vary by gender. 
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 The JCDOC and the JCAB at the outset of the current study were seeking 

independent validation of the PACT-PS due to the high number of low risk determinations 

that were being calculated; they were questioning the instruments predictive validity across 

populations.  One issue that presents here naturally is that a large portion of youthful 

offenders, as noted above, will enter the criminal justice system as low-risk offenders.  

Additionally, the original modeled instrument (i.e., the PACT in Florida), was the full 

assessment instrument and process.  The instrument implemented in JCDOC was the pre-

screen only.  The pre-screen is intended for a “quick assessment of risk to reoffend and can 

be used to determine the need for further assessment” (Center for Families, Children & the 

Courts, 2011, p. 9).  This change in program design and implementation can have an impact 

on the RAIs predictive validity due to both a change in the tools instrumentation; as well as, 

cross population dissemination, and changes in the rate of behavior between the two 

populations, which can impact the RAIs validity (Jimerson et al., 2004). 

Empirical and Theoretical Implications 

 

 In addition to identifying youthful offender’s risk to recidivate and their needs for 

treatment and rehabilitation, the JCDOC could benefit from evaluating aspects of existing 

social capital and social efficacy within Johnson County Kansas.  This type of “sense of 

community” research can provide an understanding of the level of social capital available to 

aid in recidivism reduction (i.e., through the use of community programs and building on 

strong relationships).  This assessment of social capital and efficacy could be integrated into 

service referrals, in order to reduce the likelihood of recidivism, via the use of intermediate 

sanctions and community corrections approaches.  The information obtained within the risk 

assessment process of youthful offenders in Johnson County Kansas, within the individual 
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sections of the PACT-PS, contains rich information on social factors influencing youth’s risk 

to recidivate.  For example, portions of the PACT-PS inquire about the youth’s educational 

location and experiences, their familial relations and social ties, as well as their attitudes and 

perspectives related to deviant behavior and aspects of authority.   

 The factors noted are highly related to the concepts of social capital and social 

efficacy (i.e., social cohesion or disorganization, and social integration), which can impact an 

adolescent’s risk to engage in criminal behavior during their development.  By delving 

further into these community factors, there may be ways to identify both strengths and 

deficiencies of social capital within each offender’s history; and, provide avenues to aid in 

remedying the issues presented.  A full validation of the PACT-PS data could provide 

information to the JCDOC regarding the young offender’s construction of reality, based upon 

their understanding of various aspects of the world.  Additionally, as noted within the 

literature review, evaluating aspects of social capital and collective efficacy is not to simply 

consider levels of social organization or the level of social ties, but requires the “process of 

activating or converting social ties to achieve desired outcomes” (Cullen & Agnew, 2011, p. 

95).  Within the PACT-PS process, identifying the level of social capital and collective 

efficacy for each youth could aid in converting that knowledge into ways to reach the desired 

outcome, which is reducing recidivism risk. 

 This type of “sense of community” research within the Johnson County Kansas could 

provide rich information on the changing social norms and culture for the youth within the 

community.  It can aid in determining the current “American Dream” for the youth within 

Johnson County Kansas, how they are socialized toward the norms of the community, and 

what levels of “conflict” and “control” are needed according to theoretical findings.  As 
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noted within the literature review, various social constructions of reality can develop within a 

community depending on the differing experiences of its residents.  For example, although it 

was stated in the literature review that employment opportunities are generally good in 

Johnson County Kansas, as well as its economic growth and strong schools, this may not be 

the case for various youth contacted by the police.  Although Johnson County Kansas has 

many strong indicators of social capital and collective efficacy, this may not be what youth 

who become involved with the correctional process are experiencing.  Evaluating the “shared 

reality,” and the various forms of social construction based upon each individual offender’s 

dynamic perceptions determined by their subjective meanings attributed to their experiences, 

may aid in furthering the identification of risk.  It is possible that through community 

assessment and research, i.e., identification of the various constructions of reality within the 

body of youthful offenders, could aid in determining the best approaches of how to intervene. 

 As noted within the review of Johnson County Kansas provided within the literature 

review, this community rates high on measures of social capital and social cohesion overall 

(see the section titled, “Social Organization Indicators: Johnson County Kansas”).  However, 

when considering situations for individual youth, there may discrepancies identified that 

could aid in determining “best approaches.”  The indicators highlighted that reflect strong 

avenues of social capital were elements such as employment opportunities, nationally ranked 

schools, low crime rates, and high quality neighborhoods (OIR, 2012).  Johnson County 

Kansas has numerous recreational opportunities for youth, as well as options for community 

corrections.  When a youth completes the PACT-PS, information is obtained on their levels 

of social capital and social efficacy from within the subcategories of the 46-item review (e.g., 

parent’s employment, marital status, and the youth’s educational situation).  In Putnam’s 
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conceptualization of social capital, identifying these factors would be key to assessing the 

youth’s level of trust and social participation (Messner, Baumer & Rosenfeld, 2004).  This is 

relevant when considering Sampson’s Theory of Collective Efficacy, which notes the higher 

the level of social capital available to youth in a community, the lower the risk of deviant 

and/or criminal behavior.  Identifying aspects of social capital for each youth within the 

PACT-PS risk assessment process, and tying that to both service recommendations and 

intermediate sanctioning opportunities, could aid in the further the identification of strengths 

and/or needs for youth within their social environments in order to reduce recidivism risk. 

 Such variables are often difficult to research due to the sensitivity and stigmatization 

often associated with “labeling” individuals; and, it is often difficult to assess a community’s 

level of “social capital” due to varying definitions of what differing communities define as an 

“asset” within their community.  However, an attempt to research variables related to “social 

capital” within the community of a program’s service creates an opportunity to assess overall 

avenues for success or failure of a program at the community level.  Within the current 

research, the risk assessment process may be better understood by providing a review of 

“social capital” factors within Johnson County Kansas.  This examination could include a 

review of the youth’s social bonds and avenues of “access to resources,” within the 

framework of today’s changing youth culture and society. 

 Factors relating to concepts of social capital are highly relevant to the “cost of 

living,” as well as the “quality of living” in Johnson County Kansas, according to a variety of 

“profiles” of Johnson County Kansas (see literature review).  By evaluating levels of “social 

capital” within the community, as well as individual youth levels of risk, the PACT-PS 

program’s value and overall effectiveness at reducing recidivism could be enhanced.  A 
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community overview approach of “social capital,” conducted in collaboration with individual 

level risk assessment, could aid in increasing the PACT-PS’s overall program effectiveness.  

This critical reflection and application of outcome and evaluation feedback into the structure 

of the risk assessment process within the JCDOC, including a review of social capital and 

collective efficacy within the community it serves, could not only further knowledge on 

“what works” in Johnson County Kansas to reduce the risk of recidivism for its youth, it can 

aid in building stronger and more integrally effective programs. 
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APPENDIX A 

Original Letter of Collaboration 
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APPENDIX B 

Second Revised Letter of Collaboration 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Agreement #3 – December 26, 2012 - Proposal to move forward 
 

The memo and proposed final agreement has been summarized below: 

 

1. Notation made of approvals received from dissertation committee to proceed with project 

for dissertation completion as a basic validation and an evaluation of the program.  “The 

project had potential to be a strong validation project, were there not the numerous data 

issues; however, it still has value and merit as a research project due to the discovery and 

handling of those issues.”  The research is the dissertation; “even though [the PI] was not 

able to secure appropriate data to complete the initial study, after review, the Chair is 

satisfied requirements were met (i.e., displaying knowledge and ability to complete the 

research protocol).  The final proposal was a suggested approach to bring the PACT-PS 

validation and program review to a close. 

2. The PI offered to complete the full validation, in a renewed agreement with the JCDOC at 

a later time (i.e., after dissertation completion); if they wanted to purchase the “flat file” 

(the PACT-PS original data items) from Assessments.com, for validation purposes. 

3. The product offered to the JCDOC for the conclusion of the project was an initial 

validation of recidivism, based on the 2011 data sent by the JCDOC by converting the 

Excel table into SPSS and evaluating it (i.e., based on basic recidivism and risk 

classification, gender, and age). It was explained that the statistical review would be very 

basic and “generic” due to the available data’s sophistication level.  A request was made 

for additional data from 2012, in the same format from 2011, to look for recidivism issues.  

The validation would not be a full validation, which is not possible without evaluating the 

instrument data itself, which to date has not been fully available.  An explanation was 

offered of the revised protocol necessary with IRB, as well as the Codebook.  An initial 

review of inter-rater reliability was offered [Note: although, not being completed at this 

time due to the decline of receipt of information by the JCDOC].  A business report format 

was offered as an initial report; with the final full report of the materials being explicated 

in the dissertation submitted for publication with Dissertation Abstracts, through 

submission to the University of Missouri, Kansas City’s Graduate School process.  It was 

explained that copyright would be owned by the PI, and the report would not be available 

for dissemination until after the dissertation as published.  The JCDOC declined further 

revisions of the initial report after January, 2013. 

4. Explanation offered for decline of offered non-disclosure agreement with 

Assessments.com for access to “proprietary” information on the risk calculation 

determinations for the PACT-PS.  This was declined to prevent any issues for publication 

of the dissertation. 
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5. The PI explained the addition of the Director of the Applied Research and Education 

Center at Indiana University Southeast to her Dissertation Committee, due to background 

working with government agencies and research projects. 
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APPENDIX D 

The Positive Achievement Change Tool – Pre-Screen (PACT-PS) 
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APPENDIX E 

 

 

Table 2.1 “Highlights in the Development of Juvenile Justice” 

From:  

John T. Whitehead and Steven P. Lab’s book titled, 

“Juvenile Justice: An Introduction, Fifth Edition,” page 30. 

 

Although the table formatting is slightly different from the formatting in the book noted 

above, all typed information is noted verbatim from the text.  

 

Table 2.1 Highlights in the Development of Juvenile Justice 
 

16
th
-17

th
 century 

 

concept of “childhood” begins to emerge 

 
1825 first House of Refuge opened in New York 

 

1838 Ex parte Crouse established “parens patriae” as basis for state intervention 

with youths 
 

1841 probation stared in Boston by John Augustus 

 
mid-1800s development of cottage reformatories for juveniles 

 

1892 New York legislation enacted providing for separate trials for youthful 
offenders 

 

1899 first juvenile court in Cook County (Chicago), Illinois 

 
1905 Commonwealth  v. Fisher – reaffirmation of parens patriae philosophy for 

juvenile court 

 
1912 U.S. Children’s Bureau established to oversee juvenile justice 

 

1920 all but three states with juvenile court; 320 separate juvenile courts in the 

United States 
 

1920-1960 growth of juvenile justice system – separate institutions, few legal challenges, 

new agencies and treatments 
 

1966 Kent v. U.S. – beginning of legal challenges to parens patriae and juvenile 

justice processing 
 

1970-present increasing growth of due process in juvenile justice and emphasis on 

punishment in juvenile and criminal justice systems 
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APPENDIX F 

 

This table is replicated from M. Shader’s article titled, “Risk factors for delinquency: An 

overview,” from the U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office of 

Juvenile and Delinquency Prevention, p. 4. 
 

Risk and Protective Factors, by Domain 

Risk Factor 
 

Domain Early Onset (ages 6-11) Late Onset (ages 12-14) Protective Factor* 

Individual General offenses 

Substance use 
Being male 

Aggression** 

Hyperactivity 

Problem (antisocial) 

   behavior 

Exposure to television 

   violence 

Medical, physical problems 

Low IQ 

Antisocial attitudes, beliefs 

Dishonesty** 

General offenses 

Restlessness 
Difficulty concentrating** 

Risk taking 

Aggression** 

Being male 

Physical violence 

Antisocial attitudes, beliefs 

Crimes against persons 

Problem (antisocial) 

   behavior 

Low IQ 

Substance abuse 

Intolerant attitude  

   toward deviance 
High IQ 

Being female 

Positive social 

   Orientation 

Perceived sanctions for 

   transgressions 

Family Low socioeconomic status/ 

   poverty 

Antisocial parents 

Poor parent-child relationship 

Harsh, lax, or inconsistent 

discipline 

Broken home 

Separation from parents 

Other conditions 

Abusive parents 

Neglect 

Poor parent-child relationship 

Harsh or lax discipline 

Poor monitoring, supervision 

Low parental involvement 

Antisocial parents 

Broken home 

Low socioeconomic status/ 

   poverty 

Abusive parents 

Family conflict** 

Warm, supportive 

   relationships with 

   parents or other adults 

Parents’ positive 

   evaluation of peers 

Parental monitoring 

School Poor attitude, performance Poor attitude, performance 
Academic failure 

Commitment to school 
Recognition for 

   involvement in 

   conventional activities 

Peer group Weak social ties 

Antisocial peers 

Weak social ties 

Antisocial, delinquent peers 

Gang membership 

Friends who engage in 

   conventional behavior 

Community  Neighborhood crime, drugs 

Neighborhood disorganization 

 

 

* Age of onset not known. 

** Males only 
 

Source: Adapted from Office of the Surgeon General, 2001. 
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Appendix G 

Summary Table and Overview of the Risk Assessment Instruments in use in California 

Also Representative of Common RAIs in the Juvenile Justice System 

 

 Back on Track 

(BOT)/Washington 

State Juvenile Court 

Assessment 

(WSJCA) 

Positive Achievement 

Change Tool (PACT) 

Youth Level of 

Service/Case 

Management 

Inventory System 

(YLS/CMI) 

Risk and Resiliency 

Checkup (RRC)* 

Juvenile 

Assessment and 

Intervention 

System (JAIS) 

COMPAS 

Includes 

Prescreen 

Yes Yes Yes No Risk items can be 

used as a prescreen 

Yes: a detention 

screener 

Number of Items Prescreen: 27 items 

Full assessment: 97 

items 

Prescreen: 46 items 

Full assessment: 126 

items 

Screener: 8 items 

Full instrument: 42 

items 

60 items Boys form: 76 items 

Girls form: 88 items 

Detention screener: 

25 items 

Full assessment: 

171 items ** 

Domains 

Assessed 

1. Criminal history 

2. School 

3. Use of free time 

4. Employment 

5. Relationships 

6. Family 
7. Alcohol and 

Drugs 

8. Mental health 

9. Attitudes and 

behaviors 

10. Skills 

1. Criminal history 

2. Demographics 

3. Education 

4. Use of free time 

5. Employment 

6. Relationships 
7. Family 

8. Alcohol and drugs 

9. Mental health 

10. Attitudes and 

behaviors 

11. Aggression 

12. Skills 

1. Prior and current 

offenses 

2. Family and 

parenting 

3. Education and 

employment 
4. Peer relations 

5. Substance abuse 

6. Leisure and 

recreation 

7. Personality and 

behavior 

8. Attitudes and 

orientation 

1. Delinquency 

2. Education 

3. Family 

4. Peer relations 

5. Substance use 

6. Individual factors 

1. Risk for 

recidivism 

2. Supervision 

strategy 

classification 

3. Principal service 
needs 

4. Special concerns 

1. Historical 

Information 

2. Usual behavior 

and peers 

3. Personality and 

attitudes 
4. Substance abuse 

and sexual 

behavior 

5. School and 

education 

6. Family 

socialization and 

living situation 

Classification 

Scores 

Prescreen: 

1.  Total risk level 

 

Full assessment: 

1.  Static risk 
2. Dynamic risk 

3. Static protective 

4. Dynamic 

protective 

1. Risk to reoffend 

2. Risk score 

3. Protective factors 

score 

1. Total risk 

2. Subscale scores 

for each of the 8 

domains 

1. Total resiliency 

2. Total protective 

3. Total risk 

1. Supervision 

strategy 

classification and 

case plan approach 

2. Risk level 
3. Principal service 

needs 

4. Special concerns 

32 risk and need 

scale scores 
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(page 2 of table) BOT/WSJCA PACT YLS/CMI RRC JAIS COMPAS 

Informs Case 

management 

Planning 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Established 

Validity 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Normed for Girls Yes: but scores need 

to be adjusted for 

gender 

Yes: predictors were 

somewhat different for 

boys and girls 

Yes Yes Yes: different 

versions for boys 

and girls 

Yes 

Normed for 

Minority 
Populations 

Yes Yes Yes Yes* Yes Yes 

Web-Based 

Scoring/Reporting 

Yes Yes No: online software 

for updated 2.0 

version still under 

development 

Yes Yes Yes 

       

 
*RRC Resiliency Score may be less predictive of recidivism for Hispanic youth. 
**COMPAS: Not all scales must be administered. Length can be adjusted to fit needs and staff workload. 
 
This document is recreated from the summary table provided at the end of the document titled, “Screenings and Assessments Used in the Juvenile Justice 

System. Juvenile Risk and Needs Screenings and Assessments: An overview of risk and needs instruments used in California’s juvenile justice system.”  File 

located at http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/AOCBrief_RiskAndNeedsAssessement_rev011012.pdf. Date of access: March, 2013. 
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APPENDIX H 

 

The following images are provided as examples of the types of reports available with 

implementation of the PACT-PS.  The JCDOC receives the Summary Risk Report, as well as 

the PACT Mental Health Report, after risk calculations have been determined by 

Assessments.com (ADC).  Each youth is assessed risk determination scores, as well as a risk 

determination categorization of low, moderate, moderate-high, or high risk to re-offend. 

 

 
 

The JCDOC also receives the PACT Mental Health Report, displayed by the following 

example: 
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The Comparative Risk Report, noted by the ADC as an available option for the PACT-PS, 

would generate the following type of report: 
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APPENDIX I 

Population Differences: Florida to Kansas# 

 
 
 

National Florida Kansas Johnson 
County 

Population Demographics (According to "Quick Facts" guides from the Census Bureau, 2012) 

Total Population* 313,914,040 19,317,568 2,885,905 559,913 
Population under 18** 23.7% 

(~74,397,627) 
21.0% 

(~4,056,689) 
25.2% 

(~727,248) 
26.0% 

(~145,557) 
Female (2011) 50.8% 50.8% 50.3% 51.1 
White (2011) 78.1% 78.5% 87.4% 88.2% 

White not Hispanic (2011) 63.4% 57.5% 77.8% 81.6% 
Persons of Hispanic/Latino 

Origin (2011) 
16.7% 22.9% 10.8% 7.3% 

Black (2011) 13.1% 16.5% 6.1% 4.7% 
American Indian and Alaskan 

Native (2011) 
1.2% 0.5% 1.2% 0.5% 

Asian (2011) 5.0% 2.6% 2.5% 4.3% 
Native Hawaiian and Other 

Pacific Islander (2011) 
0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 

Persons reporting two or more 
races (2011) 

2.3% 1.8% 2.7% 2.2% 

Crime Indicators (these are crimes reported by the Unified Crime Reports, 2010) ***  

Total # Violent Crimes 439.7 612.6 412.0 See Appendix J 
for indicators of 

juvenile crime 
reported by the 
JCDOC, at end 

of year 2010 

Murders 5.1 5.5 4.7 
Forcible rapes 28.5 29.7 42.7 

Robberies 137.6 166.8 66.7 
Aggravated assaults 268.6 410.6 297.9 

Total Property Crimes 3071.5 3,841.1 3,249.4 
Burglaries 724.9 981.2 690.0 

Larceny/thefts 2080.6 2588.7 2,341.3 
Motor vehicle thefts 266.0 271.2 218.2   

Social and Economic Population Demographics (Census Bureau, 2011) 

Foreign born persons**** 12.8% 19.2% 8.1% 6.5% 
High school graduates***** 85.4% 85.5% 89.5% 95.6% 

Bachelor’s degree***** 28.2% 26.0% 29.7% 51.3% 
Median household income 

2007-2011 
$52,762 $47,827 $50,594 $74,761 

Per Capita Money Income****** $27,915 $26,733 $26,545 $38,428 
Persons below poverty level in 

2007-2011 
14.3% 14.7% 12.6% 5.9% 

*Numbers reported within this table were obtained from the USA Quick Facts from the U.S. Census Bureau, 
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/00000.html, Date of Access: April 26, 2013 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013a, b, and c).  
*These are the 2012 population estimates from the Census Bureau 

**The number provided is an approximate number, calculated from the 2011 % of the total population in 2012. 
***Rates per 100,000 population offenses reported to law enforcement. 
****Percent, in the years 2007-2011  
*****Noted as high school graduates or higher, percent of persons age 25+, in the years 2007-2011. 
******Noted as in the past 12 months (2011 dollars), 2007-2011 
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APPENDIX J 

 

A partial summary of youth crimes committed in Johnson County Kansas, as reported by the 

Johnson County Department of Corrections (JCDOC), through intake and screening for 

Corrections and Court Services Partners.  This information was received directly from the 

JCDOC in an Excel file; and, has been reformatted for presentation in this table.  All of the 

crimes reported in 2010 are not summarized within this table; this is a “sampling” of the 

crimes commited. 

 

Type of Offense Total for 2010 

Theft 652 

     Misdemeanor 617 

     Felony 35 

Identity Theft – Felony 3 

Auto Burglary 61 

     Felony 54 

Aggravated Burglary – Felony  7 

Burglary – Felony 120 

Criminal Damage to Property 159 

     Misdemeanor 147 

     Felony 12 

Criminal Trespass – Misdemeanor 63 

Battery 332 

     Misdemeanor 280 

     Aggravated Battery 15 

     Sexual Battery (Touching) – Misdemeanor 3 

     Battery Against Youth Center Officer 2 

     Battery Against a School Official – Misdemeanor 20 

     Battery of Law Enforcement Officer – Misdemeanor 12 

     Battery of Law Enforcement Officer – Felony 2 

Assault 59 

     Misdemeanor 24 

     Felony 35 

Aggravated Robbery – Felony 9 

Gang Intimidation – Felony 8 

Rape – Felony 1 

Aggravated Arson 4 

Arson – Felony 4 

Criminal Use of an Explosive – Felony 5 

Possession of  

     Marijuana – Misdemeanor 270 

     Narcotics – Misdemeanor 4 

Table Continued on Next Page 
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Type of Offense Total for 2010 

     Opiates – Felony 5 

     Amphetamines – Felony 4 

Possession of Stolen Property 12 

     Misdemeanor 8 

     Felony 4 

Minor in Possession (MIP) – Misdemeanor 335 

Possession of Paraphernalia  212 

Sale and Distribution of Marijuana – Felony 8 
Source: Excel file documentation, PI received directly from the Johnson County 

Department of Corrections, Olathe, Kansas. 
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APPENDIX K 

Table A1, “Dimensions of Social Capital,” significantly duplicated from the Appendix 

section of “Dimensions of Social Capital and Rates of Criminal Homicide,” by Steven F. 

Messner, Eric P. Baumer, and Richard Rosenfeld.  Published in 2004 in the American 

Sociological Review, volume 69, number 6, ages 882-903. 

This table is being illustrated to provide aspects of social capital; these factors have been 

measured and reported within the research and work of the above noted authors. 

Variable Variable Definition and Metric
10

 

Social Trust Percentage of residents who say, in general, that most people can be 

trusted; levels of trust in neighbors, coworkers, fellow religious 

worshippers, shopkeepers, the local news media, and local police.  

Political Engagement Residents registered to vote, percentage who voted in previous 

election(s), percentage who have served as an officer or served on a 

committee of a local club or organization; levels of attendance at public 

meetings to discuss town or school affairs, knowledge of political 

leaders, and interest in politics. 

Political Activism Percentage attending political meetings or rallies, signed a petition, 

participated in demonstrations, protests, boycotts, or marches, 

participation in a political group, those that belonged to a group that took 

action for reform 

Community Social Service Percentage of residents involved with a parent’s association or other 

school support or service groups, involved in youth organizations such as 

the scouts, 4-H Clubs, involved in organizations for senior citizens or 

older people, involved in service clubs and fraternal organizations 

Community Activism Percentage of residents involved in neighborhood block association or 

crime watch group, in a social welfare organization or civil rights 

organization, or involved in a literary or art group 

Community Involvement Number of days residents attended club meetings, took part in a 

community celebration, parade, sports or art event; belong to a hobby, 

investment, or garden club, who belong to other clubs, and worked on a 

community project 

Religious Participation Percentage of residents who are members of a church or synagogue, 

attend religious services weekly or almost weekly, who participated in an 

organization affiliated with religion or church activities other than 

regularly scheduled services, and those that volunteered for their place of 

worship 

                                                        
10 The definitions provided in this recreated table are not exact quotes from the table and appendix in the 
original article; although, this table is heavily referenced from the original table. 
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Variable Variable Definition and Metric
10

 

Workplace Connections Number of persons involved with a labor union or trade association 

Volunteering and Charity Number of times residents engaged in unpaid work to help people 

besides family and friends, volunteered to help fight a health problem or 

for a youth program, or a program that helps the poor or elderly, an art or 

cultural organization, or a neighborhood or civic group; those that 

contributed $100 or more to a religious or non religious charity  

Altruism Percentage of residents who donated blood in the past 12 months 

Informal Socializing Number of friends reported by residents, the number with whom they 

confide, have talked with or visited immediate neighbors, socialized with 

coworkers outside of work, or played cards or board games with others, 

visited with relatives in person, and had friends over to their house 

Team Sports Percentage of residents who have been involved with a sports league or 

club, and have played a team sport 
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APPENDIX L 

Youth Data Sheet
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APPENDIX M 

ORIGINAL CODEBOOK 

The Risk of Recidivism: Johnson County Juvenile Offender Risk Assessment Inter-rater 
Reliability and Validation Study of the Positive Achievement Change Tool-Pre-Screen (PACT-

PS) 
 

PPAACCTT--PPSS  VVaalliiddaattiioonn  DDaattaa  --  CCOODDEEBBOOOOKK  
 
 
1 participant# 

 Participant ID # - These will run in consecutive order and include all youth on the data logs from July 1, 2009 

through December 31, 2010 (NTA and LEO Drop Offs).  

  Numeric entry (8) 

2 dob   

 Date of birth (this is reflected on the JIAC intake sheet) 

  Date entry (mm/dd/yyyy) (have to enter the "/" for date to enter appropriately in SPSS) 

3 age 

 Age at time of occurrence (LEO or NTA) (this is reflected on the JIAC intake sheet) 

  Numeric entry (2) 

4 dateintake 

 Date of intake at the Juvenile Detention Center by the LEO or the date of intake due to the NTA  

  Date entry (mm/dd/yyyy) (have to enter the "/" for date to enter appropriately in SPSS) 

5 timestartintake 

 Time the intake was begun; this should be noted in military time 00:00 

 Time entry (e.g., 22:30) (have to enter the ":" for time to enter appropriately in SPSS) 

6 timestopintake 

 Time the intake was completed, this should be noted in military time 00:00 

  Time entry (e.g., 22:30) (have to enter the ":" for time to enter appropriately in SPSS) 

7 totaltimeintake 

The total amount of time the intake took to complete, this should be noted minutes. 

  Numeric entry (5)  (Note: Dr. Fry said this can be calculated in SPSS – look up) 
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8 (open variable) 

 X 

Scale 1 = X 

 2 = X 

 3 = No response/blank 

9 judge 

 Judge on the youth's case, as reflected on the ?  (this may end up being a blank field – original access to data 
provided this information, not sure we’ll still have access with all the changes) 

 String entry (15) 

10 highschool 
 Youth's high school, as reflected on the JIAC intake sheet (Note: Do not refer to the data log for this 

information, although it is listed, T Dugan noted that it is often not updated in the JIMS system and the data 
log could be incorrect, use the JIAC intake sheet as first option, then police report if it is not listed on the 
intake sheet). 

 String entry (40) 

11 highschoolgrade 
 Youth's grade in high school, as reflected on the JIAC intake sheet. 

  Numeric entry (2) 
12 intakeworker 

 The intake worker that worked with the youth upon the youth's contact with the JDC (noted on JIAC intake 
sheet) 

 String entry (15) 

13 releasedto 
 This is who the youth was released to (i.e., parent, guardian, etc).  You do not need to list the “name” of the 

individual, list their “title,” such as parent, sister, grandparent, aunt, uncle, etc.  

 String entry (50) 

 

 Variables from 14 - 144 are the actual PACT-PS instrument items, including indicator (or "dummy") variables, as can 
be seen in each variable's name.  Each variable is being defined as well as each Domain for a complete understanding 
of the variables and their context.  Although Assessments.com provides an overall rating of low, moderate, moderate-
high, and high risk to reoffend, being utilized as a criterion in the current research evaluation, it is possible to evaluate 
various theoretical components from the data obtained in regard to relationships that may present themselves from 
within Domain characteristics, as well as across Domains.  These theoretical components will be explored within the 
statistical evaluation of the data; for now, clear definitions of each variable of the instrument needs to be explicated. 
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Domain 1: Record of Referrals 

Domain 1 is auto-populated from the referral history contained in the CMS System database. In order for Domain 1 to 
accurately reflect the entire referral history, any referrals not included in the database must be added manually in this 
section offered [in the space provided] below. Once each referral, reflecting only the most serious offense within that 
referral, has been entered and saved, relevant items/responses within Domain 1 will be automatically recalculated.  
(Italics and bold in the original instrument.) 

Domain 1 Definitions: Referrals, rather than offenses, are used to assess the persistence of re-offending by the youth. 
Referrals should be included in Domain 1 if either (a) they have a qualifying disposition or (b) they have no qualifying 
disposition, but are less than 18 months old from the date of the referral. This includes the current and prior matters. 
Qualifying dispositions include: Youth Court, diversion (informal contract, formal, or Drug Court), deferred prosecution, 
and adjudication withheld, adjudication, or waiver to adult court. Note: In some jurisdictions, a 'referral' is also known 
as a 'petition.' (Italics on original instrument.) 

 

14 item1.1agefirstoffend 

 Age at first offense: The age at the time of the offense for which the minor was referred to juvenile court for 
the first time on a non-traffic misdemeanor or felony that resulted in diversion, adjudication withheld, 
adjudication, deferred prosecution or referral to adult court. 

Scale 1 = 12 and under 

 2 = 13 to14 

 3 = 15 

 4 = 16 

 5 = Over 16 

 6 = None 

 7 = No response/blank 

Felony and misdemeanor referrals: Items 2 and 3 are mutually exclusive and should add to the total number 
of referrals as defined in "Domain 1 Definitions" (see above). (Italics on original instrument.) 

15 item1.2misdreferal 

 Misdemeanor referrals: Total number of referrals, as defined in "Domain 1 Definitions" (see above), for which 
the most serious offense was a non-traffic misdemeanor that resulted in diversion, adjudication withheld, 
adjudication, deferred prosecution or referral to adult court (regardless of whether successfully completed).  

Scale 1 = None or one 

 2 = Two 

 3 = Three or four 

 4 = Five or more 

 5 = No response/blank 

  

Note:  Color coding information below: 

 Variables highlighted in yellow are “regular” or standard variables. 

 Variables highlighted in blue are indicator or “dummy” variables, 
created due to multiple response items.  Due to the way the County has 
prepared the data for printing and submission for analysis, these items 

may require extra attention to wording when coding (due to “double 

negative.”  Also, recode later for analysis will be needed. 
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16 item1.3felonyreferal 

 Felony referrals: Total number of referrals, as defined in "Domain 1 Definitions" (see above), for which the 
most serious offense was for a felony offense that resulted in diversion, adjudication withheld, adjudication, 
deferred prosecution or referral to adult court (regardless of whether successfully completed).  

Scale 1 = None 

 2 = One 

 3 = Two 

 4 = Three or more 

 5 = No response/blank 

Against-person or weapon referrals: Items 4, 5, and 6 are mutually exclusive and should add to the total number of 
referrals, as defined in "Domain 1 Definitions" (see above), that involve an against-person or weapon offense, 
including sex offenses that resulted in diversion, adjudication withheld, adjudication, deferred prosecution or referral 
to adult court (regardless of whether successfully completed). (Italics on original instrument.) 

 

17 item1.4weaponreferal 

 Weapon referrals: Total number of referrals for which the most serious offense was a firearm/weapon charge 
or a weapon enhancement finding. 

Scale 1 = None 

 2 = One or more 

 3 = No response/blank 

18 item1.5againstpersonmisdref 

 Against-person misdemeanor referrals: Total number of referrals for which the most serious offense was an 
against-person misdemeanor, a misdemeanor involving threats, force, or physical harm to another person or 
sexual misconduct (assault, coercion, harassment, intimidation, etc.). 

Scale 1 = None 

 2 = One 

 3 = Two or more 

 4 = No response/blank 

19 item1.6againstpersonfelonyref 

 Against-person felony referrals: Number of referrals for which the most serious offense was an against-
person felony involving force or physical harm to another person including sexual misconduct defined as a 
violent felony.  

Scale 1 = None 

 2 = One or two 

 3 = Three or more 

 4 = No response/blank 

 

Sex offense referrals: Items 7 and 8 are mutually exclusive and should add to the total number of referrals, as 
defined in "Domain 1 Definitions" (see above), that involve a sex offense or sexual misconduct.  

 

  



  

220 
 

20 item1.7sexualmiscmisdref 

 Item # 7. Sexual misconduct misdemeanor referrals: Total number of referrals for which the most serious 
offense was a sexual misconduct misdemeanor including obscene phone calls, indecent exposure, obscenity, 
pornography, public indecency, or misdemeanors with sexual motivation. 

Scale 1 = None 

 2 = One 

 3 = Two or more 

 4 = No response/blank 

21 item1.8felonysexoffenseref 

 Item # 8. Felony sex offense referrals: Total number of referrals for which the most serious offense was a 
felony sex offense involving sexual motivation including carnal knowledge, child molestation, communication 
with minor for immoral purpose, incest, indecent exposure, indecent liberties, promoting pornography, 
rape/sodomy, sexual misconduct, or voyeurism.  

Scale 1 = None 

 2 = One 

 3 = Two or more 

 4 = No response/blank 

22 item1.9confineindeten48hour 

 Item # 9. Confinements in detention where minor was held for at least 48 hours: Number of times the minor 
was held for at least 48 hours physically confined in a detention facility. 

Scale 1 = None 

 2 = One 

 3 = Two 

 4 = Three or more 

 5 = No response/blank 

23 item1.10commitmentorder1day 

 Item # 10. Commitment orders where minor served at least one day confined under residential 
commitment: Total number of commitment orders and modification orders for which the minor served at 
least one day confined under residential commitment. A day served includes credit for time served. 

Scale 1 = None 

 2 = One 

 3 = Two or more 

 4 = No response/blank 

24 item1.11escapes 

 Item # 11. Escapes: Total number of attempted or actual escapes that resulted in adjudication. 

Scale 1 = None 

 2 = One 

 3 = Two or more 

 4 = No response/blank 
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25 item1.12warrantsfailappearabscond 

 Item # 12. Warrants for failure-to-appear in court or absconding from supervision: Total number of failures-
to-appear in court or absconding from supervision that resulted in a warrant being issued. Exclude failure-to-
appear warrants for non-criminal matters, e.g., traffic citations or infractions.  

Scale 1 = None 

 2 = One 

 3 = Two or more 

 4 = No response/blank 

 

Domain 2: Social History (Current is defined as behaviors occurring within the last six months) 

26 item2.1gender 

 1. Minor's Gender 

Scale 0 = Male 

 1 = Female 

 2 = No response/blank 

27 item2.2acurrentenrollstat 

 2a. Minor’s current school enrollment status, regardless of attendance: If the minor is in continuation school, 
home school or independent study program as a result of being expelled or dropping out, check expelled or 
dropped out, otherwise check enrolled, if in continuation school/home school or independent study program.  

Scale 1 = Graduated/GED 

 2 = Enrolled full-time 

 3 = Enrolled part-time 

 4 = Suspended 

 5 = Dropped out 

 6 = Expelled 

 7 = No response/blank 

28 item2.2bconductmostrecentterm 

 2b. Minor's conduct in the most recent term: Fighting or threatening students; threatening teachers/staff; 
overly disruptive behavior; drug/alcohol use; crimes, e.g., theft, vandalism, lying, cheating, and dishonesty. 

Scale 1 = Recognition for good behavior 

 2 = No problems with social conduct 

 3 = Problems reported by teachers 

 4 = Problem calls to parents 

 5 = Calls to police 

 6 = No response/blank 
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29 item2.2cattendmostrecentterm 

 2c. Minor's attendance in the most recent term: Full-day absence means missing majority of classes. Partial-
day absence means attending the majority of classes and missing the minority.  

Scale 1 = Good attendance; few excused absences 

 2 = No unexcused absences 

 3 = Some partial-day unexcused absences 

 4 = Some full-day unexcused absences 

 5 = Habitual truant 

 6 = No response/blank 

30 item2.2dacademicperfmostrecentterm 

 2d. Minor's academic performance in the most recent school term:  

Scale 1 = Honor student (mostly A's) 

 2 = Above 3.0 (mostly A's and B's) 

 3 = 2.0 to 3.0 (mostly B's and C's, no F's) 

 4 = 1.0 to 2.0 (mostly C's and D's, some F's) 

 5 = Below 1.0 (some D's and mostly F's) 

 6 = No response/blank 

31-34 (31)item2.3aahxantisocfriendsDV, (32)item2.3abhxantisocfriendsDV, (33)item2.3achxantisocfriendsDV, 
(34)item2.3adhxantisocfriendsDV 

 3a. History of anti-social friends/companions: Anti-social peers are minors hostile to or disruptive of the legal 
social order; minors who violate the law and the rights of others and other delinquent minors. (Check all that 
apply.)  Note: Indicator variables (“dummy variables”) created 1/0 for multiple response evaluation. 

31a If marked, 1 = Never had consistent friends or companions, if not marked = 0 

32b If marked, 1 = Had pro-social friends, if not marked = 0 

33c If marked, 1 = Had anti-social friends, if not marked = 0   

34d If marked, 1 = Been a gang member/associate, if not marked = 0 

35-38 item2.3bacurrentfriendspendtimeDV, item2.3bbcurrentfriendspendtimeDV, 
item2.3bccurrentfriendspendtimeDV, item2.3bdcurrentfriendspendtimeDV, 

 3b. Current friends/companions with whom minor actually spends time:(Check all that apply.)  Note: 
Indicator variables created 1/0 for multiple response evaluation.  

35a If marked, 1 = Never had consistent friends or companions, if not marked = 0 

36b If marked, 1 = Pro-social friends, if not marked = 0 

37c If marked, 1 = Anti-social friends, if not marked = 0 

38d If marked, 1 = Gang member/associate, if not marked = 0 
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39 item2.4hxcourtorderplacemntexceed30 

 4. History of court-ordered or child welfare/child protective/social services voluntary out-of-home and 
emergency foster shelter care placements exceeding 30 days: Exclude delinquency-related referrals or 
placements. 

Scale 1 = No out-of-home placements exceeding 30 days 

 2 = 1 out-of-home placement  

 3 = 2 out-of-home placement 

 4 = 3 or more out-of-home placements 

 5 = No response/blank 

40 item2.5hxrunawayorkickedout 

 5. History of running away or getting kicked out of home: Include times the minor did not voluntarily return 
within 24 hours, and include incidents not reported by or to law enforcement. 

Scale 1 = No history of running away or being kicked out 

 2 = 1 instance of running away/kicked out 

 3 = 2 to 3 instances of running away/kicked out 

 4 = 4 to 5 instances of running away/kicked out 

 5 = over 5 instances of running away/kicked out 

 6 = No response/blank 

41-46 item2.6aahxjailppleverinhousehold3moDV, item2.6abhxjailppleverinhousehold3moDV, 
item2.6achxjailppleverinhousehold3moDV, item2.6adhxjailppleverinhousehold3moDV, 
item2.6aehxjailppleverinhousehold3moDV, item2.6afhxjailppleverinhousehold3moDV 

 6a. History of jail/imprisonment of persons who were ever involved in the household for at least 3 months: 
(Check all that apply.)  Note: Indicator variables created 1/0 for multiple response evaluation. 

41a If marked, 1 = No jail/imprisonment history in family, if not marked = 0 

42b If marked, 1 = Mother/female caretaker, if not marked = 0 

43c If marked, 1 = Father/male caretaker, if not marked = 0 

44d If marked, 1 = Older sibling, if not marked = 0 

45e If marked, 1 = Younger Sibling, if not marked = 0 

46f If marked, 1 = Other member, if not marked = 0 

47-52 item2.6bahxjailpplcurrenthousehold, item2.6bbhxjailpplcurrenthousehold, 
item2.6bchxjailpplcurrenthousehold, item2.6bdhxjailpplcurrenthousehold, 
item2.6behxjailpplcurrenthousehold, item2.6bfhxjailpplcurrenthousehold, 

 6b. History of jail/imprisonment of persons who are currently involved with the household: (Check all that 
apply.)  Note: Indicator variables created 1/0 for multiple response evaluation. 

 47a If marked, 1 = No jail/imprisonment history in family, if not marked = 0 

48b If marked, 1 = Mother/female caretaker, if not marked = 0 

49c If marked, 1 = Father/male caretaker, if not marked = 0 

50d If marked, 1 = Older sibling, if not marked = 0 

51e If marked, 1 = Younger Sibling, if not marked = 0 

52f If marked, 1 = Other member, if not marked = 0 
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53-58 item2.6caprobhxparentcurrenthousehold, item2.6cbprobhxparentcurrenthousehold, 
item2.6ccprobhxparentcurrenthousehold, item2.6cdprobhxparentcurrenthousehold, 
item2.6ceprobhxparentcurrenthousehold, item2.6cfprobhxparentcurrenthousehold 

 6c. Problem history of parents who are currently involved with the household: (Check all that apply.)  Note: 
Indicator variables created 1/0 for multiple response evaluation. 

 53a If marked, 1 = No problem history of parents in household, if not marked = 0 

54b If marked, 1 = Parental alcohol abuse history, if not marked = 0 

55c If marked, 1 = Parental drug abuse history, if not marked = 0 

56d If marked, 1 = Parental mental health problem history, if not marked = 0 

57e If marked, 1 = Parental physical health problem history, if not marked = 0 

58f If marked, 1 = Parental employment problem history, if not marked = 0 

59 item2.7currentparentauthcontrol 

 7. Current parental authority and control: 

Scale 1 = Minor usually obeys and follows rules 

 2 = Sometimes obeys or obeys some rules  

 3 = Consistently disobeys, and/or is hostile  

 4 = No response/blank 

Assess whether alcohol or drug use disrupts the minors life. Disrupted functioning involves problems in: 
education, family conflict, peer relationships, or health consequences. Disrupted functioning usually indicates 
that treatment is warranted. Indicate whether alcohol and/or drug use often contributes to criminal behavior; 
their use typically precipitates committing a crime, there is evidence or reason to believe the minors criminal 
activity is related to alcohol and/or drug use. 

60-68 item2.8aaminorhxalcohol, item2.8abminorhxalcohol, item2.8acminorhxalcohol, item2.8adminorhxalcohol, 
item2.8aeminorhxalcohol, item2.8afminorhxalcohol, item2.8agminorhxalcohol, item2.8ahminorhxalcohol, 
item2.8aiminorhxalcohol 

 8a. Minor's history of alcohol use: (Check all that apply.)  Note: Indicator variables created 1/0 for multiple 
response evaluation. 

 60a If marked, 1 = No use of alcohol, if not marked = 0 

61b If marked, 1 = Past use of alcohol, if not marked = 0 

62c If marked, 1 = Alcohol disrupted education, if not marked = 0 

63d If marked, 1 = Alcohol cause family conflict, if not marked = 0 

64e If marked, 1 = Alcohol interfered with keeping pro-social friends, if not marked = 0 

65f If marked, 1 = Alcohol caused health problems, if not marked = 0 

66g If marked, 1 = Alcohol contributed to criminal behavior, if not marked = 0 

67h If marked, 1 = Minor needed increasing amounts of alcohol to achieve same level of intoxication or 
high, if not marked = 0 

68i If marked, 1 = Minor experienced withdrawal problems, if not marked = 0 
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69-77 item2.8baminorhxdrug, item2.8bbminorhxdrug, item2.8bcminorhxdrug, item2.8bdminorhxdrug, 
item2.8beminorhxdrug, item2.8bfminorhxdrug, item2.8bgminorhxdrug, item2.8bhminorhxdrug, 
item2.8biminorhxdrug 

 8b. Minor's history of drug use: (Check all that apply.)  Note: Indicator variables created 1/0 for multiple 
response evaluation. 

69a If marked, 1 = No use of drugs, if not marked = 0 

70b If marked, 1 = Past use of drugs, if not marked = 0 

71c If marked, 1 = Drugs disrupted education, if not marked = 0 

72d If marked, 1 = Drugs cause family conflict, if not marked = 0 

73e If marked, 1 = Drugs interfered with keeping pro-social friends, if not marked = 0 

74f If marked, 1 = Drugs caused health problems, if not marked = 0 

75g If marked, 1 = Drugs contributed to criminal behavior, if not marked = 0 

76h If marked, 1 = Minor needed increasing amounts of drugs to achieve same level of intoxication or 
high, if not marked = 0 

77i If marked, 1 = Minor experienced withdrawal problems, if not marked = 0 

78-86 item2.8camincurralcohol, item2.8cbmincurralcohol, item2.8cdmincurralcohol, item2.8cemincurralcohol, 
item2.8cfmincurralcohol, item2.8cgmincurralcohol, item2.8chmincurralcohol, item2.8cimincurralcohol 

 8c. Minor's current alcohol use: (Check all that apply.)  Note: Indicator variables created 1/0 for multiple 
response evaluation. 

 78a If marked, 1 = Not currently using alcohol, if not marked = 0 

79b If marked, 1 = Currently using alcohol, if not marked = 0 

80c If marked, 1 = Alcohol disrupting education, if not marked = 0 

81d If marked, 1 = Alcohol causing family conflict, if not marked = 0 

82e If marked, 1 = Alcohol interfering with keeping pro-social friends, if not marked = 0 

83f If marked, 1 = Alcohol causing health problems, if not marked = 0 

84g If marked, 1 = Alcohol contributing to criminal behavior, if not marked = 0 

85h If marked, 1 = Minor needs increasing amounts of alcohol to achieve same level of intoxication or 
high, if not marked = 0 

86i If marked, 1 = Minor experiences withdrawal problems, if not marked = 0 
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87-95 item2.8damincurrdrug, item2.8dbmincurrdrug, item2.8dcmincurrdrug, item2.8ddmincurrdrug, 
item2.8demincurrdrug, item2.8dfmincurrdrug, item2.8dgmincurrdrug, item2.8dhmincurrdrug, 
item2.8dimincurrdrug 

 8d. Minor's current drug use: (Check all that apply.)  Note: Indicator variables created 1/0 for multiple 
response evaluation. 

 87a If marked, 1 = Not currently using drugs, if not marked = 0 

88b If marked, 1 = Currently using drugs, if not marked = 0 

89c If marked, 1 = Drugs disrupting education, if not marked = 0 

90d If marked, 1 = Drugs causing family conflict, if not marked = 0 

91e If marked, 1 = Drugs interfering with keeping pro-social friends, if not marked = 0 

92f If marked, 1 = Drugs causing health problems, if not marked = 0 

93g If marked, 1 = Drugs contributing to criminal behavior, if not marked = 0 

94h If marked, 1 = Minor needs increasing amounts of drugs to achieve same level of intoxication or high, 
if not marked = 0 

95i If marked, 1 = Minor experiences withdrawal problems, if not marked = 0 

96-101 item2.9aahxviolencephysabuse, item2.9abhxviolencephysabuse, item2.9achxviolencephysabuse, 
item2.9adhxviolencephysabuse, item2.9aehxviolencephysabuse, item2.9afhxviolencephysabuse 

 9a. History of violence/physical abuse: Include incidents of violence/physical abuse disclosed by minor, 
whether or not reported or substantiated, but exclude reports investigated and proven to be false. (Check all 
that apply.)  Note: Indicator variables created 1/0 for multiple response evaluation. 

 96a If marked, 1 = Not a victim of violence/physical abuse, if not marked = 0 

97b If marked, 1 = Victimized at home, if not marked = 0 

98c If marked, 1 = Victimized in a foster/group home, if not marked = 0 

99d If marked, 1 = Victimized by family member, if not marked = 0 

100e If marked, 1 = Victimized by someone outside the family, if not marked = 0 

101f If marked, 1 = Attacked with a weapon, if not marked = 0 

102-106 item2.9bahxwitnessviolence, item2.9bbhxwitnessviolence, item2.9bchxwitnessviolence, 
item2.9bdhxwitnessviolence, item2.9behxwitnessviolence 

 9b. History of witnessing violence: Include perpetrators and victims of violence as having witnessed violence. 
Include witnessing of violence disclosed by minor, whether or not reported or substantiated, but exclude 
reports investigated and proven to be false. (Check all that apply.)  Note: Indicator variables created 1/0 for 
multiple response evaluation. 

 102a If marked, 1 = Has not witnessed violence, if not marked = 0 

103b If marked, 1 = Has witnessed violence at home, if not marked = 0 

104c If marked, 1 = Has witnessed violence in a foster/group home, if not marked = 0 

105d If marked, 1 = Has witnessed violence in the community, if not marked = 0 

106e If marked, 1 = Family member killed as a result of violence, if not marked = 0 
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107-109 item2.9cahxsexabuserape, item2.9cbhxsexabuserape, item2.9cchxsexabuserape 

 9c. History of sexual abuse/rape: Include suspected incidents of abuse if disclosed by minor, whether or not 
reported or substantiated, but exclude reports investigated and proven to be false.  (Check all that apply.)  
Note: Indicator variables created 1/0 for multiple response evaluation. 

 107a If marked, 1 = Not a victim of sexual abuse/rape, if not marked = 0 

108b If marked, 1 = Victimized by family member, if not marked = 0 

109c If marked, 1 = Victimized by someone outside the family, if not marked = 0 

110 item2.10hxvictimneglect 

 10. History of being a victim of neglect: Include neglect disclosed by minor, whether or not reported or 
substantiated, but exclude reports investigated and proven to be false. 

Scale 1 = Not victim of neglect 

 2 = Victim of neglect 

 3 = No response/blank 

111 item2.11hxmentalhealthprob 

 11. History of mental health problems: Such as schizophrenia, bi-polar, mood, thought, personality, and 
adjustment disorders. Exclude conduct disorder, oppositional defiant disorder, substance abuse, and ADHD. 
Confirmed by a professional in the social service/healthcare field. 

Scale 1 = No history of mental health problem(s) 

 2 = Diagnosed with mental health problem(s) 

 3 = Only mental health medication(s) prescribed 

  If yes, list: 

 4 = Only mental health treatment prescribed 

 5 = Mental health treatment and medication(s) prescribed. 

  If yes, list: 

 6 = No response/blank 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Continued on next Page  
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Domain 3: Mental Health 

112-119 item3.1ahxsuicidalideat, item3.1bhxsuicidalideat, item3.1chxsuicidalideat, item3.1dhxsuicidalideat, 
item3.1dhxsuicidalideat, item3.1fhxsuicidalideat, item3.1ghxsuicidalideat, item3.1hhxsuicidalideat, 
item3.1ihxsuicidalideat, item3.1jhxsuicidalideat 

 1. History of Suicidal Ideation: Include any previous thoughts, threats, plans and attempts even if minor 
indicates they were manipulative or there was no intent. (Check all that apply.)  Note: Indicator variables 
created 1/0 for multiple response evaluation. 

 112a If marked, 1 = Has never had serious thoughts about suicide, if not marked = 0 

113b If marked, 1 = Has had serious thoughts about suicide, if not marked = 0 

114c If marked, 1 = Has made a plan to commit suicide, if not marked = 0 

115d If response to 114, then string response (100) If yes, describe: 

116e If marked, 1 = Has attempted to commit suicide, if not marked = 0 

117f If response to 116, then string response (100) If yes, describe attempt(s) and date (s): 

118g If marked, 1 = Has felt life is not worth living - no hope for future, if not marked = 0 

119h If marked, 1 = Knew someone well who has committed suicide, if not marked = 0 

120i If response to 119, then string response (100) If yes, who, when and how: 
121j If marked, 1 = Has engaged in self-mutilating behavior, if not marked = 0 

122 item3.2hxangerirrit 

 2. History of Anger/Irritability:  

Scale 1 = No history of anger/irritability 

 2 = Occasional feelings of anger/irritability 

 3 = Consistent feelings of anger/irritability 

 4 = Aggressive reactions to feelings of anger/irritability 

 5 = No response/blank 

123 item3.3hxdepressanxiety 

 3. History of Depression/Anxiety:  

Scale 1 = No history of depression/anxiety 

 2 = Occasional feelings of depression/anxiety 

 3 = Consistent feelings of depression/anxiety 

 4 = Impairment in everyday tasks due to depression/anxiety 

 5 = No response/blank 
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124 item3.4hxsomatic 

 4. History of Somatic Complaints: Bodily or physical discomforts associated with distress, such as 
stomachaches or headaches.  

Scale 1 = No history of somatic complaints 

 2 = 1 or 2 somatic complaints 

 3 = 3 or 4 somatic complaints 

 4 = 5 or more somatic complaints 

 5 = No response/blank 

125 item3.5hxthoughtdisturb 

 5. History of Thought Disturbance:  

Scale 1 = No unusual thoughts or beliefs 

 2 = Presence of hallucinations (auditory or visual) 

 3 = Presence of beliefs that the minor's thoughts are being controlled by others or that the minor's 
thoughts are controlling others. 

 4 = No response/blank 

126 item3.6hxtrauma 

 6. History of Traumatic Experience: Lifetime exposure to events such as rape, abuse or observed violence, 
including dreams or flashbacks.  

Scale 1 = No presence of traumatic event 

 2 = Presence of traumatic event 

 3 = Flashbacks to traumatic event 

 4 = No response/blank 

 

Domain 4: Attitude/Behavior Indicators 

127 item4.1attitudelaw 

 1. Attitude toward responsible law abiding behavior: 

Scale 1 = Believes laws apply to him or her 

 2 = Believes some laws sometimes apply to him or her 

 3 = Does not believe laws apply to him or her 

 4 = Resents or is defiant toward laws 

 5 = No response/blank 

128 item4.2acceptrespbx 

 2. Accepts responsibility for anti-social behavior: 

Scale 1 = Accepts responsibility for anti-social behavior 

 2 = Minimizes, denies, justifies, excuses, or blames others 

 3 = Accepts anti-social behavior as okay 

 4 = 5 Proud of anti-social behavior 

 5 = No response/blank  
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129 item4.3yellaggress 

 3. Belief in yelling and verbal aggression to resolve a disagreement or conflict: 

Scale 1 = Believes verbal aggression is rarely appropriate 

 2 = Believes verbal aggression is sometimes appropriate 

 3 = Believes verbal aggression is often appropriate 

 4 = No response/blank 

130 item4.4fightaggress 

 4. Belief in fighting and physical aggression to resolve a disagreement or conflict: 

Scale 1 = Believes physical aggression is never appropriate 

 2 = Believes physical aggression is rarely appropriate 

 3 = Believes physical aggression is sometimes appropriate 

 4 = Believes physical aggression is often appropriate 

 5 = No response/blank 

131-137 item4.5aviolencenotincluded, item4.5bviolencenotincluded, item4.5cviolencenotincluded, 
item4.5dviolencenotincluded, item4.5eviolencenotincluded, item4.5fviolencenotincluded, 
item4.5gviolencenotincluded 

 5. Reports/evidence of violence not included in criminal history: (Check all that apply.)  Note: Indicator 
variables created 1/0 for multiple response evaluation. 

 131a If marked, 1 = No reports/evidence of violence, if not marked = 0 

132b If marked, 1 = Violent outbursts, displays of temper, uncontrolled anger indicating potential for harm, 
if not marked = 0 

133c If marked, 1 = Deliberately inflicting physical pain, if not marked = 0 

134d If marked, 1 = Using/threatening with a weapon, if not marked = 0 

135e If marked, 1 = Fire starting, if not marked = 0 

136f If marked, 1 = Violent destruction of property, if not marked = 0 

137g If marked, 1 = Animal cruelty, if not marked = 0 

138-144 item4.6aprobsexaggnotincluded, item4.6bprobsexaggnotincluded, item4.6cprobsexaggnotincluded, 
item4.6dprobsexaggnotincluded, item4.6eprobsexaggnotincluded, item4.6fprobsexaggnotincluded, 
item4.6gprobsexaggnotincluded 

 6. Reports of problems with sexual aggression not included in criminal history: (Check all that apply.)  Note: 
Indicator variables created 1/0 for multiple response evaluation. 

 138a If marked, 1 = No reports/evidence of sexual aggression 

139b If marked, 1 = Aggressive sex 

140c If marked, 1 = Sex for power 

141d If marked, 1 = Young sex partners 

142e If marked, 1 = Child sex 

143f If marked, 1 = Voyeurism 

144g If marked, 1 = Exposure 
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145 intakelogmonth 

 Intake month - the month the youth is screened with the PACT-PS (July 2009 - December 2010) – this would be 
indicated on the JIAC intake sheet, as the date of intake 

Scale 1 = July, 2009  (nominal in data table?) 

 2 = August, 2009 

 3 = September, 2009 

 4 = October, 2009 

 5 = November, 2009 

 6 = December, 2009 

 7 = January, 2010 

 8 = February, 2010 

 9 = March, 2010 

 10 = April, 2010 

 11 = May, 2010 

 12 = June, 2010 

 13 = July, 2010 

 14 = August, 2010 

 15 = September, 2010 

 16 = October, 2010 

 17 = November, 2010 

 18 = December, 2010 

146 dateassessment.comcomplete 

 This is the date the report was completed from Assessments.com, this is indicated on the Assessments.com 
cover sheet. 

Date entry (mm/dd/yyyy) (have to enter the "/" for date to enter appropriately in SPSS) 

147 (open variable) 

 X 

Scale 1 = X 

 2 = X 

 3 = No response/blank 

148 citycover 

 City of youth residence, noted from JIAC intake report 

 String entry (50) 

149 statecover 

 State of youth residence, noted from JIAC intake report 

 String entry (2) 
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150 zipcover 

 Zip code of youth residence, noted from JIAC intake report 

 Numeric entry (5) 

151 racecover 

 Race of youth, noted from JIAC intake report 

Scale 1 = (will develop code as noted from data downloads) 

NOTE:  Be sure to enter the “label” the same each entry so this can be recoded later 

152 ethnicitycover 

 Ethnicity of youth, noted from JIAC intake report 

Scale 1 = (will develop code as noted from data downloads) 

NOTE:  Be sure to enter the “label” the same each entry so this can be recoded later 

153 leo.nta 

 Notation of Law Enforcement Drop Off or Notice to Appear, noted on cover sheet 

Scale 1 = Law enforcement drop off/LEO 

 2 = Notice to Appear/NTA 

 3 = No response/blank 

154 leo.ntalocation 

 Location of the Law Enforcement agency or Notice to Appear Organization that was involved with the incident 
report, noted on cover sheet 

Scale 1 = Olathe Police Department 
 2 = Overland Park Police Department 
 3 = Johnson County Sherriff's Department 
 4 = Lenexa Police Department 
 5 = Shawnee Police Department 
 6 = Leawood Police Department 
 7 = Roeland Park Police Department 
 8 = Prarie Village Police Department 
 9 = Gardner Police Department 
 10 = Lake Quivira Police Department 
 11 = Johnson County Parks and Recreation Department 
 12 = Mission Police Department 
 13 = Springhill Police Department 
 14 = Merriam Police Department 
 15 = Olathe North High School School Resource Officer 
 16 = Gardner/Edgerton High School School Resource Officer 
 17 = Shawnee Mission Campus Police 
 18 = Blue Valley Campus Police 
 19 = Jackson County Missouri Warrant 
 20 = Westwood 
 21 = Unknown 
 22 = Turned self in 
 23 = No response/blank 
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155 dateofarrest 

 Date of contact with the youth, noted on JIAC intake report 

  Date entry (mm/dd/yyyy) (have to enter the "/" for date to enter appropriately in SPSS) 

156 timeofarrest 

 Time of contact with the youth, noted on JIAC intake report 

 Time entry (e.g., 22:30), entered in military time (have to enter the ":" for time to enter appropriately in SPSS) 

157 dayofweekarrest 

 The day of the week the police officer made contact with the youth either via an arrest or serving a notice to 
appear in court. 

Scale 1 = Monday 

 2 = Tuesday 

  3 = Wednesday 
4 = Thursday 

 5 = Friday 

  6 = Saturday 
  7 = Sunday 
  8 = No response/blank 

158 offense 

 Offense charged/noted by law enforcement officer or reason for notice to appear, noted on JIAC Intake sheet 

  String entry (250) 

159 PSCTPSscore 

 PACT-PS Risk Scores as determined by Assessments.com, overall ranked as either, low, moderate, moderate-
high, or high.   

Scale 1 = Low 

 2 = Moderate 

 3 = Moderate-High 

 4 = High 

 5 = No response/blank 

160 domain1  

 PACT-PS Score determination for Domain 1, Record of Referrals (persistence of re-offending). 

  Numerical entry from PACT-PS 

  NOTE:  When coding – record both the percentage and the numeric score like this:  00.0%/0 
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161 domain2  

 PACT-PS Score determination for Domain 2, Social History (behaviors within the lat six months; school, friends, 
family, alcohol and drug use, violence exposure, neglect and health problems). 

  Numerical entry from PACT-PS 

  NOTE:  When coding – record both the percentage and the numeric score like this:  00.0%/0 

  domain3  

 PACT-PS Score determination for Domain 3, Record of Mental Health and referrals for service (issues such as suicide 
ideation, anger, depression, somatic issues, thought disturbance and trauma).  This area indicates if there is a need or 
not for further testing or services as indicated by the PACT-PS, in areas of aggression, depression, other, substance use, 
suicide, and thought disturbance. 

  Will have multiple numerical entries, as they apply to the following referrals, or no need for further referral or 
assessment: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

174 domain4  

 PACT-PS Score determination for Domain 4, Attitude and Behavior indicators (attitudes and behaviors toward 
responsible law abiding behavior, anti-social behavior, yelling and aggression, violence, and sexual aggression). 

  Numerical entry from PACT-PS 

  NOTE:  When coding – record both the percentage and the numeric score like this:  00.0%/0 

175 familyhxcover     

 Family history, noted on the cover sheet 

 String entry (100) 

176 crimhxcover     

 Criminal history, noted on the cover sheet 

 String entry (100) 

 

 

  

Area of Review Further Assessment No Further Assessment 

Aggression 162  ____ 163  ____ 

Depression 164  ____ 165  ____ 

Other 166  ____ 167  ____ 
Substance Use 168  ____ 169  ____ 

Suicide 170  ____ 171  ____ 

Thought Disturbance 172  ____ 173  ____ 

For each of the items 
in Domain 3, 

Indicator variables 
have been created 

1/0 (1 if checked, 0 
if not) for multiple 

response evaluation. 
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APPENDIX N 

Intended Sampling Protocol and Procedures 

 

The overall population of youth
11

  under consideration within this study became involved 

with the Johnson County Kansas Department of Juvenile Corrections (JCDOC) between July 

2009 and December 2010, either due to a notice to appear from law enforcement, or law 

enforcement drop-off at the Juvenile Intake and Assessment Center.  There were a total of 

3,815 youth that came into contact with the JCDOC in this manner.  The targeted population 

for this study are the 2,929 youth of those 3,815 youth that voluntarily completed the Positive 

Achievement Change Tool Pre-Screen (PACT-PS) within their experience with the JCDOC 

(886 declined to complete the PACT-PS).
12

  This targeted population are the specific pool of 

cases from which the sample of cases will be selected for this study.  In order to reduce 

sampling error, the sample to be selected will be proportional to the target population and has 

been determined to be 585 youth, with a sampling ratio of 20% of the overall target 

population.  Research indicates that small populations under 1,000 need larger sampling 

ratios (i.e., 30%); with the target population in this study nearly 3,000, a sampling ratio of 

20% would be statistically sound (Babbie, 1982; Maxfield, & Babbie, 2008; Neuman & 

Wiegand, 2000). 

 

In order to establish the primary sampling frame and select the sample of 585 youths for the 

study, a specific list of all youth that completed the PACT-PS during the 18 month time 

frame of July 2009 through December 2010 is needed.  The intake logs currently indicate if a 

youth completed the PACT-PS (except for the first couple months), and most also include the 

risk score determination (again, except for the first couple months).  The primary parameter 

for inclusion in this study is completion of the PACT-PS; the next step is classification into 

subgroups according to each youth's risk score determination (further discussed below). 

 

Multi-Stage Stratified Systematic Random Sampling:  The youth are already divided into 

subgroups based upon a variety of parameters (i.e., the monthly intake logs, risk level 

determinations, gender).  They could be divided into subgroups based on any one of these 

parameters for sample selection, to improve proportional representativeness of the sample 

and reduce sampling error (Champion, 2000).  However, since risk assessment is the primary 

focus of this study, risk determination scores should be the classification parameter for sub-

grouping.  Also, since Johnson County has primarily low-risk youth, there is a great 

possibility of over selecting an unrepresentative sample of low-risk youth for the study if 

simple random selection is utilized, which would also increases sampling error.  By doing a 

stratified sample proportionally according to risk determinations, each subgroup can be 

adequately represented in the overall study providing a more representative sample.  There 

are numerous advantages to this approach; however, primarily it would make the research 

more statistically sound, by reducing sampling errors and increasing confidence intervals 
                                                        
11

 It is important to note the item of review in this study is the PACT-PS associated with a youth's offense, so where 
"youth" is stated throughout this protocol, (e.g., "youth are divided into subgroups"), it refers to the PACT-PS and related 
data associated with the youth's offense. 
12 There are conflicting numbers in two reports, and via logs from JIMS, need to verify these totals with Mary Pitnick / 
Tom Dugan.  Total youth in logs when numbered manually = 3,818 not 3,815; and, need to confirm total completed 
PACT-PS as 2,929. 
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(Babbie, 1982; Hagan, 1997a; Maxfield, & Babbie, 2008; Neuman & Wiegand, 2000).  The 

resulting sample becomes more superior than a simple random sample for making estimates 

about the target population parameters or characteristics (Hagan, 1997a). 

 

Once the 2,929 youth are placed into subgroups based upon risk determinations, systematic 

random samples can be drawn to achieve a quasi-random selection method.  Each strata, or 

subgroup, must be mutually exclusive such that n1 + n2 + n3 + ... + ni = N.  In this study, with 

the youth divided into subgroups by risk determinations, the formula would appear as nlow + 

nmod + nmod-high + nhigh = 585.  In this way, the statistics can speak about the subgroups in 

relation to the targeted population, in a proportionate stratified random sample (Maxfield, & 

Babbie, 2008). 

 

"Sampling intervals are selected by the ratio of sample size to population size," (Hagan, 

1997a, p. 129).  Since there are 2,929 youth in the target population, and the sample size is 

585 with a selection ratio of 20%, this would equate to every 5th youth in the primary 

sampling frame.  However, with stratification as a primary goal within our sampling 

technique, youth need to first be divided into risk determination subgroups (low, moderate, 

moderate-high, and high).  Each group will then need to be randomized, so they do not 

appear in the sampling frame by date or in order of intake.  Randomization is important to 

assure the sample will be representative of the target population with all members of the 

population having the same chance of being selected into the sample (Babbie, 1982).  This is 

required in order to make generalizations about the overall target population (Champion, 

2000; Maxfield & Babbie, 2008).  Once the sampling frame has been randomized and the list 

generated by sub population, starting at the beginning of the list, select the 4th youth on the 

list; then select each 5th youth on the list until the correct number of youth are selected from 

each risk determination subgroup (see table below) (i.e., #4 on the list, then #9 on the list, 

then #14, and so on).  In this way each subgroup will be represented in the sample in 

proportion to the total population.  The breakdown of sampling is as follows for this study: 

 
 Group Size

13
 Sample 

Size/Total 

Population 

No. of youth to be 

selected for 

sample
*
 

Percentage of 

Sample/Population 

Low Risk 2506 585/2929 501 85.6 

Moderate Risk 250 585/2929 50 8.5 

Moderate-High 

Risk 

107 585/2929 21 3.6 

High Risk 66 585/2929 13 2.2 

Total 2929  585 99.9 
*
The formula to calculate this number is to multiply each group size by the sample size and divide by the total 

population size. 

 

                                                        
13 The numbers reflected here are from Summary Reports provided at JCAB meetings titled, "Intake and Screening 
for Juvenile Offenders: Corrections and Court Services Partners, 2009, and 2010."   The numbers reflected for 2009 
and 2010 totals respectively are:  Low, 877, 1629; Moderate 93, 157; Moderate-High 39, 68; and, High 20, 46, for a 
total of 1029, and 1900. 
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When all youth are selected for the sample, there should be a total of 501 Low Risk, 50 

Moderate Risk, 21 Moderate-High Risk, and 13 High Risk youth in the study sample of 585 

youth.  This would be a representative sample of the overall target population. 

 

In order to calculate the combined total amount of sampling error to expect in probability 

sampling on this sample (3.98), the following formula was utilized (computations reflected): 

 

 √(P x Q)/n (The square root of P multiplied by Q over n, where P = 

the percentage each group represents, Q = 1-P, and n = 

sample size, in this study 585) 

 

1. Low Risk Group Total number = 2506, within sample = 501 

  85.6% of target population 

 √(.856 x .144)/585 

 √(.123264/585) 

 √(.0002107076923077 

 = .014515773913... 

 = 1.45 sampling error 

 

2. Moderate Risk Group Total number = 250, within sample = 50 

  8.5% of target population 

 √(.085 x .915)/585 

 √(.077775/585) 

 √(.0001329487179487 

 = .0115303390214129 

 = 1.15 sampling error 

 

3. Moderate-High Risk Group Total number = 107, within sample = 21 

  3.6% of target population 

 √(.036 x .964)/585 

 √(.034704/585) 

 √(.0000593230769231 

 = .0077021475526685 

 = .77 sampling error 

 

4. High Risk Group Total number = 66, within sample = 13 

  2.2% of target population 

 √(.022 x .978)/585 

 √(.021516/585) 

 √(.0000367794871795 

 = .0060646094004055 

 = .61 sampling error 

 

In conclusion, due to the sample size of 585 youth, of the total 2929 in the population, there 

are less than 5 percentage points in the study.  This has been established by the general "rule 

of thumb" of social science statistics, (Babbie, 1982); and, allows the statistics to be reported 



  

238 
 

about the sample in relation to the target population as accurate within the 95% confidence 

interval. 
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Materials for Printing from JIMS 

Once the youth have been identified for the sample, various documents will be needed to 

complete the attached "data cover sheet."  Director Gillespie approved the collection and 

printing of the needed materials; and, from my brief experience with the JIMS system, the 

following documents would be required:  

 1. The Intake Log-Report / Cover Sheet 

 2. The Arrest Report 

 3. The PACT-PS (The instrument itself, as well as the report from 

assessments.com) 

If, after looking over the "data cover sheet" I am using for the study, you feel there are 

different materials needed (i.e., more/less), please let me know.  A majority of the "data 

cover sheet" is the PACT-PS instrument itself; however, items 2 - 25 and 145-176 are not.  

This cover sheet may go through a slight modification (i.e., an item or two may change) but 

no significant changes are expected.  
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Appendix O 

 

Johnson County District Court 

100 N. Kansas Ave. 

Olathe, Kansas 66061 

 

Johnson County 10
th
 District Court 

http://courts.jocogov.org/local_juv15.aspx 

Date accessed: March 2013 

Material directly copied from this web site 

 

 

JUVENILE RULE - NO. 15 

Juvenile Intake and Assessment Center 

The purpose of Juvenile Intake and Assessment as provided by K.S.A. 75-7023 is to assist 

juveniles and their families to obtain appropriate services and to gain access to appropriate 

resources with the goal of preventing further involvement in the juvenile justice system. The 

provisions of this order are for the purpose of facilitating access to the resources and services 

provided by the Johnson County Juvenile Intake and Assessment Center. 

1. Process. 

a. Juveniles brought to the Juvenile Intake and Assessment Center (JIAC) by law 

enforcement personnel shall be assessed at JIAC. 

 

In addition, law enforcement officers who take juveniles into custody pursuant to 

K.S.A. 38-2330 (a) and amendments thereto, are authorized, at their discretion, to 

issue to the juvenile and his/her parent(s) or guardian(s) a notice to appear at JIAC in 

lieu of transport, and to conditionally release the juvenile to the custody of his/her 

parent(s) or guardian(s). The notice to appear shall be in substantially the form 

provided in this Order. 

 

The notice to appear shall require the juvenile to contact JIAC by telephone within 

twenty-four hours of service of the notice for the purpose of scheduling an initial 

appointment. Copies of all notices to appear issued by any law enforcement officer 

shall be transmitted to JIAC within 12 hours of issuance. Copies may be transmitted 

to JIAC by any means, including electronically. Upon JIAC's determination that a 

juvenile has failed to report pursuant to a notice to appear, JIAC shall notify the 

Office of the Johnson County District Attorney, which is authorized to use such 

information in determining future case action. 

b. Juveniles who have been transported to JIAC by law enforcement personnel and 

juveniles who report to JIAC pursuant to a notice to appear shall be assessed by JIAC 

personnel. Such assessment procedures shall comply with Kansas Supreme Court 

Order No. 97, K.S.A. 38-1624, K.S.A. 75-7023, and Kansas Attorney General 

Opinion No. 2001-53. 
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c. Juveniles who have been transported to JIAC and juveniles who report to JIAC 

pursuant to a notice to appear shall have the form "My Rights" read to him or her. 

Care shall be taken by JIAC staff to ensure the juvenile understands the form and 

understands the assessment is a voluntary process. 

d. Pursuant to K.S.A. (2007 Supp.) 38-2310 and the Criminal History Record 

Information Act, K.S.A. 22-4701 et seq., JIAC personnel are authorized to have 

access to the law enforcement records of a juvenile who is subject to JIAC 

assessment, as well as the law enforcement records of all other persons identified by 

JIAC staff as having a significant influence on the juvenile. 

e. The police report and narrative reports may be provided to the District Attorney's 

Office, Court staff, and other persons or agencies as authorized by K.S.A. 38-1608 

and other applicable law. Specific answers to P.O.S.I.T./M.A.Y.S.I.-2 questions shall 

not be divulged to anyone except as authorized by the Juvenile Justice Authority. 

Answers to P.O.S.I.T./M.A.Y.S.I.-2 questions are not to be reviewed by any attorney 

prior to filing. 

f. JIAC personnel are authorized to conduct an assessment of juveniles and make 

temporary placement decisions pending court review. Placement options shall 

include, but are not limited to: release to parent (with or without conditions of bond or 

house arrest or pre-trial release); placement in foster care or a shelter facility; 

placement in Johnson County Juvenile Detention (including release from custody 

prior to court hearing); and any other placement option as approved by the Court.  
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APPENDIX P 

 

This diagram is an illustration of the process of evaluation research within a “simple systems 

model,” by Chambliss and Schutt, 2013.  The model illustrates the concepts described of 

inputs, program process, outputs, outcomes, feedback, and program stakeholders. 

 

 
 

 

 
Chambliss, D. F., & Schutt, R. K.  (2013).  Making sense of the social world: Methods of 

investigation, 4
th

 Edition.  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc., p. 236. 
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APPENDIX Q 

The Johnson Scale of Program Integrity (JSPI) 

 
This is a scale titled, the “Johnson Scale of Program Integrity” (JSPI), developed by integrating the ideas of 
Duerden and Witt’s (2012) Program Implementation Integrity Theory (DWIIT) and the Standard Program 
Evaluation Protocol (SPEP) put forward by Lipsey, Howell, Kelly, Chapman, and Carver, (2010) within their 
“quality of treatment” dimensions of implementation for quality juvenile justice risk assessment programs.  
This analytic procedure was utilized to score the PACT-PS program on a 7-item scale, as a model of program 
implementation integrity assessment; and, involves both qualitative and quantitative statistical procedures.  
The JSPI was developed as a psychometric assessment instrument to evaluate program implementation 
integrity of the PACT-PS in Johnson County Kansas.  This qualitative study is in conjunction with the basic 
validation study conducted with the JCDOC from October 2010 through January 2013.  Overall scoring 
calculations and “grade” determinations are indicated at the end. 
 

The JCDOC PACT-PS Implementation Evaluation 
 

Section I:  On the following scale, with 1 being the lowest score and 10 being the highest score, how close does 
the implemented program: 
 

1. Match operational expectations laid out in the reported business procedures and/or plan of action, 
organizational agreements for the program, and related materials? 
 

 This is a scoring of the program’s adherence to intended practices (i.e., the adherence dimension).  
Although there is a range of scores possible, the range of 1-3 is for programs that have no or very 
little adherence to intended practices; the range of 4-6 is for programs that have some adherence to 
intended practices but are lacking full adherence; 7-9 are for programs that have adherence to 
intended practices but need minor improvements; a 10 score is reserved for programs that have 
complete adherence to intended practices (Adherence Score – AS). 

 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

2. Represent the amount of a provided service received by a participant; and, participant 
responsiveness showing engagement and involvement in the program. 
 

 This is a scoring of the program’s dosage and participant responsiveness dimensions.  These element 
are combined in this one score, assessed after completing an initial validation of program data (i.e., 
county/state information management systems data) and reviewing the outcomes of a rigorous initial 
validation.  The dosage and participant responsiveness is measured by the number of participants 
that utilize the program service, based on a percentage of overall participants that came in contact 
with the organization during the study period.  Although there is a range of scores possible, the range 
of 1-3 is for programs that have no or very little dosage of service provided to participants/participant 
responsiveness (0-30%); the range of 4-6 is for programs that have some dosage of service to 
participants/participant responsiveness but are lacking full use by participants (40-60%); 7-9 are for 
programs that have high levels of dosage of service to intended participants/participant 
responsiveness but need minor improvements (70-90%); a 10 score is reserved for programs that 
have complete dosage of service provided to its intended participants (100%).  (Level of Participation 
Score – LPS) 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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3. Deal with the manner in which the service was provided, considering training for those delivering it 
 

 This is a scoring of the program’s quality of delivery and level of training.  This element is measured by 
assessing the level of training completed by staff involved in applying the program to the intended 
participants.  The quality of delivery is measured by assessing the training materials required by the 
staff involved, and assessing it on overall effectiveness.  Although there is a range of scores possible, 
the range of 1-3 is for programs that have no or very little quality of delivery in the manner in which 
the program was provided; the range of 4-6 is for programs that have some quality of delivery in the 
manner in which the program was provided but are either lacking complete staff training, or are 
utilizing weak training materials; 7-9 are for programs that have high levels of quality of delivery but 
need minor improvements; a 10 score is reserved for programs that have complete quality of delivery 
in the manner in which the program was provided.  (Quality of Delivery Score – QDS) 

 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

4. Identify program components in order to ascertain their unique contributions to the outcomes. 
 

 This is a scoring of the program’s program differentiation.  This element is measured by assessing the 
program components to determine how well they contribute to the overall effect sought in the 
program’s implementation.  The program components are assessed by evaluating the organizing and 
production agency’s philosophies and procedures in the development of the program under review.  
The components are assessed on their appropriateness based upon a critical review of current 
reported literature; and, social science protocol for conducting risk assessment processes.  Although 
there is a range of scores possible, the range of 1-3 is for programs that have no or very little program 
differentiation in the manner in which the risk assessment instrument (RAI) was designed; the range 
of 4-6 is for programs that have some program differentiation in the manner in which the RAI was 
designed, but are either lacking  rigorous reliability and validation studies, or are lacking theoretical 
support for the RAIs development; 7-9 are for programs that have high levels of program 
differentiation but need minor improvements; a 10 score is reserved for programs that have 
complete program differentiation in the manner in which the program was provided.  (Program 
Differentiation Score– PDS) 

 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
Section II:  On the following scale, with 1 being the lowest score and 10 being the highest score, how well does 
the program score on: 
 

5. Their written protocol describing the intended service? 
 
This is a scoring of the program’s written protocol, which is a collection of materials gathered as data 
for a review of the implementing agency’s protocol that describes the intended service by applying 
the program, as well as the intended outcomes.  The written protocol is assessed by evaluating the 
implementing agency’s philosophies and procedures in the implementation of the program under 
review.  The components are assessed on their appropriateness based upon a critical review of 
current reported literature on evidence based practices; and, social science protocol for conducting 
risk assessment processes.  Although there is a range of scores possible, the range of 1-3 is for 
programs that have no or very little written protocol describing the implemented program, or has 
poor quality written material; the range of 4-6 is for programs that have some written protocol 
describing the implemented program, but are either lacking  rigorous reliability and validation studies 
on the program, or are lacking theoretical support for the program’s development; 7-9 are for  
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programs that have high levels of written protocol, of  high quality, but need minor improvements; a 
10 score is reserved for programs that have written protocol in highest agreement with the current 
published literature.  (Written Protocol Score– WPS) 
 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

6. Regularly monitoring services to assess whether it is being delivered as intended  
 
This is a scoring of the program’s program monitoring, which is process of oversight and 
management; not only of the program itself, but of the data produced.  The program monitoring 
element is assessed by evaluating the program’s intention for review, and assessing if that process 
was 1) developed within approved scientific guidelines for reliability and validation studies; as well as 
2) actually completed as stated.  The program monitoring component is assessed on appropriateness 
of evaluation approaches according to a critical review of current reported literature; and, an 
assessment of the organizations ability and willingness to cooperate.  Although there is a range of 
scores possible, the range of 1-3 is for programs that have no or very little regular procedures for 
monitoring services of the program, to assess whether or not the program is being delivered as 
intended; the range of 4-6 is for programs that have some regular procedures for monitoring services 
of the program, to assess whether or not the program is being delivered as intended, but are lacking  
in this area; 7-9 are for programs that have high levels of regular procedures for monitoring services 
of the program, to assess whether or not the program is being delivered as intended that are of high 
quality, but need minor improvements; a 10 score is reserved for programs that have written 
protocol in highest agreement with the current published literature.  (Regular Program Monitoring 
Score – RMS) 
 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 

7. Establishing a procedure for taking corrective action when the service delivery strays from what is 
intended 
 
This is a scoring of the program’s corrective action plan, which is the process of making a plan to 
implement any feedback provided in the research feedback loop, once both program implementation 
and basic validation data has been analyzed.  The correction action plan element is assessed by 
evaluating the program’s openness and intent to receive and consider evaluation feedback 
information provided by the research evaluator; and, assess that process by evaluating 1) the level of 
“plan” or intent to implement correction existing in overall strategic plan for the program 
implemented, and 2) how the organization handled evaluation and feedback from the researcher 
(i.e., with professionalism and fidelity toward the overall program or not).  Although there is a range 
of scores possible, the range of 1-3 is for programs that have no or very little established protocol for 
taking correction action and/or accept little feedback from research conducted on the implemented 
program; the range of 4-6 is for programs that have some established protocol for taking correction 
action and/or accept feedback from research conducted on the implemented program, but are 
lacking  in this area; 7-9 are for programs that have high levels of established protocol for taking 
correction action and/or accept feedback from research conducted on the implemented program, 
but need minor improvements; a 10 score is reserved for programs that have well established 
protocol for taking correction action and/or fully accept feedback from research conducted on the 
implemented program.  (Corrective Action Score – CAS) 
 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
 
See the next page for scoring mechanisms, and grading results  
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JSPI Scoring Mechanism: 

Each item is given equal weight, on a scale of 1 to 10, and the resulting score is provided for each item. 

 Item #1 Score: _____ 

 Item #2 Score: _____ 

 Item #3 Score: _____ 

 Item #4 Score: _____ 

 Item #5 Score: _____ 

 Item #6 Score: _____ 

 Item #7 Score: _____ 

 Total Score: _____ 

The resulting item scores are added, with the total score placed into the square of the following formula to 
determine the overall completion percentage, as well as the overall “grade” received by the Program. 
 
Formula: 
 

 
 
This percent is considered the programs overall score and a “grade” is assigned according to the program’s 
overall integrity, according to the table and categorizations below. 
 
 
 
 
 

Outstanding Above Average Average Below Average Failing 

100 = A+ 87 - 89 = B+ 77 - 79 = C+ 67 - 69 = D+ 59 or below = F 

94 – 99 = A 84 – 86 = B 74 – 76 = C 64 – 66 = D  

90 – 93 = A- 80 – 83 = B- 70 – 73 = C- 60 – 63 = D-  
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