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About EvidEncE GEnErAtion

Evidence Generation is the mission of the Graduate Research Fellowship Program in the Research 

and Evaluation (R&E) Center at John Jay College of Criminal Justice. Graduate Research Fellows 

from the R&E Center work with affiliated justice agencies in New York City to identify, confront, 

and resolve the challenges that service providers often face as they build the data resources and 

administrative procedures required to generate compelling evaluation evidence. The goal of the 

program is not to conduct evaluations, but to prepare and empower agencies to generate credible 

evidence of their effectiveness.

About thE GrAduAtE rEsEArch FEllowship proGrAm

The Graduate Research Fellows that work with Evidence Generation are funded by the Pinkerton 

Foundation of New York, through the Pinkerton Fellowship Initiative at John Jay College, with 

added support from Mr. Jack Rudin and the Rudin family foundations in New York. Graduate 

Research Fellows work in teams to consult with nonprofit community-based organizations in the 

New York City justice sector. Research Fellows receive guidance and training in applied evaluation 

skills from John Jay faculty and staff and then apply these skills in building the analytic capacities 

of participating agencies. Fellows participate in workshops with the agencies involved in the 

initiative and assist in the formation of each agency’s evaluation strategy. The purpose of the 

Fellowship program is to help agencies grow the skills needed to develop their own evidence base.

Rudin Fellows and Pinkerton Fellows work actively with each selected agency to identify any 

operational or managerial challenges that could limit the agency’s ability to participate in rigorous 

outcome evaluation projects. The Fellows then work collaboratively with the agency staff to begin 

building and implementing the analytic resources necessary for evaluation efforts. Typically, this 

includes creating or refining an agency’s theory of change and a conceptual framework or logic 

model that can be used to specify a program’s key components and their relationship to desired 

outcomes at the client, family, and community level.

Next, the Fellows focus on the complex challenges each agency faces in developing accurate but 

flexible data collection methods to support future evaluation efforts. Depending on the program 

involved, agencies may work to improve their access to administrative information systems, 

client surveys, or even interviews when those are necessary to collect the client-specific and often 

subjective data elements required to test the long-term impact of an intervention.

Finally, Graduate Research Fellows cooperate with agency staff to develop a plan for implementing 

whatever research designs each agency chooses to use in evaluating the effectiveness of existing 

or future intervention programs.  As in all human services systems, the most desirable research 

designs involve randomization and experimental comparison strategies, but Fellows also work 

with agencies to take advantage of reasonable alternatives to randomization, including the wide 

variety of quasi-experimental evaluation designs.
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introduction

This Evaluation Guidebook expands on selected sections of the work plan prepared for 

Hour Children. Details and additional resources are provided as supplements that will be 

useful for implementing the work plan. This document will be most useful for agency staff 

who will plan and execute evaluations of Hour Children initiatives.

In addition to the Evaluation Guidebook, a guidebook focusing specifically on follow-up 

strategies will also be provided. The Follow-up Guidebook expands on procedures Hour 

Children staff can use to follow-up with individuals who have left the program, as well 

as providing examples of forms specific to Hour Children that can be used to obtain 

information helpful in the follow-up process.
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impAct oF incArcErAtion on womEn

The vast majority of the incarcerated population in the United States is male. As a result 

of this, the majority of criminal justice research focuses on this population (Sabol, 

Couture & Harrison, 2007) and neglects the diverse and unique needs of female inmates 

(Belknap, 1996). Between 1977 and 2007, the number of women serving a year or more in 

prison increased by 832 percent compared to the 416 percent increase in the male prison 

population over the same time period (West & Sabol, 2007). This means that although 

female inmates represent a small percentage of the overall prison population, their 

numbers are growing faster than the male inmate population (Clarke & Waring, 2012). 

The increasing number of female inmates also disproportionately affects minorities, 

because African American and Hispanic women are amongst the fastest growing prison 

population (Richie, 2001). Two thirds of female inmates are Black, Hispanic, or Non White 

(Richie, 2001), and  African American females are five times more likely to be incarcer-

ated in State prisons when compared to White females (Clarke & Waring, 2012).   This 

steady growth in the female inmate population indicates the need for further research to 

understand the impact of incarceration on women, as they will soon constitute a larger 

portion of inmates reentering and reintegrating into communities (Sabol et. al, 2007). 

Research to date demonstrates that incarceration has numerous negative effects on 

women, including diminished relationships with children, unsafe and inadequate health 

care and distinct challenges with reintegration into the community. 

From 1991 to 2008, the number of children with a mother in prison increased by more 

than 131percent (Glaze & Maruschak, 2008). This is of particular importance for female 

inmates because 67percent  of incarcerated mothers were living with their children before 

being incarcerated, compared to 45 percent of incarcerated fathers (Sabol et. al, 2007). 

In addition, 64.2 percent of incarcerated mothers in 2008 had a child less than 18 years 

of age (Glaze & Maruschak, 2008). Earlier studies report that 15 percent of incarcerated 

women have infants less than 6 weeks old (Greenfeld & Snell, 1999; Snell & Morton, 1994), 

and between 5 percent and 10% percent are pregnant upon incarceration (Braithwaite, 

Tredwell & Arriola, 2008; National Women’s Law Center, 1995). Consequentially, there 

are almost 148,000 American children with mothers who are incarcerated (Glaze & 

Maruschak, 2008), demonstrating the need to understand the impact of incarceration 

on these women and their children both during and after incarceration. Some important 

effects include the physical and emotional separation of mother and child, psychological 

suffering of the mother, and the possibility of intergenerational deviant or criminal 

behavior. 

In many instances, the temporary separation between mother and child due to incar-

ceration may become permanent as a result of losing custody (Hagan & Coleman, 2001).   

However, in cases where incarcerated mothers remain in contact with and attempt to 
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parent their children from prison, many challenges and difficulties arise. Limited or 

prohibited contact between mother and child, together with the geographical distance 

between the facility and the home of the child, can result in the deterioration of the 

relationship and isolation between mother and child (Beckerman, 1991; Bloom, 1995; 

Braithwaite et al., 2008). As a result, the efforts of incarcerated mothers to maintain 

relationships and retain parental roles with their children even when permitted, may 

sometimes be ineffective (Coll, Miller, Fields & Matthews, 1998). 

In addition to the burden of having a criminal conviction, incarcerated mothers also 

face feelings of violating societal expectations of what ‘good women’ and ‘good mothers’ 

should be.  While legislation does not state that women with criminal convictions are 

bad mothers, and should therefore lose contact with their children, this is often common 

practice in corrections (Snyder, 2009). When these women lose custodial care of their 

children, they often have increased concerns for the emotional well-being and physical 

safety of their children (Snyder, Carlo & Mullins, 2002; Young & Smith, 2000). They may 

also incur feelings of guilt about having failed their children, anxiety about their ability to 

be a good mother, and remorse for committing acts that caused them to be separated from 

their children (Clark,1995; Greenfeld & Snell; Hagan & Coleman, 2001; Snyder, 2009). The 

effect of this diminishing relationship is psychologically detrimental to both mother and 

child, and can have long-term impacts on the lives of children of incarcerated mothers. 

Children who have an incarcerated parent are at least six times more likely to be incar-

cerated at some point in their lives (Myers, Smarsh, Amlund-Hagen & Kennon, 1999; 

Reed & Reed, 1997). Research demonstrates that children of incarcerated mothers 

experience negative effects of separation, which puts them at an increased risk of suffering 

from various behavioral, psychological, and emotional problems (Katz, 1998; Young & 

Smith, 2000).  In addition, these children are at a greater risk of early substance use and 

sexuality, teen pregnancy, and juvenile delinquency (Johnston, 1995; Phillips & Bloom, 

1998). The effects of incarcerating women with children and separating them from their 

child can subsequently result in additional harms to society in the long run (Snyder et al, 

2002; Young & Smith, 2000). 

Although incarcerated mothers have committed a crime, it does not necessarily reflect 

their ability to parent their children, and fostering this parental bond is a protective factor 

for both mother and child (Luke, 2002). Enabling and facilitating this relationship is 

crucial in maintaining the physical and emotional bond between mother and child both 

during and after release. Supporting the psychological well-being of the mother can assist 

with reentry and reintegration efforts, and can possibly reduce intergenerational crime and 

delinquency. While mothers who are incarcerated are uniquely impacted by incarceration, 

many female inmates in general (with or without children) face other specific challenges as 

a result of incarceration.



EvidEncE 
GEnEration

Page 6

Incarcerated women have been considered to be an ‘invisible’ population (Maruschak, 

1997). Despite their consistently increasing numbers in prisons, little attention has 

been given to their unique health concerns, which differ greatly from those of men 

(Braithwaite et al., 2008). Women have specific healthcare needs during incarceration, 

and further research and policy development is required to improve the health status of 

this population (Sabol et al., 2007).  Adequate and safe medical care in prisons, as well 

as environmental changes to encourage healthy lifestyles, can prevent and reduce the 

development of health problems both in and out of prison.

Female specific health problems, which are frequently neglected in correctional 

facilities, most often include those related to reproductive health and gynecological 

needs (Belknap, 1996).  Routine checkups and examinations, which are imperative to 

preventive healthcare, are sometimes dismissed and overlooked, and medical concerns 

and complaints are often deemed unimportant. Even when there are examinations, many 

incarcerated women become victims of sexual abuse by prison staff during these medical 

exams (Belknap, 1996).  Safe and ongoing health care plays an important role in detecting 

health problems that may have gone unnoticed, because many incarcerated women lacked 

health care while they were in the community (Belknap, 1996). Identifying unknown 

health problems, preventing the development of further ones, and reducing the spread of 

disease upon release is essential for improving public health.

Preventive health care in prison can also be enhanced through environmental changes 

related to diets and physical activity that follow requirements unique to the needs of 

women. While meals in correctional facilities are based on daily allowances by the 

National Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences (Carlson & Garrett, 

2006), the caloric daily requirements range from 2,600-3,000 kcal. This exceeds the 

dietary needs of women, especially those with low activity levels or those who are already 

overweight. The nutritional recommendations for incarcerated women differ from those 

of men, as well from those of women in the community, because these women are less 

physically active (Clarke & Waring, 2012). Addressing the dietary needs and physical 

activity levels of women can protect against the development or worsening of health 

problems such as obesity, diabetes, and cardiovascular disease. 

More focus on the health of women in particular is needed. Health problems that go 

undetected and untreated (whether they are infectious and can be transmitted to the 

general population upon release or non-communicable diseases) will still exist when 

inmates are released (Braithwaite & Arriola, 2003). Thus, risk and harm reduction policies 

that address the specific needs of differing inmate populations and sub-populations can 

ultimately benefit the community at large. For women especially, addressing infectious 

diseases, health problems, and victimization (which can affect mental health) can prevent 

future involvement in the criminal justice system and subsequent disruption of families 

and communities (Belknap, 1996). 
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Women are not only uniquely affected by incarceration while they are in the facility, but 

face various obstacles during their transition back into the community. Their challenges 

differ from those of men, as “reentry is a gendered phenomenon and women’s exposures 

and response to life circumstances are distinct from those of men” (Cobbina, 2010, p.2). 

Released female inmates have complex needs which require consideration of factors such 

as victimization, substance addiction, mental illness, and economic stability (Belknap, 

2001; Daly, 1998). In turn, there is a need for attention to gender specific programming to 

encourage successful reintegration efforts (Richie, 2001).  

Women who are reentering the community will face multiple demands such as finding 

secure housing, seeking employment, fulfilling their parental duties, attending treatment 

and counseling programs, and securing transportation (Clarke & Waring, 2012; Snyder, 

2009). Women who are financially responsible for their children face additional 

challenges, especially if they have previously used up entitlements to welfare, or are 

ineligible for assistance due to their criminal conviction (Frost, Greene & Pranis, 2006). 

As a result, research points to the importance of developing a comprehensive approach to 

address women’s needs both during and after imprisonment (Bloom, Owen & Covington, 

2004).  Programs that improve self-esteem, examine histories of trauma and abuse, 

address pregnancy, facilitate parenting, and address physical and mental illness, substance 

abuse, and various other barriers are important in addressing the lasting impact of incar-

ceration on women (Richie, 2001). 

Multigenerational CriMinal JustiCe involveMent

The drastic increase in incarceration rates, beginning in the 1980’s, has had a profound 

effect on the family, especially the children of incarcerated mothers. In 2000, approxi-

mately 85,044 women were incarcerated in state or federal prisons in the United States. 

By 2010, the number of women in these facilities serving a sentence of at least one year 

was around 103,674, representing an increase of approximately 19,000 female inmates 

over the 11 year period (Carson & Sabol, 2011). Mothers are typically the primary caregiver 

of children in the United States (Miller, 2006; Naudeau, 2010), which causes a greater 

disruption in the life of the child than paternal incarceration (Glaze & Marushak, 2008). 

The exponential increase in the incarceration of women, therefore, presents a serious 

multigenerational criminal justice issue. 

Of the 1.52 million inmates held in state and federal prisons in 2007, almost 810,000 had 

at least one child under the age of 18. Approximately 1.7 million children had at least one 

parent in prison. The children of parents who are incarcerated in local jails, however, are 

not included in these estimates (Glaze & Maruschak, 2008) because the information is not 

systematically collected (Poehlmann, Dallaire, Loper, & Shear, 2010). This implies that 

these estimates are conservative and fail to reflect the total number of children affected 
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by the correctional confinement of a parent (Johnson & Easterling, 2012), which could 

potentially be in the millions (Western & Wildeman, 2009). 

Children are negatively affected by the incarceration of a parent in several ways. They 

have a higher risk of mental health problems (especially depression, anxiety, and low 

self-esteem) (Dalley, 2002; Murray, Farrington, Sekol, & Olsen, 2009; Robertson, 

2012), antisocial and aggressive behaviors, and problems in school (Boswell & Wedge, 

2002; Murray, Farrington, Sekol, & Olsen, 2009; Robertson, 2012). Parental incarcera-

tion often negatively affects financial stability (Geller, Garfinkel, Cooper, & Mincy 2009; 

Robertson, 2012) and leads to the breakdown of caregiver relationships (Murray & 

Murray, 2010; Robertson, 2012). Stigmatization of the children of incarcerated parents 

is also problematic. In fact, the phrase “children of incarcerated parents” has become a 

label that differentiates this group of children from other children. The label often leads 

to the stressful decision to keep the incarceration of a parent a secret or disclose the secret 

to others. Children who choose to disclose that their parent is incarcerated often feel 

stigmatized, devalued, and discriminated against. It has been argued that this stigmatiza-

tion results in the belief that the “apple doesn’t fall far from the tree”, which then leads 

to self-fulfilling prophecies that perpetuate multi-generational cycles of criminal justice 

involvement (Phillips & Gates, 2010).

The children of incarcerated parents are also more likely to be involved in the criminal 

justice system than their peers. A child with at least one parent in prison is more likely to 

engage in delinquent behaviors (Murray, Farrington, Sekol, & Olsen, 2009), be convicted 

of crimes in adulthood (Farrington, Coid, & Murray, 2009; Huebner & Gustafson, 2007; 

Reiss & Farrington, 1991), and be sentenced to probation (Huebner & Gustafson, 2007). 

Finally, these youth are often moved between family members and foster care when their 

mother is incarcerated. This unstable home environment can make it very difficult for the 

child to feel safe and secure (Dalley, 2002).

The causal mechanisms through which parental incarceration impacts child mental health 

and behavior, however, are unknown (Murray, et al., 2009; Johnson & Easterling, 2012). 

Some researchers argue that parental incarceration may indirectly affect child behavior 

and multigenerational criminal justice involvement (Dalley, 2002; Huebner & Gustafson, 

2007; Johnson & Easterling, 2012). More specifically, the children of incarcerated parents 

are often exposed to poverty, as well as parental substance abuse and mental health 

problems, before the incarceration of their parent (Dalley, 2002; Dannerbeck, 2005; 

Phillips et al., 2006). For example, Dalley (2002) found that 92 percent of the children 

of incarcerated mothers in their sample had some type of problem (e.g., mental, physical 

or developmental challenges, substance abuse, pregnancy, delinquency, or difficulties 

in school) before their mother was incarcerated. This could be a result of the mother’s 

experiences of substance abuse, physical and sexual abuse, single parent status, lack of 
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employment and education, and poor parenting skills. These children also tended to have 

been separated from their mothers at an earlier point in time (e.g., due to substance abuse 

& loss of custody), which may have disrupted the mother-child attachment. 

Attachment is “an in-born system in the brain that evolves in ways that influence and 

organize motivational, emotional, and memory processes with respect to significant 

caregiving figures” (Bowlby, 1969). Attachment theory states that securely attached rela-

tionships between parent and child are necessary for mental representations of the self 

and others to be developed (Bowlby, 1973; Bretherton, 1993). These mental representa-

tions are a reflection of developmental trajectories in that they help foster interpersonal 

competence by guiding the behavioral and emotional reactions of the individual (Bowlby, 

1982; Bretherton, 1996). Children who are separated from their parents, due to incarcera-

tion for example, often suffer from insecure attachment (Poehlmann, 2005b). They are 

also unable to participate in common rituals of coping with separation resulting from 

divorce, death, or military deployment, and do not receive community support (Phillips 

& Gates, 2010). Several programs have been implemented to address the separation 

between incarcerated parents and their children, such as visitation (Hoffman, Byrd, & 

Kightlinger, 2010), prison nurseries (Byrne, Goshin, & Joestl, 2010), diversion programs 

and alternatives to incarceration (Travis & Waul, 2003), parenting programs (Eddy et al., 

2008; Loper & Tuerck, 2011), and mentoring programs (Shlafer, Poehlmann, Coffino, & 

Hanneman, 2009). 

mEntorinG

Approximately 10 million children in the United States have previously had one or both 

parents placed in a correctional facility (Reed & Reed, 1997). One in every 33 Americans 

has had at least one parent incarcerated during their childhood (Manning, 2011).  In 2010, 

between 1.7 and 2.7 million children were estimated to have a parent under correctional 

supervision (Raeder, 2012).Though children with incarcerated parents are an extremely 

vulnerable population with little voice and control over their lives in the absence of their 

parent, research on this population is scarce (Reed & Reed, 1997).  Having a parent 

incarcerated can be traumatic and disruptive to a child (Adalist-Estrin, 2006). Children 

with an incarcerated parent are at an increased risk of developing behavioral problems, 

(Murray & Farrington, 2005), problems at school (Arditti, Lambert-Shute & Joest, 2003), 

and unhealthy relationships (Poehlmann, 2005a).  As a result, more attention needs to be 

paid to the impact of parental incarceration on children, the importance of relationships 

in their lives, and mentoring as a beneficial technique for improving outcomes of these 

children. 

When parents are incarcerated, children face challenges including the stigma of having 

a parent in prisons or jails, separation from their parent, and an increased likelihood of 

future deviant and criminal behavior. Even if a child is in a community that is frequently 
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affected by incarceration, many still withdraw as a result of fear of judgment and feelings 

of guilt for their parent’s crime (Adalis-Estrin, 2006). In cases where involvement in the 

system is more cyclical, permanent separation and destabilization of the family may also 

affect children (Reed & Reed, 1997). Many of these children will follow their parent’s 

footsteps, as indicated by the model for multigenerational criminal justice involvement 

(Gabel & Johnston, 1995). This model posits that children who are exposed to trauma 

(such as parental incarceration) produce negative emotional responses that without 

intervention result in destructive behaviors and patterns increasing their risk for criminal 

behavior and incarceration. 

In most cases, children with incarcerated parents are also affected by the destruction of 

the parent/child relationship. In an attempt to grow up without a steady, consistent and 

reliable adult in their lives (Timmons, 2006), children develop trust issues and unhealthy 

relationships (Merenstein, Tyson, Tilles, Keays, & Rufffolo, 2011). Having a nurturing 

relationship with adults is essential during childhood development (Timmons, 2006), and 

children with unhealthy attachments often view themselves as being unworthy of care and 

attention. These children are also at a higher risk for future behavior problems (Deklyen & 

Greenberg, 2008; Cassidy & Shaver, 1999). Thus, it is important to better understand how 

the development of strong and supportive relationships can benefit children dealing with 

the incarceration of one or more of their parents.

Research is scare regarding interventions and programs that can measurably improve 

the lives of children with incarcerated parents (Timmons, 2006). Various strategies and 

techniques have been developed to improve interpersonal communications between youth 

workers and children, to encourage formal school based support groups, and to train 

teachers in how to address the needs of children with incarcerated parents (Adalist-Estin, 

2006). More recently, there has been a focus on relationships as a protective factor, which 

can be further developed through the establishment and delivery of mentoring programs. 

Mentoring programs can assist children with developing safe and secure attachments, 

building trust, and enhancing personal growth and development. 

Children with incarcerated parents experience a sense of loss, and developing new, 

nurturing and supportive relationships with an adult can create a sense of safe attachment 

(Ainsworth, 1989).  Attachment theory indicates that separation from parents during 

childhood can have a detrimental impact on children’s lives. Having supportive adults 

can protect children from the negative consequences associated with losing a parent to 

incarceration (Bowlby, 1979). These types of relationships can be developed through 

mentoring programs which match adults and children, encouraging positive behaviors and 

supporting caregivers in the absence of a parent due to incarceration (Timmons, 2006). 

Additionally, having strong trusting relationships can provide stability, and may have life 

changing effects on the child and their expectation of future relationships and behavioral 
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outcomes. Mentors can offer care and support that changes a child’s view of adults as 

untrustworthy, and can help to change the views of children that they are undeserving 

of attention and care (Rhodes, Haight & Briggs, 1999). Boys are particularly challenging, 

as they may require supportive adult male mentors, but have trust issues due to missing 

male role models in their lives (Merenstein, Tyson, Tilles, Keays & Rufffolo, 2011). Those 

who have incarcerated parents might benefit from more routine visits, more structure and 

boundaries, guidance moving them away from the choices their parents made (without 

judgment of their parents), and overall consistency and stability. In addition, this can help 

these youths to build and maintain trust of male adults over time (Davies, Brazzell, La 

Vigne & Shollenberger, 2008).

Research and evaluation of mentoring programs shows that mentoring can be effective 

and beneficial to children of incarcerated parents. The most positive outcomes are found 

with mentoring relationships that are close, consistent, and long term (Rhodes & Dubois, 

2006). Mentor relationships allow children to engage in activities and events that provide 

them with the undivided attention of their mentor. If effective, the relationship can teach 

children how to communicate more openly, improve their willingness and ability to trust, 

boost their levels of confidence, and encourage assertiveness (Merenstein, Tyson, Tilles, 

Keays & Rufffolo, 2011).

The potential benefits of mentoring children with incarcerated parents are evident, 

and more recently policy makers have viewed formal mentoring programs such as Big 

Brothers and Big Sisters as an intervention that may successfully address the needs of 

this vulnerable population (Jucovy, 2003). However, some researchers caution against 

expanding mentoring programs without further understanding of the needs of these 

children, as effective mentoring programs should be grounded in theory and rigorously 

evaluated to determine what works and what does not (Shlafer, Poehlmann, Coffino & 

Hanneman, 2009).

EvidEncE bAsEd proGrAms

A variety of programs and practices are used to provide services to justice-involved youth. 

Some programs are specifically tailored, brand-named, and include manuals, protocols, 

training, and technical assistance (Greenwood, 2010). For example, Functional Family 

Therapy, Multisystemic Therapy, and LifeSkills Training are brand-named programs 

(Greenwood, 2010; Henggeler and Schoenwald, 2011; Washington State Institute for 

Public Policy, 2012). Some practices in youth justice, however, are more generic strategies 

that are used to reduce crime and violence, but are not trademarked. Such practices tend 

to be more flexible and can be used in combination with other practices with similar goals. 

Mentoring, cognitive behavioral therapy, group counseling, and job-related interven-

tions are examples of generic practices (Greenwood, 2010). Practices can also include 
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legal responses such as processing the juvenile in the criminal justice system, transferring 

the juvenile to adult court, residential placement, and placing the juvenile on probation 

(Henggeler & Schoenwald, 2011). 

Although a wide variety of interventions are available to programs that serve justice-

involved youth, not all programs are evidence-based. To be considered evidence-based, 

programs and practices must have been empirically tested according to certain standards. 

Several experimental or quasi-experimental studies, carried out at different sites, must 

demonstrate significant improvements in client outcomes that are consistent with the 

articulated goals of the program or practice (Greenwood, 2010; Lipsey et al., 2010; 

Washington State Institute for Public Policy, 2012). 

Programs and practices that do not meet the criteria for evidence-based, but have some 

supporting evidence of effectiveness, may still be considered “research-based.” For 

example, a program that has been found to be effective in one or two empirical studies 

would be considered research-based, but not evidence-based. 

Based on ever more preliminary information, some “promising programs” and practices 

have to have the potential to become research-based (Lipsey et al., 2010; Washington 

State Institute for Public Policy, 2012). Finally, programs and practices that have been 

empirically tested and failed to show any positive outcomes or caused adverse outcomes 

should be considered ineffective (Greenwood, 2010). 

Implementing evidence-based programs is important for several reasons. 

1. Evidence-based programs and practices have been shown to be reliable interven-

tions for reducing crime among youth (Greenwood, 2010).

2. Evidence-based programs and practices are more cost-effective than other 

programs because they are more likely to produce positive outcomes that cost the 

state less in the long run. For example, lowering recidivism among justice-involved 

youth saves money on out of home placements and probation or parole officers 

(Washington State Institute for Public Policy, 2012). 

3. Funding agencies are more likely to give money to programs that use evidence-

based programs and practices, or can at least demonstrate a plan for implementing 

evidence-based practices in the future (Mitchell, 2010). 

4. Legislators in some states are beginning to require that social service agencies 

use evidence-based or research-based programs and practices (Washington State 

Institute for Public Policy, 2012). 

For these reasons, the Graduate Research Fellows recommend using evidence-based 

programs and practices whenever such programs are available and when they otherwise 
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fit the mission of the agency. There are several resources for determining which programs 

and practices are currently considered evidence-based. Websites such as Blueprints for 

Violence Prevention, Coalition for Evidence-based Policy, and the Washington State 

Institute for Public Policy keep relatively current lists of programs and practices that 

are evidence-based. Researchers and juvenile justice agencies also publish reviews of 

a variety of programs and practices. Meta-analyses are a popular method of evaluating 

the effectiveness of juvenile justice programs and practices. A meta-analysis of juvenile 

justice programs or practices begins by finding all of the studies evaluating the program 

or practice of interest using standardized search procedures. Studies of programs and 

practices with both positive and negative results must be included. Each study must 

include a treatment and comparison group in order to determine the effect that the 

program or practice had on juvenile justice outcomes. The effect size of the included 

studies is then statistically calculated. The effect size provides evidence of whether the 

outcome has been achieved, and whether that outcome is a result of the treatment or inter-

vention that is being examined (Washington State Institute for Public Policy, 2012) (see 

Evidence-Based Programs and Practices Guidebook for more information).  

dEvElopinG A loGic modEl

The process of developing a logic model should first begin with producing a theory of 

change for each program. Next, logic models can be created, which should be based on the 

principles outlined in the theories of change.

theory of Change

A theory of change is a set of testable propositions about how a program affects individual 

conditions or behaviors. An effective theory of change describes the process by which 

change is produced, and articulates how and why a set of activities are expected to impact 

participants (Connell & Kubisch, 1998; Connell & Klem, 2000; Maxfield, 2001; W.K. 

Kellogg Foundation, 2004). Understanding what outcomes are expected and why they are 

expected is the basis for establishing evaluation goals. More precise theories of change 

can lead to more confidence in evaluation findings (Maxfield, 2001). A properly developed 

theory of change can demonstrate that a program’s intervention, rather than some outside 

condition, leads to change in participants (Connell & Kubisch, 1998; Maxfield, 2001). 

Funding decisions are also more favorable if there is a clearly articulated problem and 

intervention to address that problem (W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004).

A theory of change should be based on research and best practices, with strategies 

designed to address a specific problem in a specific context (Connell & Kubisch, 1998; 

Maxfield, 2001; W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004). Connell and Klem (2000) provide a list 

of four criteria by which the quality of a theory of change is judged. First, the logic behind 



EvidEncE 
GEnEration

Page 14

why an intervention should work must be plausible. Second, there must be enough 

resources to make a theory of change doable. Third, the actual change that results from 

an intervention must be testable. Finally, the desired results must be important and 

significant enough to make a theory of change meaningful.

Theories of change should be developed in collaboration with people who are knowledge-

able about the problem, the program, or the organization (Maxfield, 2001). They are 

developed by systematically organizing what is known about a particular problem and 

the goals that a program hopes to accomplish (W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004). First, 

there should be a clear conception of the problem a program seeks to address.  The chosen 

intervention, as well as the rationale behind that intervention, should then be based on 

the clearly defined statement of this problem. The following four basic steps are used as an 

example of how to develop a theory of change for Hour Children (adapted from Maxfield, 

2001).

● State the problem that needs to be addressed: 

Mothers are typically the primary caregiver of children in the United States, making the 

exponential increase in the incarceration of women a serious multigenerational criminal 

justice issue. Children of incarcerated parents are more likely to engage in delinquent 

behavior and be convicted of crimes in adulthood (Farrington, Coid, & Murray, 2009), and 

are at higher risk of mental health issues and antisocial behaviors (Murray, Farrington, 

Sekol, & Olsen, 2009). 

● Identify the program’s goals and objectives in addressing the problem: 

Hour Friends In Deed provides those youths who have an incarcerated family member 

with a mentor to help these youths by providing resources for emotional and practical 

support in order to encourage their social and emotional wellbeing and development, with 

the ultimate goal of breaking the multigenerational cycle of criminal justice involvement. 

● Specify what actions will be taken to achieve those goals and objectives:

Hour Children seeks to increase the engagement of children of incarcerated individuals in 

pro-social activities and to increase self-esteem through the mentor/mentee relationship. 

Mentors provide their mentees with homework help and tutoring, enrichment activities, 

and in some cases visitation with incarcerated family members. In addition, Hour Children 

provides mentors and their mentees with Hour Friends In Deed specific events, such as 

the annual square dance and organization wide events. 

● Clarify the rationale for taking those actions: 

Children with an incarcerated family member face numerous difficulties resulting from 
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the removal of their family member, including the development of problem behaviors, 

difficulty at school, and problems with recognizing and maintaining healthy relationships 

(Murray & Farrington, 2005; Poehlmann, 2005; Arditti, Lambert-Shute & Joest, 2003). 

Research has shown that the removal of a parent or family member resulting from incar-

ceration can lead children to develop trust issues and unhealthy relationships (Merenstein, 

Tyson, Tilles, Keays, & Rufffolo, 2011); however, mentoring programs have increas-

ingly gained attention as possible interventions allowing for the development of healthy 

relationships with supportive and trustworthy adults (Timmons, 2006). Through the 

development of relationships with mentors, children with incarcerated family members 

can develop stable, caring relationships, which can help to change the expectations of 

these children of their futures and break the multigenerational cycle of incarceration 

(Rhodes, Haight & Briggs, 1999). 

hour Children theories of Change

Comprehensive Women’s Program

Women who have been incarcerated have a difficult time reentering society. They 

often have few job skills and financial resources, little education, and no housing. 

This makes it very difficult to provide for themselves and their minor children, 

for whom they are usually the primary single-parent caregiver prior to their 

arrest. Formerly incarcerated women also are more likely to suffer from a history 

of physical and sexual abuse, which leads to higher rates of mental health and 

substance abuse disorders than men. The Hour Children Comprehensive Women’s 

Program provides incarcerated women with pre- and post-release social services, 

housing, job training and placement, mentors, childcare, and referrals to educational 

programs. Women with access to these services are better able to address their 

mental health and substance abuse problems, provide for their families, and gain 

financial independence. Successful reentry leads to economic and housing stability, 

lower recidivism rates, and family reunification. In addition, supporting mothers is 

a mechanism to create more stable family environments and better opportunities for 

the children of women in the Comprehensive Women’s program.

Hour Friends in Deed

Youth who have an incarcerated parent or family member are more likely to engage 

in delinquent behavior and have interaction with the criminal justice system. 

The removal of a family member from the home, especially the mother, can have 

devastating effects on the ability of children to form healthy, trusting relationships 

with adults. It also makes it harder for them to function in society while dealing 

with the loss of a parent or family member. The Hour Friends In Deed mentoring 

program matches youth who have an incarcerated family member with an approved 
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and trained mentor. Mentors provide these children with a support system as well 

as engage them in enriching and fun activities. Children with supportive mentors 

are better able to cope with the incarceration of their family member, engage in 

pro-social activities, remain enrolled and engaged in school, and avoid interaction 

with the criminal justice system.

logiC Models

A logic model depicts a program’s underlying theory of change and illustrates how the 

activities of the program lead to certain outcomes. As such, logic models can be useful 

tools for determining the  aspects of a program that achieve the desired outcomes and 

the reasons these program aspects are effective (Maxfield 2001; Wilder Research, 2009). 

There are four approaches used to design logic models. A basic logic model illustrates 

how the program is supposed to function. A theory-based logic model illustrates the 

theory of change that was used to guide the development of a program, thus providing 

a rationale for why the program should be successful. For this reason, programs often 

use theory-based logic models in grant applications. Logic models designed using 

an outcomes approach highlight the way that program activities will result in the 

desired outcomes of the program, making them a helpful tool for generating reports and 

evaluating the program. This type of logic model will often include short-term outcomes 

that can be accomplished in one to three years, long-term outcomes that may take four 

to six years to achieve, and impacts that will take seven to ten years to bring about lasting 

change. Finally, logic models using an activities approach are extremely helpful in the 

day to day management of a program because they provide a detailed description of the 

activities that will be utilized to reach program goals (W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004).

The style and depth of content in a logic model depends on the purpose of the logic model 

(e.g., grant application vs. training) and the audience for whom the logic model was 

created (e.g., board of directors vs. staff) (Taylor-Powell & Henert, 2008). Logic models 

usually include several key components, including  Inputs (resources), Activities (services 

offered), Outputs (measurable products of the delivery of services), Outcomes (short and 

long-term  results  following service participation), and Impacts (long-term community 

and/or systemic change) (Maxfield, 2001; Taylor-Powell & Henert, 2008; W.K. Kellogg 

Foundation, 2004; Wilder Research, 2009). When designing logic models, it is helpful 

to begin with a series of “if/then” statements as a means of clarifying how the goals 

of the program can be achieved through the proposed activities. For example, if Hour 

Children provides enthusiastic and dedicated mentors whose personalities are matched 

to the children of incarcerated mothers (resources), then these youth can spend time 

with a positive adult role model (activities). If youth take part in the mentoring program 

(activities), then Hour Children can expect that these youths will develop self-esteem and 

positive relationships with their mentors, guardians, and parents (outcome), making them 
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less likely to exhibit antisocial behaviors (outcome), and preventing future involvement 

with the criminal justice system (impact). “If/then” statements also can serve as a means 

of designing activities that will lead to outcomes that the program can realistically achieve 

in the designated time frame (Taylor-Powell & Henert, 2008; W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 

2004).

There are several benefits to using logic models. Logic models help to develop the goals 

and underlying assumptions of a program, as well as aid in evaluating the rationale for the 

causal link between the activities and the outcomes. Secondly, logic models often reveal 

faulty reasoning and gaps in assumptions about how interventions work and what impact 

they can reasonably be expected to have. Logic models also serve as a useful aid in training 

new staff members. Program administrators can use logic models to describe the program 

and its goals to current or potential funders, while also outlining the important features 

of the program to stakeholders. Program administrators should develop logic models 

prior to program implementation, but they are meant to be fluid (i.e., updated to reflect 

changes in program theory and functioning) (Taylor-Powell & Henert, 2008; W.K. Kellogg 

Foundation, 2004). Lastly, carefully prepared logic models offer blueprints for planning 

process and outcome evaluations.

It is also important to acknowledge the limitations of logic models. Logic models represent 

what Hour Children hopes will happen; they do not necessarily reflect the reality of what 

has occurred or what will occur. There are also unintended consequences, both positive 

and negative, of program implementation that logic models cannot capture. Finally, and 

perhaps most importantly, logic models may not accurately reflect complex cause and 

effect relationships. It is important to keep in mind that the causal relationship between 

participation in the program and individual or community change may be affected by 

a combination of multiple factors within the program as well as factors external to the 

program (Taylor-Powell & Henert, 2008). For example, level of mentor participation is 

dependent on the amount of time the mentors have available to devote to their mentees. 

While mentor participation is important in determining the success of the program, Hour 

Children has no direct control over how much time the mentors have to spend with their 

mentees. A strong theory of change combined with an explicit description of how program 

activities should lead to specific outcomes can help increase confidence that the program is 

what is influencing participant and community change (Maxfield, 2001). 

The logic models created for Hour Children can be found on the next two pages.
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EvAluAtion

Program evaluation should be purposive (with specific goals in mind), analytic (following 

sound logic and reasoning), and empirical (based on actual data) (Maxfield, 2001). To 

conduct an evaluation of their Hour Friends In Deed mentoring program, Hour Children 

should follow a two-step process: first, conduct a process evaluation to make sure the 

program is doing what it says it is doing; second, conduct an outcome evaluation to 

determine the effect that the program has on its participants. Those involved with 

evaluation should be aware of the following concepts:

Internal Validity: The degree to which an evaluator can conclude that a change in 

program participants is attributable to the program’s intervention (Campbell & Stanley, 

1966; Cook & Campbell, 1979). For example, a client’s cognitive and moral decision-
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making increases after completing the ATI program. If an evaluation can demonstrate 

that this change is a result of program activities and not some external condition, there is 

internal validity.

External Validity: The degree to which a program can be generalized to other settings 

and populations (Campbell & Stanley, 1966; Cook & Campbell, 1979). For Hour Children, 

this refers to how effective the Hour Friends In Deed mentoring program would be in a 

different city or with different types of clients.

Reliability: The degree to which an assessment produces consistent results across 

independent measurements (Kennelly, 2009). For example, two different Hour Children 

staff members give the same assessment to one client (or one staff member gives an 

assessment to one client on two different occasions) and receive the same results.

Measurement Validity: Data collected that represent an underlying concept of interest, 

such as a condition or attribute (Maxfield, 2001). An underlying concept that is of interest 

to Hour Children is to prevent involvement in the criminal justice system. Criminal 

involvement can be measured in different ways, including arrest or conviction. As an 

example, one measure of criminal justice involvement could be to count the number of 

arrests of youth involved in the program.

ProCess evaluation

Process evaluations determine if a program is being implemented the way it was intended 

and assess the overall effectiveness of a program. As such, they examine program delivery 

(Maxfield, 2001) and serve as a quality assurance tool (The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 

2002). Evaluators should conduct a process evaluation before an outcome evaluation 

because outcomes depend on the process (National Crime Prevention Council, 1987). 

Evaluators can mistakenly attribute program failure to an ineffective intervention, when 

the failure is actually a result of improper program implementation (Karachi, Abbott, 

Catalano, Haggerty, & Fleming, 1999). 

Process evaluations can inform both internal and external validity (Baranowski & Stables, 

2000). For example, demonstrating that Hour Children staff and mentors rigorously 

adhered to the requirements of the program activities and outputs outlined in the logic 

model produces strong internal validity. If evaluators account for the context in which 

an intervention occurs, the types of individuals participating, and the precise method 

in which activities are carried out, then they can demonstrate how a program could be 

effective in other contexts (i.e., external validity).

To conduct a process evaluation, evaluators need good data. Hour children should collect 

data immediately after the program begins (e.g., participant demographic information and 

selection criteria), during the intervention (e.g., number of mentoring sessions offered and 
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youths attendance), and after the intervention (e.g., length of match and client satisfaction 

ratings) (Bliss & Emshoff, 2002). For example, if youth do not show up to the mentoring 

sessions that are offered by their mentors, or are not engaged with the mentoring program, 

a process evaluation would indicate that Hour Children is not implementing youth 

mentoring properly and effectively. 

Process evaluation data can be developed from information systems, records and case files, 

or some other tracking system. These data should be routinely collected by program staff, 

which is why process evaluations are easier and less expensive than outcome evaluations 

(Bliss & Emshoff, 2002). Collecting additional data for a process evaluation is only useful 

if the program staff know exactly what questions need to be answered, as well as what 

methods should be used to best address those questions. The Annie E. Casey Foundation 

(2002) provides three general questions that a process evaluation should address: 

 � Why was this program developed?

 � How is this program operated?

 � Is the program operating as intended?

ProCess Measures

To conduct a process evaluation, Hour Children must identify useful process measures. 

Process measures are the specific indicators of program delivery, which include program 

activities and outputs in the logic model. Evaluators use these to measure the amount 

and quality of a specific type of activity. The most common type of process measure 

is a counting system, which measures how much of something is being administered 

(Maxfield, 2001). For example, Hour Children mentors meet with their mentees twice a 

month for an hour and a half each session. 

Other types of process measures are more complex because they require more than a 

tallying system. These include conditions, attributes, behaviors, attitudes, opinions, and 

beliefs. Evaluators can measure these directly (e.g., staff observes client behavior during 

daily routines) or indirectly (e.g., self-report survey about client behavior) (Maxfield, 

2001). A number of key questions may be answered by a process evaluation:
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ConCePts in ProCess evaluation

Resources: Does Hour Children House have enough money, materials, and staff to 

effectively run their Hour Friends In Deed mentoring program?

Possible Measures

 � Amount of funding Hour Children receives 

 � Types of staff/volunteers (e.g., mentors, administrators)

 � Number of staff

 � Number of training hours staff receive (e.g., mentoring training)

Recruitment: Does Hour Children recruit enough youth and mentors who are an 

appropriate fit for their Hour Friends In Deed mentoring program?

Possible Measures

 � Hour Friends In Deed mentoring program inclusion criteria 

 � Client demographics and characteristics 

 � Number of potential youth (referrals)

 � Number of youth accepted into the Hour Friends In Deed mentoring program

Implementation: Does Hour Children properly implement their Hour Friends In Deed 

mentoring program? 

Possible Measures

 � Quality of delivery( e.g., well-trained mentors and quality of mentoring activities)

 � Amount of delivery( e.g., number of mentoring sessions)

 � Dose (quality of delivery × amount of delivery)

Participation: Do Hour Children clients participate in the activities that are specified in 

the program?

Possible Measures

 � Number of youth participating in mentoring activities

 � Program completion rate

 � Average length of stay in mentoring program
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Reach/Exposure: What components of the mentoring program do clients like?

Possible Measures

 � Client satisfaction surveys of program components

 � Client ratings of program components

 � Amount each component was liked

Context/Contamination: Are there environmental factors that may influence Hour 

Children clients while they are in the mentoring program? 

Possible Measures

 � Places other than Hour Children that youth spend their time (e.g., at work, school, 

or treatment facilities; with family or friends) 

 � Ways in which these places influence youth (e.g., time spent with criminal peers, 

family members, or colleagues; access to criminal opportunities)

Barriers: What and how many problems do Hour Children staff encounter that may 

affect how youth receive the mentoring program? 

Possible Measures

 � Types of problems (e.g., youth/mentors are unable to attend mentoring sessions; 

difficulty finding suitable mentors; family members refuse to cooperate)

 � Number of problems encountered

 � Number of youth affected by these problems

outcomE EvAluAtion

If process evaluations address the question “are we doing things right,” outcome 

evaluations address the question “are we doing the right things” (Kennelly, 2009). 

Outcome evaluations assess the short- and long-term results of a program’s activity or 

set of activities. They provide information about the impact of a program by examining 

whether participants are improving as a result of the program or other outside factors. 

Evaluators select outcomes based on the goals of the organization (Maxfield, 2001). 

Examples of outcomes specific to Hour Children include:
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 � Increased engagement in pro-social activities and self-esteem;

 � Creation of healthy and supportive relationships;

 � Improved relationships with incarcerated family members; and

 � Improved school performance.

outCoMe Measures

An outcome evaluation is comprised of outcome measures, which can be found in the 

last two columns of the logic model (i.e., outcomes and impacts). Evaluators use outcome 

measures to track changes in individual outcomes, as well as to provide an objective 

measurement of change. Hour Children should ensure that their outcome measures:

1. Are theoretically grounded and demonstrate relationships between activities or 

services and resulting behaviors

2. Meet the criteria for validity and reliability

3. Are either a direct or indirect measure of behavior

4. Have good potential for linking integrity to institutional effectiveness (National 

Academies Press, 2002)

The tools needed to choose the best outcome measures must be reliable, valid, feasible, 

practical, and economical (Johnson, 2008). Additionally, outcome measures should be 

relevant to the organization’s views and values (Greenhalgh, Long, Brettle, Grant, 1998). A 

review checklist can help Hour Children determine if their outcome measures fit the goals 

of their organization. A checklist can also provide descriptive and evaluative questions that 

can help Hour Children develop outcome measures that are appropriate for their Hour 

Friends In Deed mentoring program. 

CHeCklIST For DeveloPIng ouTCoMe MeaSureS 

   (Adapted from Greenhalgh et al., 1998)

Descriptive Purpose

What does this instrument aim to measure?

Was it designed as an evaluative/outcome measure?

Background

Why was this measure needed?

What was the rationale behind this design?

What settings or application areas are these measures being applied?
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Description

Whose perspective is the measure trying to capture?

What are the main domains covered?

How many items and subscales are being measured?

What is the response format?

What is the method of Hour Children administration?

How much training is needed for each mentor?

How is this particular instrument (e.g., mentoring) being scored?

Metrics

What evidence is there that the measure is reliable?

What evidence is there that mentoring or any other measure that Hour Children 

adopts is responsive to significant change?

Evaluative

To what extent does the measure capture the desired outcomes of the multiple stake-

holders (e.g., board members, staff, funding entities)?

Is this measure grounded in the views of Hour Children?

Feasibility

What evidence is there that the measure is feasible to use in this particular area?

If the measure is self-report, will the generated data be of good quality?

Are the scores of the measure easy to analyze and interpret?

Utility

Is the measure acceptable to, and perceived as relevant, by other health care 

providers or youth mentoring programs?

Does it provide extra information not already available to the Hour Children staff?

Can this measure become an integral part of data collection and thus aid treatment 

and care decision-making?
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stAndArdizEd proGrAm EvAluAtion protocol (spEp)
An alternative to a direct evaluation is the Standardized Program Evaluation Protocol 

(SPEP). The SPEP was designed by Mark Lipsey and colleagues to be used as an evaluation 

tool by service providers and juvenile justice agencies. The SPEP provides a rating scheme 

for assessing the effectiveness of youth justice programs in reducing recidivism. The rating 

scheme assigns points (up to 100) to program based on how closely program characteris-

tics match weighted best practice guidelines. These guidelines were developed based on 

the findings from a meta-analysis of 548 independent studies of youth justice interven-

tions. Effective programs are those that adhere to characteristics shown to be effective by 

the meta-analysis, in a manner that research suggests will lead to positive effects (Howell 

& Lipsey, 2012; Lipsey et al., 2010; Lipsey & Howell, 2012).

The comprehensive meta-analysis was conducted by Lipsey beginning in the 1980s and 

periodically updated through present day (i.e., Lipsey, 1992, 1999a, 1999b, 2009). This 

meta-analysis found that four primary program components were most important for 

reducing recidivism (Howell & Lipsey, 2012; Lipsey et al., 2010; Lipsey & Howell, 2012):

1. The risk-level of Juveniles: Interventions were more effective for high-risk 

offenders

2. Treatment Philosophy: Interventions based on therapeutic philosophies (e.g., skill 

building and counseling) were more effective than those based on control (e.g., 

discipline, deterrence, and surveillance) philosophies. 

3. Type of Intervention: Categories of programs that were based on a therapeutic 

approach were further broken into generic program types. For example, generic 

program types within the skills building category include behavioral, cognitive 

behavioral, social skills, challenge, academic, and job related. Of these program 

types, behavioral and cognitive behavioral skill-building programs performed 

best. Similarly, generic types of counseling include individual, family, family crisis, 

group, peer, mixed, and mixed with referrals. Family counseling and mentoring 

were the most effective program types among the counseling programs. Within 

these program types, brand-name programs did not necessarily show stronger 

effects than no-name programs. For example, Multi-Systemic Therapy and 

Functional Family Therapy performed approximately as well as the no-name 

“family counseling” programs.  

4. Quality and amount of Service: Programs were more effective when they provided 

longer service duration and more contact hours (up to a point of diminishing 

returns), as well as when they were implemented with higher quality. 
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These four factors explain much of the variation across programs and can provide insight 

into how a program can effectively reduce future contact with justice agencies. To use 

the SPEP with Hour Children, the Graduate Research Fellows would examine descriptive 

information pertaining to the services provided by a program, program implementation, 

and youth participant characteristics. That information is then compared to the glossary 

of program types provided by Lipsey. SPEP ratings are then assigned based on four factors 

derived from Lipsey’s meta-analysis. These four factors and associated weighted scoring 

are as follows (Howell & Lipsey, 2012; Lipsey et al., 2010):

1. Type of Program: Program types are classified as having low, medium, or high 

effectiveness

2. amount of Treatment: Divided into a) duration (the time between service intake 

and discharge); b) total contact hours (number of hours of direct exposure to program 

activities)

3. Quality of Treatment: Assessed using four items: a) a written protocol or manual 

that describes the intended services, as well as how these services are to be delivered; 

b) well-trained staff who can properly follow the protocol; c) organizational procedures 

for determining how well the organization is adhering to the protocol; d) organizational 

procedures for addressing departures from the protocol

4. risk level of Youth: Based on a valid risk assessment instrument or equivalent data 

(e.g., prior offense history, current problem behavior, etc.)

An example of the form used to implement the SPEP can be seen on the next page.
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Source: Howell & Lipsey (2012)
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The most rigorous way to demonstrate the validity of the SPEP is to randomly assign 

two groups of juveniles, one to programs with high SPEP ratings, and one to programs 

with low SPEP ratings, and then compare the recidivism rates of the two groups (Howell 

& Lipsey, 2012). Such a study has not yet been conducted. However, at the time of this 

writing, researchers have assessed the validity of the SPEP in both Arizona and North 

Carolina. In the North Carolina Study, SPEP scores for rated programs were significantly 

related to their recidivism rates (Lipsey, Howell, & Tidd, 2007). In Arizona, risk-adjusted 

recidivism rates for juveniles served by programs with low SPEP ratings (<50) were 

compared to programs with high SPEP ratings (>50). The juveniles in programs with high 

SPEP ratings had lower 6-month (-.12) and 12-month (-.13) recidivism rates than what 

was expected based on their pretreatment risk factors. Conversely, the recidivism rates for 

juveniles in programs with low SPEP ratings were not meaningfully different than what 

was expected (Lipsey, 2008). These findings were replicated in Arizona in a later study 

(Redpath & Brandner, 2010).

The SPEP approach provides researchers and service providers with a flexible tool for 

assessing program effectiveness. While it is not as rigorous as a direct evaluation, it has 

several advantages. For example, the SPEP requires much fewer resources than a direct 

evaluation. In addition, the SPEP can be adapted to almost any youth justice program. 

This is especially useful for programs that use a model program but are unable to do so 

with strict fidelity (Lipsey et al., 2010). Thus, the Graduate Research Fellows find that the 

SPEP is a valuable tool that we could use with Hour Children.

compArison strAtEGiEs

Evaluators can use comparison strategies and follow-up techniques (discussed in the 

supplemental material) to determine if clients meet program expectations. Comparison 

groups provide a frame of reference that can demonstrate improvement in clients and 

program effectiveness (Maxfield, 2001). Hour Children can assess client changes due to 

the mentoring program by comparing their youth (an experimental group) to a group of 

youth who did not participate in the program (a control group). 

The table on the next page provides a description of potential comparison strategies for 

the Hour Friends In Deed mentoring program at Hour Children: 
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proposEd strAtEGiEs

Most forms of comparison involve some form of matching, where the group receiving 

the intervention (e.g., mentoring) is compared to a group who have very similar social 

and criminal backgrounds, but those in the group: 1) were not in the program and did 

not receive the intervention; 2) were in a different program; or 3) received less services 

and participated in fewer activities. The Graduate Research Fellows suggest four general 

comparison strategies that Hour Children can use to evaluate their youth mentoring 

program and women’s program.

hour Children CoMParison strategies 
One general strategy would be to compare the outcomes of a group of women who have 

participated in the Hour Children women’s program to the outcomes of women who have 

participated in other pre and post-incarceration programs. Evaluators can use statistical 

methods to identify these comparison groups of incarcerated or formerly incarcerated 

women, matching them to the Hour Children group on several relevant pretreatment 

exaMPles of CoMParison strategies

non-random 
Comparison Group 
Matching

Compare measures from the 

program to similar measures 

from  another program.

Create a matched group from referrals 

of youth who were not accepted into the 

mentoring program, and compare them to 

youth who were accepted into the mentoring 

program.

Pre- and Post-test The purpose of pre- and 

post-tests is to measure change 

at the individual level.

Compare youth intake assessments with 

discharge assessments on self-esteem and 

educational achievement.

level of 
implementation effort

Compare youth who are 

receiving different doses of 

specific program components

Compares youth who spend more time with 

their mentors to those who spend less time 

with their mentor.

Program strategy Compare youth who are at 

different stages of the mentor/

mentee match.

Compare youth who have just begun their 

match with those who have been matched 

with their mentor for longer periods of time.

Comparison Strategy Description Hour Children Application
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characteristics, such as age, race, criminal history, etc. This strategy would require access 

to official criminal justice data and may not be feasible at this time. 

For the mentoring program, Hour Children could employ a similar strategy, matching 

mentees in the Hour Friends In Deed mentoring program to children of participants in 

their women’s program who are not receiving mentoring services. Both groups of children 

are comparable, as they have experienced the incarceration of a family member. It is 

important to note that the youth who are being mentored are not living with the individual 

who is incarcerated, while those children of the women in the women’s program are in 

most cases.

A third strategy would be to conduct pre- and post-tests. Hour Children can employ 

several standardized assessments of youth in their mentoring program. They could 

compare the youth pre-mentoring assessments to youth during and post-mentoring 

assessments. The purpose of this strategy is to measure change in individuals after they 

are matched with mentors and participate in mentoring activities.

 Finally, Hour Children can measure the level of implementation effort. In order to achieve 

this, Hour Children staff can match children who spend more time with their mentors with 

those who spend less time. Using this strategy, Hour Children can compare youth who 

receive different “doses” of mentoring.

Pre- and Post-test

Evaluators can also compare individual assessments before and after treatment to 

determine participant change. This is one of the most commonly used comparison 

strategies. This strategy can help establish whether negative behaviors are decreasing, 

positive behaviors are increasing, or whether they are remaining stable over time 

(Maxfield, 2001). For example, Hour Children administrators can compare educational 

attainment level before a youth begins the program and after the youth has been in the 

program for a specified amount of time. An increase in educational attainment indicates 

that the intervention is achieving the desired outcome.



EvidEncE 
GEnEration

Page 32

rEFErEncEs

Adalist-Estrin, A. (2006). Providing support to adolescent children with incarcerated Parents. 

Prevention Researcher, 13(2), 7-10.

Ainsworth, M. (1989). Attachments beyond infancy. American Psychologist, 44, 709–716.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation (2002). Process evaluation as a quality assurance tool. Baltimore, 

MD: The Annie E. Casey Foundation.

Arditti, J. A., Lambert-Shute, J., & Joest, K. (2003). Saturday morning at the jail: Implications of 

incarceration for families and children. Family Relations, 52, 195–204.

Baranowski, T. & Stables, G. (2000) Process evaluations of the 5-a-day projects. Health Education 

& Behavior, 27(2), 157-166.

Beckerman, A. (1991). Women in prison: The conflict between confinement and parental  rights. 

Social Justice, 18(3(45)), 171-183.

Belknap, J. (1996). Access to programs and health care for incarcerated women. Federal 

Probation, 60, 34-40. 

Belknap, J. (2001). The invisible woman: Gender, crime and justice. California: Wadsworth.

Bliss, M. J. & Emshoff, J. G. (2002). Workbook for designing a process evaluation. Atlanta, GA: 

Georgia Department of Human Resources, Division of Public Health.

Bloom, B. (1995). Imprisoned mothers. In K. Cabel & D. Johnston (Eds)., Children of incarcerated 

parents, (pp.21-30). New York: Lexington Books. 

Bloom, B., Owen, B., & Covington, S. (2004). Women offenders and the gendered effects of public 

policy. Review of Policy Research, 21(1), 31-48.

Blueprints for Violence Prevention. Available from http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints/.

Boswell, G. & Wedge, P. (2002) Imprisoned Fathers and their Children. London & Philadelphia: 

Jessica Kingsley Publishers.

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss, Vol. 1: Attachment. New York: Basic Books.

Bowlby, J. (1973). Attachment and loss: Vol. 2. Separation: anxiety and anger. New York:  Basic 

Books.

Bowlby, J. (1979). The making and breaking of affectional bonds. London, England: Tavistock.

Bowlby, J. (1982). Attachment and loss: Vol. 1. Attachment (2nd ed.). New York: Basic Books.



EvidEncE 
GEnEration

Page 33

Braithwaite, R. L., & Arriola, K. R. (2003). Male prisoners and HIV prevention: A call for action 

ignored. Journal Information, 93(5), 759-763.

Braithwaite, R. L., Treadwell, H. M., & Arriola, K. R. (2008). Health disparities and incarcerated 

women: A population ignored. American Journal of Public Health, 98(Supplement 1), S173.

Braman D. (2002). Families and incarceration. In M. Mauer & M. Chesney-Lind (Eds.), Invisible 

Punishment: The Collateral Consequences of Mass Imprisonment (pp. 117-135). New York: New 

Press. 

Bretherton, I. (1993). From dialogue to internal working models: The co-construction of self in rela-

tionships. In C. A. Nelson (Ed.), Memory and affect in development. Minnesota Symposia on Child 

Psychology: Vol. 26 (pp. 237 – 263). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Bretherton, I. (1996). Internal working models of attachment relationships as related to resilient 

coping. In G. G. Noam & K. W. Fischer (Eds.), Development and vulnerability in close relationships 

(pp. 3 – 27). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Byrne, M.W., Goshin, L.S., Joestl, S.S. (2010). Intergenerational transmission of  attachment for 

infants raised in a prison nursery. Attachment and Human Development, 12(4), 375-393.

Campbell, D. T., & Stanley, J. C. (1966). Experimental and quasi-experimental designs for research. 

Chicago: Rand McNally.

Carlson, P. M., & Garrett, J. S. (2006). Prison and jail administration: Practice and theory. 

Gaithersburg, MD: Aspen Publishers, Inc. 

Carson, A.E., & Sabol, W.J. (2012). Prisoners in 2011. Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice 

Statistics. 

Cassidy, J., & Shaver, P. R. (1999). Handbook of attachment. New York: Guilford Press.

Clark, J. (1995). The impact of the prison environment on mothers. The Prison Journal, 75(3), 

306-329. 

Clarke, J. G., & Waring, M. E. (2012). Overweight, obesity, and weight change among incarcerated 

women. Journal of Correctional Health Care, 18 (4), 285-292.

Coalition for Evidence-based Policy. Available from http://toptierevidence.org/#toptierlist.

Cobbina, J. E. (2010). Reintegration success and failure: Factors impacting reintegration among 

incarcerated and formerly incarcerated women. Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 49(3), 210-232.

Coll, C. G., Miller, J. B., Fields, J. P., & Mathews, B. (1998). The experiences of women in prison. 

Women & Therapy, 20(4), 11-28. 



EvidEncE 
GEnEration

Page 34

Comfort M. L. (2008). Doing time together: Love and family in the shadow of the prison. Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press.

Connell, J. P., & Klem, A. M. (2000). You can get there from here: Using a theory of change 

approach to plan urban education reform. Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 

11(1), 93-120.

Connell, J. P.,& Kubisch, A. C. (1998). Applying a theories of change approach to the design 

and evaluation of comprehensive community initiatives: Progress, prospects, and problems. 

Washington, DC: The Aspen Institute.

Cook, T. D., & Campbell, D. T. (1979). Quasiexperimentation: Design and analysis issues for field 

settings. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Clear, T. R., Rose, D. R., & Ryder, J. A. (2001). Incarceration and the community: The problem of 

removing and returning offenders. Crime and Delinquency, 47(3), 335-351.

Dalley (2002). Policy implications relating to inmate mothers and their children: Will the past be 

prologue? The Prison Journal, 82, 234-268.

Daly, K. (1998). Gender, crime, and criminology. In Michael Tonry (Ed.), The handbook of crime 

and punishment (85-108). New York, N.Y.: Oxford University Press.

Dannerbeck, A., & Yan, J. (2011). Missouri’s crossover youth: Examining the relationship between 

their maltreatment history and their risk of violence. Journal of Juvenile Justice, (1)1, 78-97.

Davies, E., Brazzell, D., La Vigne, N., & Shollenberger, T. (2008). Understanding the experiences 

and needs of children of incarcerated parents: Views from mentors. Washington, DC: The Urban 

Institute Justice Policy Center.

DeKlyen, M., & Greenberg, M. T. (2008). Attachment and psychopathology in childhood. In Jude 

Cassidy & Phillip R. Shaver, (Eds.), Handbook of attachment: Theory, research, and clinical appli-

cations (637-665). New York, N.Y.: Guilford Press. 

Eddy, J.M., Martinez Jr., C.R., Schiffmann, T., Newton, R., Olin, L., Leve, L., Foney, D.M., and 

Shortt, J.W. (2008). Development of a multisystematic parent management training intervention 

for incarcerated parents, their children, and families. Clinical Psychologist, 12(3), 86-98.

Farrington, D. P., Coid, J. W., & Murray, J. (2009). Family factors in the intergenerational trans-

mission of offending. Criminal Behavior and Mental Health, 19(2), 109-124.

Frost, N. A., Greene, J., & Pranis, K. (2006). Hard hit: The growth in the imprisonment of women, 

1977-2004. New York: Women’s Prison Association: Institute on Women and Criminal Justice, 14.



EvidEncE 
GEnEration

Page 35

Gabel, K and Johnston, D. (Eds.). (1995). Children of Incarcerated Parents. New York, N.Y.: 

Lexington Books. 

Geller, A., Garfinkel, I., Cooper, C.E., & Mincy, R.B. (2009). Parental incarceration and child 

well-being: Implications for urban families. Social Science Quarterly, (90)5, 1186-1202.

Glaze, L. E., & Maruschak, L. M. (2008). Parents in prison and their minor children. Washington 

DC: Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Greenfeld, L. A., & Snell, T. L. (1999). Women offenders. Washington, DC: US Department of 

Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Greenhalgh, J.,  Long, A.F.,  Brettle, A. J., Grant, M. J. (1998). Reviewing and selecting outcome 

measures for use in routine practice. Journal of Evaluation in Clinical Practice, 4(4), 339-350.

Greenwood, P. (2010). Preventing and reducing youth crime and violence: Using evidence-based 

practices. Sacramento, CA: Governor’s Office of Gang and Youth Violence Policy.

Hagan, J., & Coleman, J. P. (2001). Returning captives of the American war on drugs: Issues of 

community and family reentry. Crime & Delinquency, 47(3), 352-367.

Henggeler, S.W. & Schoenwald, S.K. (2011). Social policy report: Evidence-based interventions 

for juvenile offenders and juvenile justice policies that support them. Sharing Child & Youth 

Development Knowledge, 25(1), 3-20.

Hoffman, H.C., Byrd, A.L., and Kightlinger, A.M. (2010). Prison programs and services for incarcer-

ated parents and their underage children: Results from a national survey of correctional facilities. 

The Prison Journal, 90, 397-416.

Howell, J.C. & Lipsey, M.W. (2012). Research-based guidelines for juvenile justice programs. 

Justice Research and Policy, 14(1), 17-34.

Huebner, B. M., & Gustafson, R. (2007). The effect of maternal incarceration on adult offspring 

involvement in the criminal justice system. Journal of Criminal Justice, 35(3), 283-296.

Johnson, C. (2008). Outcome measures for research and clinical practice. Journal of Manipulative 

and Physiological Therapeutics, 31(5), 329-330.

Johnson, E.I. & Easterling, B. (2012). Understanding unique effects of parental incarceration 

on children: Challenges, progress, and recommendations. Journal of Marriage and Family, 74, 

342-356.  

Jucovy, L. (2003). Amachi: Mentoring children of prisoners in Philadelphia. Philadelphia: Public/ 

Private Ventures.



EvidEncE 
GEnEration

Page 36

Karachi, T. W., Abbott, R. D., Catalano, R. F., Haggerty, K. P., & Fleming, C. B. (1999). Opening 

the black box: Using process evaluation measures to assess implementation and theory building. 

American Journal of Community Psychology, 27(5), 711-731.

Katz, P. C. (1998). Supporting families and children of mothers in jail: An integrated child welfare 

and criminal justice strategy. Child Welfare, 77(5), 495-511.

Kennelly, J. (2009). Program evaluation II: Plans, designs, and success. Powerpoint lecture 

presented at the 6th annual CDC/IUHPE Seminar. Entebbe, Uganda

Lipsey, M. W. (1992). Juvenile delinquency treatment: A meta-analytic inquiry into the variability 

of effects. In T. D. Cook, H. Cooper, D. S. Cordray, H.  Hartmann, L. V. Hedges, R. J. Light, T. A. 

Louis, & F. Mosteller (Eds.), Meta-analysis for explanation: A casebook (pp. 83–127). New York: 

Russell Sage Foundation.

Lipsey, M. W. (1999a). Can intervention rehabilitate serious delinquents? Annals of the American 

Academy of Political and Social Science, 564, 142–166.

Lipsey, M. W. (1999b). Can rehabilitative programs reduce the recidivism of juvenile offenders? An 

inquiry into the effectiveness of practical programs. Virginia Journal of Social Policy and the Law, 

6, 611–641. 

Lipsey, M. W. (2008). The Arizona Standardized Program Evaluation Protocol (SPEP) for 

assessing the effectiveness of programs for juvenile probationers: SPEP ratings and relative 

recidivism reduction for the initial SPEP sample. A report to the Juvenile Justice Services Division, 

Administrative Office of the Courts, State of Arizona. Nashville, TN: Vanderbilt Institute for Public 

Policy Studies, Center for Evaluation Research and Methodology. 

Lipsey, M. W. (2009). The primary factors that characterize effective interventions with juvenile 

offenders: A meta-analytic overview. Victims and Offenders, 4, 124–147.

Lipsey, M.W. & Howell, J.C. (2012). A broader view of evidence-based programs reveals more 

options for state juveniles justice systems. Criminology & Public Policy, 11(3), 515-523.

Lipsey, M.W., Howell, J.C., Kelly, M.R., Chapman, G., & Carver, D. (2010). Improving the effective-

ness of juvenile justice programs: A new perspective on evidence-based practice. Washington, D.C.: 

Center for Juvenile Justice Reform.

Lipsey, M. W., Howell, J. C., & Tidd, S. T. (2007). A practical approach to evaluating and improving 

juvenile justice programs utilizing the Standardized Program Evaluation Protocol (SPEP): Final 

evaluation report. Nashville, TN: Vanderbilt University, Center for Evaluation Research and 

Methodology

Loeper, A.B. and Tuerk, E.H. (2011). Improving the emotional adjustment and communication 



EvidEncE 
GEnEration

Page 37

patterns of incarcerated mothers: Effectiveness of a prison parenting intervention. Journal of Child 

and Family Studies, 20, 89-101.

Lopoo L. M. & Western B. (2005). Incarceration and the formation and stability of marital unions. 

Journal of Marriage and Family, 67(3), 721–734.

Luke, K. P. (2002). Mitigating the ill effects of maternal incarceration on women in prison and their 

children. Child Welfare, 81(6), 929-48.

Manning, R. (2011). Punishing the innocent: Children of incarcerated and detained parents. 

Criminal Justice Ethics, 30(3), 267-287.

Maruschak, L. & Beck, A. (1997) Medical problems of inmates. Washington, DC: Bureau of Justice 

Statistics.

Maxfield, M.G. (2001). Guide to frugal evaluation for criminal justice. Washington, DC: 

Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice and Bureau of 

Justice Assistance.

Merenstein, B., Tyson, B., Tilles, B., Keays, A., & Rufffolo, L. (2011). Issues affecting the efficacy of 

programs for children with incarcerated parents. Journal of Correctional Education, 62(3), 166-174.

Messina, N., Burdon, W., Hagopian, G., and Prendergast, M. (2006). Predictors of prison-based 

treatment outcomes: A comparison of men and women participants. The American Journal of Drug 

and Alcohol Abuse, 32, 7-28.

Miller, K.M. (2006). The impact of parental incarceration on children. An emerging need for 

effective interventions. Child and Adolescent Social Work Journal, 23(4), 472-486.

Mitchell, P.F. (2010). Evidence-based practice in real-world services for young people with complex 

needs: New opportunities suggested by recent implementation science. Children & Youth Services 

Review, 33, 207-216. 

Murray, J., & Farrington, D. P. (2005). Parental imprisonment: Effects on boys’ antisocial 

behavior and delinquency through the life course. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 46, 

1269-1278.

Murray, J., Farrington, D.P., Sekol, I., and Olsen, R.F. (2009). Effects of parental imprisonment 

on child antisocial behavior and mental health: A systematic review. Oslo, Norway: Campbell 

Systematic Reviews.

Myers, B. J., Smarsh, T. M., Amlund-Hagen, K., & Kennon, S. (1999). Children of incarcerated 

mothers. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 8(1), 11-25.

National Academies Press (2002). Integrity of Scientific Research: Creating an environment that 



EvidEncE 
GEnEration

Page 38

promotes responsible conduct. Appendix B. Retrieved from http://www.nap.edu/openbook.

php?record_id=10430&page=143 

National Crime Prevention Council. (1987). What, me evaluate? A basic evaluation guide for citizen 

crime prevention programs. Washington, D.C.: National Crime Prevention Council.

Naudeau, S. (2010). Children of incarcerated parents: Developmental trajectories among school-age 

children. In Y.R. Harris, J.A. Graham, and G.J.O. Carpenter (Eds.) Children of incarcerated 

parents: Theoretical, developmental, and clinical issues. New York: Springer.

Phillips, S., & Bloom, B. (1998). In whose best interest? The impact of changing public policy on 

relatives caring for children with incarcerated parents. Child Welfare, 77(5), 531-542.

Phillips, S.D. & Gates, T. (2010). A conceptual framework for understanding the stigmatization of 

children of incarcerated parents. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 20, 286-294.

Poehlmann, J. (2005a). Children’s family environments and intellectual outcomes during maternal 

incarceration. Journal of Marriage and Family, 67, 1275 – 1285.

Poehlmann, J. (2005b). Representations of attachment relationships in children of incarcerated 

mothers. Child Development, 76(3), 679-698.

Poehlmann, J., Dallaire, D., Loper, A.B., & Shear, L.D. (2010). Children’s contact with their incar-

cerated parents: Research findings and recommendations. The American Psychologist, 65(6), 

575-598.

Quaker United Nations Office (2012). Collateral convicts: Children of incarcerated parents: 

Recommendations and good practice from the UN Committee on the Rights of the Child. Geneva & 

New York: Oliver Robertson. 

Raeder, M.S. (2012). Guest editor’s introduction. Special issue: Making a better world for children 

of incarcerated parents. Family Court Review, 50(1), 23-35.

Redpath, D. P., & Brandner, J. K. (2010). The Arizona Standardized Program Evaluation Protocol 

(SPEP) for assessing the effectiveness of programs for juvenile probationers: SPEP rating and 

relative recidivism reduction. An update to the January 2008 report by Dr. Mark Lipsey. Phoenix, 

AZ: Arizona Supreme Court, Administrative Office of the Courts, Juvenile Justice Service Division. 

Reed, D. F., & Reed, E. L. (1997). Children of incarcerated parents. Social Justice, 24(3 (69)), 

152-169.

Reiss, A.J. & Farrington, D.P. (1991). Advancing knowledge about co-offending: Results from a 

prospective longitudinal survey of London males. Journal of Criminal Law & Criminology, 82, 

360–395.



EvidEncE 
GEnEration

Page 39

Rhodes, J., & DuBois, D. (2006). Understanding and facilitating the youth mentoring movement. 

Social Policy Report, 20, 3 – 19.

Rhodes, J. E., Haight, W. L., & Briggs, E. C. (1999). The influence of mentoring on the peer relation-

ships of foster youth in relative and nonrelative care. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 9, 185 

– 201.

Richie, B. E. (2001). Challenges incarcerated women face as they return to their communities: 

Findings from life history interviews. Crime & Delinquency, 47(3), 368-389.

Sabol, J.S., Couture, H. and Harrison, P.M. (2007). Prisoners in 2006. Washington, D.C.: Bureau of 

Justice Statistics. 

Shlafer, R. J., Poehlmann, J., Coffino, B., & Hanneman, A. (2009). Mentoring children with incar-

cerated parents: Implications for research, practice, and policy. Family Relations, 58(5), 507-519.

Shields, C. (2003). Better people, 2002-2003. (Annual report). Better People, Portland, Oregon.

Siegel, D.J. (1999). The developing mind: How relationships and the brain interact to shape who we 

are. New York, NY: Guilford Press. 

Snyder, Z. K., Carlo, T. A., & Mullins, M. M. C. (2002). Parenting from Prison. Marriage & Family 

Review, 32(3-4), 33-61.

Snyder, Z. K. (2009). Keeping families together: The importance of maintaining mother–child 

contact for incarcerated women. Women & Criminal Justice, 19(1), 37-59.

Taylor-Powell, E., & Henert, E. (2008). Developing a logic model: Teaching and training guide. 

Madison: University of Wisconsin-Extension.

Travis, J., Cincotta, E.M., & Solomon, A.L. (2003). Families Left Behind: The hidden costs of incar-

ceration and reentry. The Urban Institute. Retrieved from  www.urban.org/publications/310882.

html.

Travis, J. and Waul, M. (2003).  Prisoners once removed:  The impact of incarceration and reentry 

on children, families, and communities.  Washington, D.C.:  The Urban Institute Press.

Timmons, C. L. (2006). Rights and needs of children of incarcerated parents. Prevention 

Researcher, 13(2), 15-17.

Visher, C., & Travis, J. (2003). Transitions from prison to community: Understanding individual 

pathways. Annual Review of Sociology, 29(1), 89-113.

W.K. Kellogg Foundation (2004). Using logic models to bring together planning, evaluation, and 

action: Logic model development guide. Battle Creek: W.K. Kellogg Foundation.



EvidEncE 
GEnEration

Page 40

Washington State Institute for Public Policy (2012). Inventory of evidence-based, research-based, 

and promising practices for prevention and intervention services for children and juveniles in the 

child welfare, juvenile justice, and mental health systems. Seattle, WA. Retrieved from http://www.

wsipp.wa.gov/topic.asp?cat=10&subcat=54&dteSlct=0

West, H.C., & Sabol, W.J. (2007). Prisoners in 2007. Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Justice Statistics. 

Western, B., & Wildeman, C. (2009). The Black family and mass incarceration. The ANNALS of the 

American Academy of Political and Social Science, 621, 221–242.

Wilder Research. (2009). Program theory and logic models. Saint Paul: Wilder Foundation. 

Wilson, D. B., Bouffard, L. A., & Mackenzie, D. L. (2005). A quantitative review of structured, 

group-oriented, cognitive-behavioral programs for offenders. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 32(2), 

172-203.

Young, D. S., & Smith, C. J. (2000). When moms are incarcerated: The needs of children, mothers, 

and caregivers. Families in Society, 81(2), 130-141.



ReseaRch & evaluation centeR
A Member of the Research Consortium of 

John Jay College of Criminal Justice, City of University of New York

524 West 59th Street , Suite 605BMW  |  New York, NY 10019  

212-237-8302  |  www.johnjayresearch.org/rec  |  rec@jjay.cuny.edu


