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THE EFFECTS OF TREATMENT:
A STATISTICAL INVESTIGATION

Summary

(" The report is a follow-up on the post-institutionalization behavior of
a randcm sample of juveniles admitted to state juvenile institutions
in 1973~1974.

2. A previous study of the decision making process in juvenile institutions
using these juveniles as subjects concluded that the decision whether ofr not
fo commit a juvenile to the treatment program of an institution was extremely
haphazard and/o:* arbitrary. |+ also concluded empirically that most juvenile
sttributes are not related to whether or not juveniles are instituticnallzed.

3. More than half (55%) of the juveniles at the State Training School spent
more than two hundred days in the institution (not counting the diagnostic

evaluation periods). Only twenty-six percent of Minnesota Metropolitan Training

Center and nineteen percent of Minnesota Home School subjects stayed for that

long a time.

4, Twenty-four months after each juvenile's release from the institution -
whether by parole or probation - it was found that sixty percent had

not returned to.a state juvenile or adult correctional institution; Twenty-seven

percent had one such recommitment and eleven percent had muitiple recidivisms.

The institution with the highest return rate was Minnesota Metropolitan Training

Center (51%); Minnesota Home School (29%) and Stare Tralning School (31%) rates were

similar. Urban-rural differences may account for these institutional differences

to an unknown extent.

5. - Of those jJuveniles placed on institutional probation, fifty-one percent
recidivated as compared to thirty-seven percent of those institutionalized.

6. Multivariate analysis (multiple linear regression) showed no significant

relationship between length of institutionalization and subsegquent
recidivism when other factors were controlled statistically. I|n other words,
all other things being equal, no advantage to longer periods of institutional—-
ization was shown.

7. Only the age of the juvenile when committed was consistently and
significantly related to subsequent recidivism - older juveniles were
less jikely to be recommitted.
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This report serves two purposes. The first purpose is as a follow-up study of
the sample of juvenile offenders described in an eariier investigation
(Decision-Making in Juvenile Correctional Institutions: Research Summary and
Recommendations by David Chein, Minnesota Deparitment of Corrections, 1976).
The second purpose is to investigate statistically what characteristics of the

individual, his/her offense or his/her treatment are associated with subsequent
recidivism:




Part One:  The Original Research

Noting that the concept of deviance involves a societal response as well
as a deviant act, David Chein set out to examine how societal behavior norms
are enforced by institutionalized agents of social control.

Specifically, the study was conducted to determine the criteria which
are used by staff members of juvenile correctional institutions in making
decisions regarding juveniles. .

"The particular focus of this study was on decision-making within
Juvenile correctional Institutions. Institution staff are given the task of
deciding whether to detain juveniles who are committed to the institution or
whether or not to return them to the community on probation.: For those juventles
who are kept in the institution, the staff .is given the task of deciding when
and with what conditions or stipulations to return the juvenile to the community .
on parole. These two decisions were the focus of the study". (Chein, 1976, p.4)

Design

The research consisted of four styles of investigation.

f. A quantitative content analysis of staff reports on individual juvenile
cases. A random sample of 214 (25%) of all juvéniles committed to
state institutions for diagnostic evaluations between January |, 1973 through
June 30, 1974 were examined. Information was gathered on the quantitative
variables sex, age of commitment, race, size and location of home town, and
previous correctional history. Qualitative information was gathered on the nature
of the juvenile's home environment, his attitude or demeanor as well as
educational and psychological variables; this information was quantified in the
form of rating scales. Finelly, the decision of whether fo institutionalize the
individual and his/her resulting length of stay in the Institution (if applicable)
were noted. An assessment was then made to see how the above factors related to
disposition of cases and length of institutionalization.

[T is the above analysis that is the focus of the follow-up report.
For the record, the Q+her analyses made by Chein i:clude:

2. A questionnaire administered to staff which asked them 1o rank
_several decision-making factors;

3. A decision game; and
4, Systematic observation of actual staff meetings.
Findings

Summary of Research Findings.

I. The staff at juvenile institutions have difficulty naming the most important
criteria they use to make decisions.

2. The staff see the juvenile's offense and at+itude as the most important factors
in deciding whether to institutionalize juveniles.



.k,<.
o
Y

. The staff see the attitude and growth of the juvenile as the most important

factors in deciding whether to parole a juvenlle.

. There is no'relafionship between the juvenile's offense and the disposition

of his case at either the State Training School or the Minnesota Home School.

. Status offenders stay slightly longer in the institution than serious offenders;

whites stay longer than non-whites; Jjuveniles at the State Training School stay
longer than juveniles at the other two institutions.

. All in all, there are no consistent or systematic criteria used in making

decisions about whether or not to Instltutionalize and when to parole juveniles.

.- The availablility of community placements, and the presence of a caseworker to

secure them for juveniles, are two factors which wili greatly influence the
decision of the staff.

.- There Is a general presumption by institutional staff that juveniles committed

to the Department of Corrections for evaluation are in need of institution-
alization. Only in exceptional cases is probation granted.

. The Action Panel confirms staff recommendations in over 95% of its

decisions.



Part Two:  The Original Data

As mentioned above, Chein analyzed the contents of official
Institutional files of 214 juveniles admitted fo state correctional institutions
for diagnostic evaluations. This represents a random sample of twenty-five per-
cent of all such admissions between January 1, 1973 through June 30, 1974. I+
should be noted that members of minority races were proportionately over-sampled
to insure adequate numbers for statistical analyses. Subsequent fo Chein's
original report, two individuals were removed fr¢: the sample because they
represented unlique circumstances unsuited to the purposes of the following
investigation. These individuals were out of state juveniles who were trans-
ferred to other jurisdictlons.. The remaining 212 are described in Tables
I through 3.

Table | describes the sex, race and age of these individuals by
institution of original commitment.

Table | shows that this sample is primarily male (77%), white (64%) and
5 or 16 years of age (55%). Minnesota Metropolitan Training Center (MMTC)
received the most individuals, 86 or 4|%; the State Training Schoo! (STS)
received 65 (31%) and the Minnesota Home School (MHS) received the least, 6! or
29%. The Minnesota Home School has the highest proportion of females (30%)
as compared to MMTC (21%) and STS (19%). Blacks make up about one-third of all
MMTC commitments but were less than two percent at STS and non-existent at
MHS (0%). American Indians were distributed more evenly among the three
institutions ranging from 11% of STS admissions through 16% of MMTC admissions
and 28% of MHS juveniles.

One final word concerning institution of commitment. Assignment fo a
specific institution was made on a geographic basis during this time period
(1973-1974). That is, the county of commitment (almost always the county of
residence) determined to which institution the individual would be committed.
Those juveniles from the major urban counties of Hennepin, Ramsey, and Anoka
went to MMTC; the remaining counties were divided into an Eastern Region (STS)
and a Western Region (MHS).



TABLE |: Sex, Race and Age by Institution

MMTC STS MHS Total
N g N % N % N %
S e 68 79 53 82 43 71 164 77
Female I8 21 12 l9 8 30 48 23
Race ,
White 39 45 = 53 83 42 69 135 64
Black. 29 34 [ 2 0 0 30 14
Indian - 14 16 7 1 {7 28 38 18
Other 4 5 3 5 2 3 9 4
Azs
12-14 13 15 15 23 I I8 39 |8
15 14 16 13 20 |8 30 45 21
16 34 40 21 32 17 28 72 34
[7-18 25 29 16 25 I5 25 56 27
Totals 86 100%* 65 100% 61 100%* 212 100
(41%) (31%) (29%) (100%)

*lr this, and subsequent tables, percentages summed may not
precisely equal 100% due to rounding error.

Table 2 describes, for each institution, the number of juveniles who were
subsequently institutionalized versus the number who were released on institutional
probation status after the diagnostic period. (Table 2 - see Page 5.)
For all institutions, the majority of juveniies admitted for diaghostic
evaluations are routed through that iastitufion's programming rather than
-recommended for probation. Chein noted that a smaller percentsge of juveniles

are institutionalized at MMTC (71%) than at STS (88%) or MHS (82%). This

di fference (when MHS and STS are combined) Is statistically significant at the
.005 levei. He attributed this to "the greater availability of community programs
in the metropolitan area, and the use of a caseworker who is more aware of these
options". (Chein, 1976, p. 24). When analyzed by breaking down percentage
institutionalized by status and non-status community offenses, the difference
disappeared for non-status offenses. A similar breakdown by sex further noted
that the percentage institutionalized differed among institutions only for females.
Thus there were significant differences of percentage institutionalized among
institutions only for female status offenders; due probably to a greater number of
group homes for females in the Twin Cities aree -- the area served by MMTC.

Some of the other relationships between juveniles' attributes and disposition
decisions are shown in Table 3. (From Chein, 1976, pp. 28-29). (Table 3~-see Page 5.)

Based on these results, Chein concluded that:
"On the whole the table shows that most juvenile attributes are
not related to whether or not juveniles are institutionalized."
(Chein, 1976, p.2).

The findings relating to sex and committing offense are discussed above
as they relate only to MMTC.



TABLE 2:  Disposition Degision by Institution

Disposition Decision

Probation

Institutionalization

Institutions
MMTC STS MHS Total
N % N % N % N %
25 29 8 12 “11 18 45 21
88 50 82 167 79

6 7 57

TABLE 3: Determinants  of Disposition Decision

Race: White

« Black

Indian
Other

Sex: Male
Femals

Age:  12-14
15
16
17-18

Size of

. Home Community

Mest Serious
Offense Committed

Commitment
Offense

Reading
Aptitude

Attitude of
Community

Psychological
Profile

Prior Treatment
Experiences

Family Home
Environment

Use of Druys

Attitude and
Demeanor

Child Doean't
Possess Insight

under 30,000

over 30,000

Serious & Drug
Status

Serious & Drug

Above Average
Average
Below Average
Negative
Non=Negative

Normal or Mild Problems
Disturbed

Sociopathic

None

One or More

Good
Poor

No
Yes

Good
Poor

True
False

Percent Institutionalized

Statistical Significance*

81
73
76
78
82
67
74
73
80
84

80
76
78
77
83
67
76
78
81
88
77
76
84
80
84
76
77
84

76
80

76
81

83
65

*Based on Chi-Square tests of statistical significance.

Results are said to be statistically significent if their
probability of oceurring by chance (P) is .05 or less.

P= .06
(White vs.
Non-White)

P=.03

P =53



He ‘also concluded that neither size of community, parents' occupations
nor parents' education is related to disposition; nor were the most serious
offenses ever committed, intelligence or scholastic aptitudes, the psychological
profile of the juvenile, use of drugs, prior treatment experiences, the child's
attitudes, and the quality of the family/home environment. Only one item -~ staff

perception of the individual's possession of insight -~ from the Dimension Scale
as wel| as one item from the Family Home Environment Scale -~ Parents' ability to
control the child -- were significantly retated to disposition in the predicted

directions.

Chein concluded then that the decision whether or not to commit a

Juvenile to the treatment program of an institution was extremely haphazard
and/or arbitrary.

"The staff Is correct when they claim to be judging each
case on its own, but they are not applying any consistent
criteria to their decisions." (Chein, p. 35.)



Part Three: The Follow-Up

Method

The .subjects in the study discussed above were followed up by the Research
Unit of the Minnesota Department of Corrections during June of [977. The
Department's computerized and manual files of the 212 subjects were examined and
all incidences of recidivism -— return to a juvenile institution due to revocation
of probation/parole or due to recommitment as well as all commitments to adult
correctional institutions -~ were noted for the two year period following
Institutional release (probation and parole). (In addition, certain data con-
cerning the individual's previous court histories not included in the original “
study were collected.)

Although recommitment data available fto the Department were usually
timited to those occurring within the State of Minnesota, where information
concerning extra-state commitments was available such recidivism events were
inciuded. Finally, all recommitments -- whether juvenile or adult, whether
through revocation or new court commiiment -~ were weighted equally and all
recidivism events for each individual during the follow~up period were summed
to provide the number of recommiiments described below.

The Data

Subsequent to the original treatment decision made by the institution's
Action Panel (whether to release the juvenile on probation status or fo commit
to the institution's residential program) the actual physical disposition of each
youngster is additionally affected by a contlinuum of decisions made by the °
institution staff (among others). As evidence of this fact during the follow-up
study, it was found that twelve (27%) of the 45 juveniles who were ordered by the
Action Panel to be placed on probation actually went instead Into an institutional
program for periods ranging from five days to six months before parole. (In each
of those cases, the original decision was probation to a group home placement; such
placement then fell through causing the institution to commit the youngster to
institutional programming.,)

Thus, the follow-up study constructed a single variable called Number of
Days in Treatment which represents the sum or product of all institutional
decisions concerning when each juvenile should be released to the community. |+
consists of the number of days between the individual's diagnostic evaluation
(usually two to three weeks after his admission) and his release by probation or
parole. Since those released by probation took no part in the instifutional
treatment program per se, the variable was defined as equal to zero in each such
disposition of probation. Thus it is greater than zero only for juveniles who
were given institutional programming and reflects the number of days subsequent
to diagnostic evaluation and before release by parole. Note that all juveniles --
whether released by probation or parole -- experienced a comparable, although
unmeasured, period of institutional residence during diagnostic evaluation.

The sum of all treatment decisions, "Days in Treatment", is displayed in
Table 4, broken down by Institution of Commitment. |1 must also be pointed out



that in a few cases the institution of commitment may have transferred the
individual tq a different state institution prior to parcle release -- these
“transfers are not reflected in the follow~up study and must be regarded as sources
of error. Since such transfers were uncommon, this error is assumed to be small
-and +the results are not believed to have been appreclably affected.

TABLE 4: Days in Treatment by Institution of Commitment

Institution ;

. MMTC STS MHS Total
tays in Treatment N % N % N A N %
0 .{Probation) 17 20 8 12 8 13 33 16
|-50 (Program) 10 12 | 2 3 5 14 7
51-100 19 - 22 ] 2 15 25 35 |7
101-200 18 21 19 29 24 39 61 29
201-300 |3 I5 17 26 7 12 37 18
30(-719% _9 1l 198 29 _ 4 7 32 15

86 100 65 |00 61 100 212 100

*¥Extreme cases include individuals with multiple escapes
as well as frequent unsuccessful temporary parojes.

Table 4 shows considerable differences among institutions concerning the
length of time spent in program for these juveniles. Whlle over half (55%) of
STS Jjuveniles spend more than 200 days in the institution (due to their particular
treatment philoscphy ("Positive Peer Culture') which is sald fo require longer
stays), only about one-quarter (26%) of MMTC juveniles and one=fifth (19%) of MHS
commitments spend that much time at the institutlon, For the population as a
whole, however, the mean is 159.3 days.

The second follow-up variable is a measure of total recidivism affer
release. A follow-up period of 24 months following institutlional release
(probation or parcle) was chosen; for 210 of the 212 juveniles these two years have
elapsed. The records of the Minnesota Department of Corrections (computerized
and manual) were searched to record for each individual the number of reinsti-
tutionalizations == adult as well as juvenile -~ which occurred during the time
period. This variable is the simple sum of all reinstitutionalizations and is
termed the "Number of Recidivism Events". This variable is summarijzed by
Institution as well by probation/institutionalization disposition in Tables 5
and 6.



TABLE 5: Number.of Recidivism Events by Institution

Number of .. Institution

Recidivism MMTC STS MHS Total
Events N % N 2 N_ % N %
0 40 47 45 69 43 71 128 60
N _ 27 31 15 23 16 26 58 - 27
2-4 17 20 5 8 2 3 24 i
Unknown _ : 2 2 0 - 0 - 2 !

Total 86 100 65 100 61 100 212 100

Table 5 reveals that from the 212 randomly selected juvenile commitments,
128 (60%) have not returned to a Minnesota Correctional Institution within two
years of release; fifty-eight (27%) have had one such recommitment; and twenty-
four (11%) have multiple recommitments. Two individuals are reported as "unknown"
due to the fact that their follow-up period has not yet fully elapsed. Neither
has yet been recommitted. Thus, the recommitment or recidivism rate for this
sample is 39%. 8 :

There are striking differences among institutions in recidivism rates:
whereas only 29% of MHS juveniles and 31% of STS juveniles have been recommitted,
over half (51%) of MMTC admissions have recidivated. Furthermore, over three
times as many MMTC commitments (20%) had multiple recommitments as the other two
institutions combined (6%).

[T must be noted that it would be hazardous to infer differences in the
qual ity of programs among institutions based on Table 5. Because of the fact
that assignment to institution was based on county of commitment (residence) for
this sample, urban/rural differences in juvenile characteristics may account for
a substantial proportion of the Institutional differences in Table 5. In fact,
Table 5 could almost as well be labeled "Number of Recidivism Events by County of
Residence" substituting Hennepin, Ramsey and Anoka for the column header MMTC,
"Eastern-Rural" for STS and "Western-Rural" for MHS. To put it simply: because
of instituticnal assignment by county of commitment, program differences and
mefropoltTan non-metropolitan area differences are hopelessly confounded and
cannot e adequately separated.

TABLE 6: Number of Recidivism Events by DispoSiTion

Disposition ~
Number of Probation Parole Total

Recidivism Events N % N % N %
0 , 16 49 112 63 . 128 60
! 12 - 36 46 26 58 27
2-4 5 15 19 I 25 12
Unknowr, , 0 - 2 I 2 |

Total : 33 100 179 100 212 100

B



Table 6 ‘shows that 5]% of these juveniles placed on probation recidivated
during their follow=up periods while only 37% of those Institutionalized recldivated
during the same period of risk. But [+ must be polnted out that the problems con-
cerning geographical assignment to institutions mentioned above in reference fo

“Table 5 may be operating concerning the relatlonships showh in Table 6. A greater

proportion of MMTC juveniles are released oh probation, a greater propor+|on of
MMTC Juven||es recidivate; however, we cannot be sure if the difference in Table 6
(as well as Table 5) are due to differences in program among institutions, to-an
urban/rural difference In juveniles or to differences between probation and
parole. An analysis of these 33 juveniles released on institutional probation --
ise. .not exposed to full institutional programming -- showed no significant
differences in recidlvism between metro and non-metro juveniles. Clearly, a

- more powerful method of analysns I's needed to provide clear answers.

A Statistical Investigation info the Correlates of Recidivism

Chein's work measured the actual crifteria used by state correctional

_institution staff members in making decisions concerning whether juveniles should

be insfifufionalized. The explicit purpose underlylng Juvenile correctional
institution programming is to "“reduce and control juvenile crime"; (MDOC, 1977,

p.-6.) Implicitly as well, juvenile programming attempts to forestall lndlvidual's

entry into adult crime. The measure of effectiveness of this type of purpose
avallable to most researchers 1s re¢idivism -~ the return to correctional
institutions due to illegal behavior. |f the actual correlates ("causes") of
Juvenile recidivism could be identified it is hoped that such know!edge will be
useful to Institutions In treating youngsters. Speciflcally, a comparison of
these determinants of recidivism to both the expressed and actual criteria used
by program: s+aff when making treatment decisions could Improve such decision-
making.

There are two requlirements for a study of this type.

) A mode! which purpotrts to show how one or more variables
(e.g. characteristics of the juvenile, his soclo-economic status or his length
of time spent in treatment) "cause" or are correlated with recidivism. Since
recidivism is subsequent to both the juveniles! characteristics and upbringing,
as well as the treatment administered by +he program, any observed correlation
between these variables and recidivism is ftaken to be "causal", that is, we
may say these variables affect (to some degree) subsequent recidivism;

"~ 2) A method of describing numerically the u nlgue affect (correlation)

of each possnble causal variable on recidivism,

. The Model

- Traditionally it has been assumed that treatment affects recidivism in a
desired direction -- negatively. However, it is also admitted +hat no treatment
can be 100§ responsible for a person's behavior -~ thus, when examining the effects
of treatment on recidivism one must also take into account other variables'



independent effect on recidivism -- such variables may include the persons!
cultural backgrounds, physical characfer|s+|cs, etc. Such a model is represented
by the diagram-in Figure i.

Treatment

Recidivism

Culture

Characteristics

[ Other

Figure I.

Table 7 describes the |ist of "background varisbles'" = variables
independent of treatment which may be related to recidivism and are available o
this analysis.

TABLE 7: Variables |ndependent of Treatment

Sex

Race

Residence

Age

Scholastic Achievements (Math, Reading)
Prior Juvenile Correctional History
Attitude and Insight into Own Problems
Psychiatric Problems

Drug Use

Family Background

Community Reaction to Youth's Offense

Thus, by measuring the relationship of each of these types of variables
to recidivism, we arrive at these relationships. However, it is known that many
of these background variables are related to one another, and this can hide or
inflate the relationship of each to recidivism. For example, we know that race
and residence can be related in Minnesota -~ almost all Blacks live in the
metropolitan cities. Thus, we cannot be sure if the measured correlation between
race and recidivism is, in fact, due to the correlation between residence and
recidivism. We must, in any non-experimental study, statistically control for
tne effects of each on the others' relationship to recidivism.

‘ It was found that the uncontrolled relationship of "number of days in
treatment'" with "number of recidivism events" equals -.16 (statistically
significant at the p=.0l level) signifying a slight-to-moderate negative
relationship (the greater the length of institutionalization, the less the
recidivism). But the interaction of treatment and recidivism with the other
determinants of recidivism (which may determine the length of treatment as well



as the subsequent recidivism) is unconirolled. [n other words, is the measured
- relationship between amount of treatment and recidivism due to the treatment,
or to the fact that those children who are less likely to recidivate automatically
get less treatment (which is what the diaghostic process intends to do)? We
cannot tell unless we control for these interacting factors.

Uncontrolled relationships (measured by Pearson's r as well as Spearman's
Rho -- both-bivariate correlations) are presented in Appendix A.

A statistical method which can remove the interactions of causal variables
on each's relationship 1o recidivism will give us the unique and independent
effect of length of juvenile institutionalization on the subsequent recidivism of
this sample of juveniles. The statistical method most commonly used to control
for such confounding intercorrelations and 1o preserve the unique relationship of
each variable to the result (in this case recidivism) is Mul+iple Linear
Regression.

This technique requires that we make certain assumptions about the data
and the sample.
|) Data - a) The variables measured relate Iinearly to each
other and to the result,
b) Each variable consists of interval level data
and is distributed normally about its mean,
2) The sample was chosen randomly from a known population.(Nie, 1975)

) in the following analysis assumptions about the linearity of relation-
ships Is taken for granted although some spot-checking of critical relationships
showed no significant departure from the assumption. Further, some ordinal level
‘data were treated as Interval data as is common practice. (Asher, 1976). In
addition some nominal data (sex, race) were transformed to dummy variables (values
of 0 and |) as' is generally accepted practice. (Nie, [975.)

, Regression analysis In essence combines the effects of all independent

variables to produce an equation which can be used to predict the dependent
(result) variable. In doing this it "partials ouyt" +the effects of inter-
relations among variable to preserve the unigue contribution of each variable fo
the result. (Nie, 1975.)

The sample was randomly selected from a known population but because
institutional assignment was made on the basis of geographic residence (as
mentioned above) it generates a problem of extreme multicolinearity between
residence and institution of admission. Therefore, the sample was separated by
institution; into one sample went all MMTC admissions (all Hennepin, Ramsey and
Anoka County residents) and into the other sample were combined the out-state -
county (STS and MHS) Jjuveniles. Then separate regression equations were derived
for each sample, resulting in a measure for each relationship for each of fwo
samples. The extent to which the two solutions converge will determine the
generalizability of resul+ts to the entire population. :

The result model now appears as Figure 2.
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In Figure 2 variables | through N signify the background variables
(individual characteristics, residences, history of offense, etc.) mentioned
earlier. PTR, PIR, etc. signify the relative strengths of relationship (effect)
of each variable on outcome. Error is seen as the sum of all unknown and un-
measured variables which affect recidivisn as well as the measurement error
resulting from variables | +hrough N; PEF is the relative effect on recidivism
unexplained by the variables in the model. PTR, PNR and PER are called path
coefficients and are measured by the Beta welghts generated by the Regressten
Analysis. The Null hypothesis then explicitly tested is that the length of
treatment has no effect on subsequent recidivism. In order to reject this
hypothesis, we wish to be 95% certain that, given the limits of the data, the
size of the sample and the laws of probability, the results were not obtained by
chance. Therefore, tests of statistical significance were performed at the
p=0.05 level on the resulting solutions.



f'TABLE,S: Relationships with Recidivism

Variable
' Age
Sex
(I=Male)
~Race:  White
Biack
Indian
Other

Size of Home Community

Reading Aptitude
(I=below average)

Math Aptitude -
(I=below average)

Age at First Court Contact
Number of Previous Court Contacts

Number of Prior Correctional
-Commitments

"Poorness" of Family Home
Environment

Severity of Drug Use

Poorness of Attitude During
Diagnostic Evaluation

Seriousness of Offense Record

 Existence and Severity of
PsychiaTric Problcms~

Lack of Insight

Juvenile Requested Own
Institutionalization

Negé+iveness of Community
Response to Juvenile

Number of.Days in
Institutional Treatment

(Combined Effect of all
Measured Variables)

Error (Combined Effect of all
- ‘Unmeasured Variables and
Measurement Error)

MHS, STS

-.45
(p=.001)

-.14
{p=N.S.)

-.28 (p=.001)
-.16 (p=.001)

-.27 (p=.001)
¥ *

-.06 (p=N.S.)

14 (p=.01)

.19 (p=.001)
-.02 (p=N.S.)
~-,22 (p=.00})

.12 (p=.05)

-.01 (p=N.S.)
.08 (p=N.S.)

.13 (p=.05)
.32 (p=.001)
.01 (p=N.S.,)

.05 (p=N.S.)
.00 (p=N.S.)
.06 (p=N.S.)

-.08 (p=N.S.)

Multiple Correlation=
.65 (p=.001)
(R)

Mul+tiple Correlation=
.75
(R)

MMTC

S.
S
S

.07 (p=N.S.)*

.12 (p=N.S.)
.08 (p=N.S.)*
-.04 (p=N.S.)¥

.10 (p=N.S.)*

-.19 (p=.05)
.05 (p=N.S.)*

.00 (p=N.S.)*
.06 (p=N.S.)¥

-.22 (p=.01)
~.0] (p=N.S.)¥

.07 (p=N.S.)*
~.15 (p=N.S.)¥

~.05 (p=N.S.)

Multiple Correlation=

.42 (p=.05)
(R) ®
Multiple Correlation=
.91 ~
(R)

(S+a+is+icél significance where N.S. signifies lack of statistical significance.)

*Not included in final solution due to insignificant effect on recidivism.

*¥By definition.



Testing the Hypofhésis

Table 8 (Page 14) describes the path cooeficients fpr the variables
(including number of days in treatment) for MHS and STS juveniles as well as
MMTC juveniles. The coefficients (also known as Beta coefficients) range from
=~} to | with values close to zero indicating no relationship; -| meaning a perfect
negative relationship and +| a perfect positive relationship. Only those co-
efficients which are statistically significant at the p=.05, p=.01 or p=. OOI level
should be regarded as sufficiently distinguishable from zero.

Table 8 shows that, In terms of the models for each sample (MMTC and
MHS~STS), t+he Error terms (coefflicients of .91 and .75) :are more strongly related
to recidivism than the combined relationships of all known variables. Clearly,
the data are not successful in describing the bulk of the causes of recidivism;
the equations adequately describe less than half the observed variance in recidivism.
This may be due to too small a sample, Invalid or poorly chosen variables, or
chance error.

Of that smaller proportion of effect which is described by the model, we
note that only the effect of age on recidivism is large and statistically
significant for both samples. The negative coefficients show that older juveniles
recidivated less than younger juveniles (when all other factors are controlled
statistically). This may be seen, at least partially, as an effect of the legal
age of majority (18 years in Minnesota) and the fact that adult recidivism probably
Is less frequent within a two year period. Adult court proceedings may be lengthier
and resulting adult sentences are longer, thus reducing the risk of recommitment
during the follow-up period. |In addition, adults may be more likely to leave the
State.

Other than age, no variables are significantly reiated to recidivism in
both samples. Sex is near significant (p=.06) as a factor for MMTC juveniles and
is moderate in strength, showing that MMTC males recidivated more often than
females.

Race shows no effect for the MMTC group but large effects for the STS-MHS
sample. Because of the way the categorical variable race was decomposed into
three dummy variables and one reference category, we must view the individual race
componerts only in relation to one another. In doing so, we find that whites were
significantly less |likely to recidivate than blacks and "others". However, there
was such a low number of blacks and others in these two institutions that their
coefficients may indeed be due to chance alone, despite their observed statistical
significance. It is wisest to sum up racial effects by stating that the data
shows no difference between whites and Indians at MHS and STS.

Scholastic achievement/aptitude deficiencies in reading and math (measured
on standardized performance tests given during the diagnostic phase) show effects
which are.significantly and positively related to recidivism for the out-state
institutions and, although not significant, were in the same direction at MMTC.
Other research into adolescents have shown deficiencies in reading and math achieve-
ment to be independently correlated with behavior problems. (Hirschi, 1969.)



Opposufe effects on recndlvnsm were noted for the non-MMTC group by the
number of previous court contacts and the number of previous correctional commit-
ments. Apparently those previousiy seen often by juvenile courts did well on
release while those with previous Institutlionalizations had a poor prognosis. A%
MHS “and STS greater seriousness of previously committed offenses marked
candidates for recommitment.

- Only from MMTC did those individuals with known psychiatric probtems
recidivate significantly more often. Perhaps the dlagnostic procedures differed

*between institutions on this variable.

Finally, the effect of differential lengths of treatment, for each
institutional group !ndependent of the other, is shown to be slight and not
statistically significant; in other words, not sufficiently distinguishable from
zero effect.” We, Therefore, ‘cannot reject the null hypothesls and must conclude
that, all other things being equal, there is no advantage to longer perlods of
ansflfuflonal treatment in reducing recidivism.

I+ must be noted that since each individual received some form of
institutional treatment or probation supervision, the above conclusion cannot
be construed to mean that treatment has no effect; simply that longer periods of
institutional treatment have no observable advantage over shorter periods.. .

Conclusions

The conclusion that length of +ime in institutional ftreatment, all other
factors being equal, did not have an impact on subsequent reinstitutionalization
confirms the findings made in an earlier, experimental, study conducted by the
Minnesota Department of Corrections. (MDOC, 1976,) In this study consisting of
random assignhment to short-term and long-term treatment, no substantive differences
in recidivism were noted upon ftwenty month follow-up. The results of these two
studies together support the cost-effectiveness of short-term residential treatment.

In regards to the factors that were shown to be related significantly to
recidivism the policy implications are less clear. This Is for two major reasons:
1) The fact that the sample was assigned to Institutions on
the basis of county of residence means the most relevant
residential factor (urban/rural differences) was so thoroughly confounded with
possible program differences that no clear assignation of effect can be drawn

between those two variables and subsequent recidivism. Furthermore, the possibility

that these factors (urban/rural differences and differences among programs) couid
have altered the findings had they been more adequately controlled must be
acknowledged. ‘
2) Those factors which emerged from the analysis as significantly
: related to recidivism varied much between the sub-samples; and
the cause of variation cannot be safely assignhed to either urban/rural differences,
programmatic differences or any combination of the fwo.

Finaily, the significant factors are generally not of the ‘type that are

~generally amenable to intervention. However, staff members may be well advised

to give- those factors more serious consideration when making freatment decisions.
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