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DIVI~ 13 THE UTILiZATIC~ OF ITY 
O HFALTH AND WELFARE SERVICES BY JUVENILE : .. 
~ -  . t)ELIN~//tN~S AND THEIR r FAMILIESI 

.- ..... i., ..~ .-.. . }..-... ., .1 • 1. .. .. 2! . ./: . . . .  .. i , . - :1 

" " " '1 ' ' '  " 1' " ' " { 1 : ' '" " '  " "  : " ] " " " ' ' ' " ~ 2 ] 1 1  1 ' I '  ~1"" O . A .  g y l e s  a n d  A . " . N a u r i c e  . " " - ' " - 

': ' - " 4 3 : ; : .  : : , : , : " " : . . . . . . .  ' , : .  ' , 
i.: " ' The p r e s e n t  s t u d y  i s  I a sub- s tudy  ~ o f  a d e l i n q u e n c y : c o n t r o l  p r o j e c t  i " :.. " : }  .i .' 

c o n d u c t e d  in  Hami l ton ,  Ontar io  from 1972 to  1976 ,  t i t l e d  The J u v e n i l e  

S e r v i c e s  P r o j e c t ,  which has a l r e a d y  been  r e p o r t e d  e l s e w h e r e .  2 In t h i s  

"- • . p r o j e c t ,  f a m i l y  t h e r a p i s t s  were teamed w i t h  Youth  Bureau o f f i c e r s  t o  

. : . " " i  ".  make c o u . n s e i l i n g  s e r v i c e s  i ~ e d i a t e l y  a v a i l a b l e a ~ d  e a s i l y  a c c e s s i b l e  

• . . - "  . , , • • 

/ "  L"  

t o  f a m i l i e s  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  in  r e p e a t e d  c o n f l i c t w i t h  the l a ~ .  The 

s e r v i c e  c o a ~ o n e n t  o f  t h i s  progr~,~rae ran f o r  e i g h t e e n  months and a l l  

s u b j e c t s  were f o l l o w e d  for  a two y e a r  p e r i o d .  S u b j e c t s  were  a s s i g n e d  

randomly to  e x p e r i m e n t a l  and c o n t r o l  c o n d i t i o n s ;  the e..-qperi~ental group 

r e c e i v e d  the  team approach and t h e  c o n t r o l  group r e c e i v e d  t r ~ i i t i o n a l  

p o l i c e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  R e s u l t s  showed t h a t  the  i n n o v a t i v e  team approach  
i 

'! .:. . . - :  ( o f f i c e r  and t h e r a p i s t  working t o g e t h e r )  had no e f f e c t  c~ t h e  f r e q u e n c y  
. . . .  • i . . . . . .  " ' : " " - q .  • " " • 

i .:: :/./: .i* -.:!:,i :i.. i.: : i  .~ . :: O r  S e r i o u s n e s s  o f  c o n t i n u e d  d e l i n a u e n t  i .behav iour  o f .  the  subj e c t s .  " . " ,  : " • : 

.... ::,il ~:!i:i;-. : !  ~: ; " " . . . :  :: l b w e * e r ,  t h r o u g h o u t  the  proj e c t  f a m i l i e s  i n  b o t h  e x p e r i m e n t a l  and c o n t r o l . - i i  " 
. . ! .  ,..: -i;:. " • 2 : . - : .  . . .  . . - • - . , - 

' I:'T" I"" r~" : ":. : . " . g r o u p s  made f r e q u e n t  use  of o t h e r  s e r v i c e s  a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  c ~ a m i t y .  " 

" " . : "  " Thus  t h e s e  commtmitv s e r v i c e s  were regarded  as  a n  important  i n t e r v e n i n g  

. . -  v a r i a b l e  p o s s i h t y  e f r e c t i n g . t h e  outcome o f  t h e . m a i n  s t u d y .  The p r e s e n t  

' ~ . s u b - s t u d y  was r e q u i r e d ,  t h e n ,  to  d e t e r m i n e  what e f f e c t ,  i f  any, the  

, . : : :  . . .  . ~ u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  cc:':~nu~ity •Services  had on the  i r m o v a t i v e  s t r a t e g y ,  u s e d  i n  
• . .  . . . . .  • . . ' .  

m 

. t h e  p r o j e c t .  

• - I  f 

• - 4  , 

O 

O 
U• 

S i n c e  we found no d i f f e r e n c e s  be tween  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  and c o n t r o l  g r o u p  

f : , )mi l ies  w i t h  re.~,pect to  e i t h e r  t h e  kinds  or  i n t e n s i t y  o f  s e r v i c e s  
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r e c e i v e d  from community a g e n c i e s ,  we can combine them i n t o  one sample 

(n=305) f o r  the purpose of  t h i s  s t u d y .  In t h i s  s u b - s t u d y  then ,  ~.~ r e p o r t  

on the  n a t u r e  and ex ten t  o f  s e r v i c e s  given tkese  305 c h i l d r e n  and t h e i r  

' . . . . : famil ies  by agenc ies  in;. . the'-cor~nunitv..  And, because  we a l r e a d y  had da ta  

from the  main s tudy  on r e c i d i v i s m ,  we can r epo r t  on the  re la t ionsh i ]~  

between the  p r o v i s i o n  of these  s e r v i c e s  a n d t h e  con t inued  d e l i n q u e n t  

behav iou r s  of  the  c h i l d r e n .  

.A Note on Methodology and Design 

Since  the main o b j e c t i v e  of  the  J u v e n i l e  .Services P r o j e c t  was to  reduce  

the r a t e  of  r e f e r r a l  o f  juveni le . s  to  c o u r t ,  the  " t a r g e t  group" c o n s i s t e d  o f  

c h i l d r e n  under  fou r t een  years  of  age,  l i v i n g  in t h e i r  own f a m i l i e s ,  

who had had a t  l e a s t  taeo p o l i c e  "occur rence"  r e p o r t s  f i l e d  an them fo r  

a l l e g e d  o f f e n c e s  but  ~vho had not  been charged to  appear  in c o u r t ,  The 

s'ou~.plc c o n s i s t e d  of  264 boys and f o r t y - o n e  g i r l s ,  w i th  a mean age of  e l even  

• y e a r s  s ix  months a t  time of  e n t r y  to the  s tudy.  

: / i '  . ,  / . .  i '  " " " . . .:  " 
. • ' . .  . .  ~ . .  " ;  . • , . . .  . . ' 

' . - -  . : Data o n  s e r v i c e s  provided e i t h e r  to t h e  s p e c i f i c  j u v e n i l e  o f f e n d e r  or  any 

member o f  the  fmniiv ~,'as ob t a ined  from the f i l e s  o f  a l l  cc~m~unity agenc ies  

t ha t  p r o v i d e s e r v i c e  on r e a u e s t ;  the  da ta  inc lude:  (1) uho r e c e i v e d  the 

s e r v i c e ,  (2) .gle na tu re  of  the  s e r v i c e ,  and (3) the  d u r a t i o n  o f  the  

s e r v i c e .  Only s e r v i c e s  p rov ided  dur ing the  year  p r i o r  to  the  f a m i l y ' s  

! 

e n t r y  in to  the  samnle and the yea r  fo l l owing ,  were coded;  t h a t  i s ,  a 

two year  pe r iod  for  each f~u;~ily, but  a per iod  during u'hich a t  l e a s t  one 

c h i l d  w ~  in "repeated d i f f i cu l t , . "  wi th  the law. 

f" rC;,I ~E 1 
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To cope with the  d i f f i c u l t  problem presen ted  by the d i v e r s i t y  o f  

se rv i ce s  p r o v i d e d  by d i f f e r e n t  agencies  we devised an " i n t e n s i t y  scale" 

with  a rmnge of  from 1 (low) t o  4 (high):. Some assumpt ion  s a re  b u i l t •  
• : - . • 

i n t o  t h i s  s c a l e ,  fo r  example: t h a t  i n - p a t i e n t  t rea tment  i s  more i n t e n s e  

than out -pat ient  treatment and thac family therapy i s  more intense  than 

ind iv idua l  therapy, and that  making as assessment or the per iod ic  

supe rv i s ion  of  a f a m i l y  i s  l ess  i n t e n s e  than regu la r  psychotherapy.  : 

These may be ques t ionab le  assumptions.  

• . . .  • 

• . . .  ~ " 

. • .  i • ~ •  • . .  

• U t i l i z e d  -: l :hMin~s:  Desc r ip t i on  of Serv ices  
. .  . :.. . ! 

• . . . 

TABI,E T 
. . . ~ " . ! 

Shows the agencies  included in the s tudy.  The  major  types  of  

service providers are: 

I) the school systems (Pupil Adjustmen t Services) 

2) the childrens' aid societies " - .... 

3) health services, includes in-patient, and-out-patient " ' .. . ' ". ' : 
- . . . - . . .  . . • . 

p s y c h i a t r i c  un i t s  and r e s i d e n t i a l  t r e a m e n t  cen t r e s  . 

" " 5  " " 

4) p r i v a t e  g ln i ted  Appeal) family agencies and group h ~ s  • .... . -  • ........ 
. . i : " 

5) correctional services, includes probation, the regional " ' " ~-. 

detention centre and training schools. - .... " ' :. • 

Only the first four categories are used in data analysis; the fifth 

(corrections) was included sb:,Dly, to give a complete picture of services 

~sed by these families, l~ith a ~opulation of over300,000, the City of 

• . . :  . " :!./ 

llamilton provides a #ull range of services for its citizens. ]'hough 

perhaps different in n~une, v.'e expect that ca~parable services are available 

in most Canadian and M~erican cities. Table I shows that the schools gave 

service to the largest proportion (39 percent) Of sample families. 

4 
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' F A B L E  2 - 
. . - • . . • . , . . . 

. . . . .  . : . .  : : .  Shows p a t t e r n s  o f  s e r v i c e  u t i l i z a t i o n  ( b y  category,)  by  t h e s e  ' . 
• : i:, : .  i . ~  i .  :. . ~ : . . . . . .  i ~ : -  . - ' : :  : - .  i - ~ , I :  " . . . . . . . .  " . ~ :  . . . . . .  

. ,  :.,:, ': . : i . : .  . ':,: i :  . " f a m i l i e s . .  Almost. f o r t y  . pe rcen t .  d id  no t  make.., use  O f . a n y .  . o f  t h e s e  s e r v i c e s  : . . . ~  : 

d u r i n g  t h e  two y e a r  p e r i o d  o f  o b s e r v a t i o n ;  a t  t he  o t h e r  e x t r e m e ,  abou t  

, ' .  . . . .  f o u r  p e r c e n t  used  one or  more s e r v i c e s  i n  each o f  the  f o u r  c a t e g o r i e s .  We 

. " canno t  say  t h a t  t h e  121 f a m i l i e s  (row 1) r e c e i v e d  no  he lp  w i t h  t h e i r  

~ ~ i - ) : i  : , : : : ; .  : p r o b l e m s ,  on ly  t h a t  t h e y  d i d  no t  r e c e i v e  s e r v i c e  ifrom any o f  t h e  a g e n c i e s  " - : . i  

• . i n c l u d e d  in  t h i s  s t u d y .  Other  h e l p i n g  s o u r c e s ,  exc luded  from t h i s  s t u d y  

- lint which  might  have been used  would i n c l u d e  p r i v a t e  p s y c h i a t r i s t s ,  f a m i l y  

: : i  i: :.. d o c t o r s ,  c l e r g y ,  f r i e n d s ,  and so  on. ' ' ' " . . " . . -  

• : ~  . . 7  • : . " : " 

" " " ~ . ' . < - :  • . , . .  • " : . . i  . . ' ' 
: .  . . . . . . . . . .  . .  

: " TABLES 4 and 5 . . . . .  

A r e  condensed  from Tab le  3, T a b l e  4 shows the  p e r c e n t  o f  f a m i l i e s  

receiving service from one, ta,'o, three or four types of af~ncies. Note 
• • . ~ • 

that next tO the "no service" group the largestproportion (27 •percent) 
• . .- .. . . ,  • . .  

:i :.: :i:::: : ' i .  ).:i!i,.: : : , :  : r e C e i v e d  s e r v i c e  from o n l y  one i ty~e o f  iagency:  ::~Table 5 shows t h a t  h e a l t h : :  ~ :i. : . 

?. i . ..:. :); :ii- : "~'i;~:'i:i :~! :'.:: :i ~ : s : e rv ices  ranked  sec0n0 t o  sch001s  : i n  t e r m s  Of t h e n u m b e r  o f  f a m i l i e S .  ! : : :  :: :~:::i : 

. . . .  :~.~. .:; . .~ . . . : - i - s e r v e d . -  . S i n c e  the  s c h o o l s  o f f e r  m a i n l y  a s s e s s m e n t . a n d  r e f e r r a l  s e r v i c e s ,  . . . .  . 

' ~ • . ,  

• .. we  c o n c l u d e  t h a t  h e a l t h  c a r r i e s  t he  ma jo r  Burden o f  t r e a t m e n t  f o r  t h e s e  

fmni i i e s . .  T h e s e r v i c e s  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h i s  and  p r e c e d i n g  t a b l e s  have  

i n c l u d e d  a l l  s e r v i c e s  g iven  to  any member o f  t h e s e  s~mple f m a i I i e s .  

• . TABLE 7 " : " ~ i . .  : " i -  ' 
• . :i i . : i i ..... _ : ~ . 

Shows s e r v i c e s  g iven  to  the  " t a r g e t  j u v e n i l e s "  in  t h e s e  f a m i l i e s ,  

- . j  

t he  c h i l d r e n  whose o f f e n c e  b r o u g h t  the  f a m i l y  i n t o  the  s t u d y  sample .  

l .o r ty  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e s e  t a r g e t  j u v e n i l e s  had o t h e r  s i b l i n g s  who were  a l s o  

in c o n f l i c t  w i th  the  law. I lere we s e e  tI~at alJnost }~alf o f  t he  t a r g e t  

juveniles (as compared with 39 percent of the families)received no service 

from ,%ny o f  t h e s e  a g e n c i e s  du r ing  the  two y e a r  o e r i o d  o b s e r v e d .  

5 
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TABLES 8 and 9 

! ̧  

Are stm~naries of  Table 7. Table 8 shc~vs that  the l arges t  nt~nber 

• (29 percent) were Served by only one ,t~0e of  agencY and that  only 

twenty-two chi ldren (7 percent) received service  f r o m t h r e e  or more 

types of  agency. T a b l e  9 shows a g a i n ,  t h a t  h e a l t h  serv i ce s  carry the 

major responsibility for the treatment of these children. 

TABLE i0 

Shows the intensity of service given these children over a two 

year period, as measured by our "intensity" scale. Note that only 

fourteen percent of the sample received "intensive" treatment.  

Regarding the nature and intensity, of services provided these juveniles 

m,d their families by co~nunity agencies, we can say in stm~ary, that: 

• I) about forty percent of the families and fifty percent of 

• the target juveniles did not receive service frcrn any of 

• ~ :-..:: " . '  . . 

: . ¢  . : . : . 

• 2) 

5) 

these  co)~nunity agencies  during ,the observed tn,Jo year 
. . .  " :  . • 

p e r i o d ,  . 

of t h o s e  who received s e r v i c e ,  the largest  proportion was 

~mo~,~ t o  only, one t x.7~e of  agency; there were fewer ' ~ u l t i -  

agency" children and families than initially supposed, 

relatively Yew (14 l~ercerit) of the target juveniles 

i'i ̧  I 
. • ( 

•4) 

rece ive¢l  i n t e n s i v e  t r e a m e n t ,  

the mental health serv ices  carry the major burden of  

-treatment . f o r  t h e s e  c h i l d r e n  and fami l i e s .  

Y • :  . 
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p 

. . • . . [  

Hypotheses o f  'qq, a r l y  In te rvent ior~"  

The .genera l  hypo thes i s  might• be s t a t e d : .  

. . . .  ° 7 . ~  

. •  . .  ~ • , . .  • ,, 

T h e  e a r l i e r  t h a t  c o r r e c t i v e  i n t e r v e n t i o n  i s i l i n i t i a t e d  in t h e  .i 

development o f  de l inquen t  behaviour p a t t e r n s ,  the  g r e a t e r  the  

prol~ab::...lity t ha t  t h i s  development can t~e a r r e s t e d  o r  c u r t a i l e d .  

Three more s p e c i f i c  h>q~otheses were formula ted  fo r  t h i s  s tudy:  
, . . .  . , , .  .. . 

1) the  r ec id iv i sm r a t e  o f  j u v e n i l e s w h o  r ece ive  s e rv i ce  fmm 

c~a tmi ty ,  agencies will he significantly lower than the rate of 

K 

, ,. "'.,7 

, : ,  ° . 

f _ ' ~  ! 

n • • 

• , , ,  . ~ • 

i • 

' i 

°° • ! 

•l 

. . , . .  

those  who do not rece ive  se rv ice .  
. ' " . .  

2) i n t e r v e n t i o n  wi l l  he more e f f e c t i v e  wi th  j u v e n i l e s  having few 

o f fences  than with  those who have committed many o f f ences .  

3) the more i n t e n s i v e  the se rv ice  g iven to j u v e n i l e s  dur ing  t2~i:~ e a r l y  

stage of delinauency development the greater the probability of. 

rec~acip~ f u r t h e r  del~r.quent b e h a v i o u r . . :  • . .  
• - . . -  . 

TABLE 13 - i i : :  i " " : ~.i . . . . .":."i: : 

J . o .." . . . .  . , . . . ,  • 
Shows the r ec id iv i sm  ra,tes for  t a r g e t  j u v e n i l e s  who r e c e i v e d  . . .  .. . : .  " .  • - 

~ l l 

s e r v i c e  and those who did not  r ece ive  s e r v i c e ,  rhe f i n d i n g s  c o n t r a d i c t  

our f i r s t  hyq~othesis by showing tha t  those  who received s e r v i c e  had a 

h igher  rec id iv i sm ra te  (68.8) than those who did not  r ece ive  s e r v i c e  (48.3) .  

The d i f f e r e n c e  is s i gn , f i c~mt  a t  the .0rll l e v e l .  

TABLE 14 .-" .~  . i  "" . . . . .  .."i' 

Shous the r ec id iv i sm r a t e s  of t a r g e t  j u v e n i l e s ,  served a n d n o t  

se rved ,  hy m~nher nf  oFFences p r i o r  to e n t e r i n g  the sample. For c h i l d r e n  

a t  the e a r l i e s t  s t age  of  i d e n t i f i e d  delinquency. -- one p rev ious  o f fence  -- 

the recidi~,ism ra t e  was higher  (5,7.1) for  those who receivc~l s e r v i c e  than 

for tJ~o~;c who did fl~t f46.2) .  F:or c h i l d r e n  having two or more p r i o r  

6 



rl :~/i/~ ii/i,~il :~ ;i ~i;~i>~:~ :~;~ ;/~ ~ ~k i :  ; ~: ~ji~!:~ ~i:i i~:: ~ i i : , ~ i : /  : 5~:'~:i~ / i  ~ ~ 
• .! ~ : ~ . : ~ : i ~ :  ~ ~ ~ : ~ ..... ~ ~ i ~ : i  ~ i ?  ¸, , ~ ~k . ~  ~ 

. . . " o f f e n c e s  the rec id iv i sm rates  o.f the served, and.the not served were . . . .  . : . . . .~.  !"::; ./.~.--. 

... i ~:. :.. 1 . . , .  :.::~ .:. i ....... :compa~abIe,  These f indings  .refute  our second h y p o t h e s i s . . . .  • , : . : " i . " i  :' ' : .  
, , , , . . "  • . . . . 

" . . . .  : " : :  " i : ~  " : . . . .  " : ' ' " :  " . . . .  ' " ' i ! : i : "  : " " . "  " 

"<"-", Sho~S rec id iv i sm rates  re la ted  to the i n t e n s i t y  o f  s e r v i c e  given 

~' i i . .  " the t a r g e t  group ,and ind icates  a p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between i n t e n s i t y  

. "  . o f  s e r v i c e  and rec id iv i sm,  thereby r e f u t i n g  our third hypothes i s .  Thus,  

" '~-;  : " / . .  a l l  three  hypotheses re la t ing  t o  the anticipated,  b e n e f i t s  o f  "ear ly  

: : : - in tervent ion" in the reduct ion o f  del inquent  behaviour are r e f u t e d  by 

N , 

/ £ t " , i : .  i1 !iiiii.! ~ t h e s e  ~ i n a i ~ s .  

Measures o f  rec id iv i sm,  though, h a v e  severa l  d e f i c i e n c i e s .  The measure 

used in the above ana lys i s  was m~ "al l"  or "none" ~easu~e; a ch i Id  was 

"" ~~: lahellc~l  as a r e c i d i v i s t  i f  he had one or more a l l eged  o f f e n c e s  during 

• . .- .: . the  ta~'0 >,ear fo l l ow-up  p e r i o d  ( a f t e r  e n t ~ /  t o  the  sa~aple).  Th i s  measu .e  

• . .  i ~ i:.! .:: : .  ' i n d i s c r i m i f i a t e ] y  . Comb}nes . the-chi I .d  ~ O  cor~nits::one minor  misd~n~.anour,  " :'i; ..;. : i ':. " : 

~11..i:i.; . il .i: ' .~ I~', / ;sUch as t r e s P a s S i n g l  i,;'ith t h e . , . : h a r a e n e d " . d e l i n q u e n t  who c o r ~ n i t s . s e v e r a i  " . 
i 

. .~ , :~..: ...: ..::. i i .  s e r io t~s  o f f e n c e s ,  such  as a m e d  'robbery:, ~ as : ' ! r e c i d i v i s t s "  
" . '  . " : ~  ," : ' "  ' ' . . . . "  , .  ' . . . . :  :- '  : . . . '  . • . • " . . : i  . . . .  - . . . . .  . 

i..r i " : . . .  • As par t ia l ,  explanation, f o r  these  f i n d i n g s - u e  p o s t u l a t e d  that  the more 

..,:,L r -..-.-. • O f f e n s i v e  (and ser ious)  the :de l inquent  behaviour of  the  j u v e n i l e ,  the 

. / . :  . more l i k e l y  he.~,'as t o  rece ive  i n t e n s i v e  t r e a t m e n t .  Tha t  i s ,  the behaviour 

J . ' 

.-:. ' i s  t he  a n t e c e d e n t ,  not  the  r e s u l t ,  o f  t r e a t m e n t ,  To t e s t  t h i s  h y p o t h e s i s  .. 
. , "  . .  . .  • . , . . . • . . . -  • 

i .......... • '. ~'e I u s e d . t h e  " t o t a l  S e r i o u s n e s s  s c o r e "  o f  o f f e n c e s  c ~ i t t e d  d u r i n g  the  . : 

; . ' f o l . l c ~ , ' - t ~ p e r i o d .  This  score  (based on t h e  work o f  S e i l i n  and Wolfgang) 3 

' t a k e s  in to  account  l~nth the f ) 'equcn~'  and the  " s e r i o u s n e s s "  o f  the  o f f e n c e s .  

S 
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TABLE 16 

' • • Shows support for this hypothesis. Of the seventy-one juveniles 
.- . : , • . . . 

having Ic~,¢ total seriousness scores,• sixty percent received no iervice 

and eleven percent received intensive service. Conversely, of the 

,-. forty-eight j.uveniles having high total seriousness scores only twenty- 

, -. three percent received no service and forty percent received intensive 
.. 

' . s e r v i c e  (significant at .0001 level). 

This raised yet another qtmstion: does t,,e ~r'ensive service given 

.. . t he  rn0re s e r i o u s l y  d e l i n q u e n t  group modi fy  t h e i r  behav iou r?  To 

answer t h i s  :q le~t ion we examined the  i n t e n s i t y  o f  s e r v i c e  g iven  t h e  

t h i r t y - t w o  "most s e r i o u s "  o f f e n d e r s  (mean t o t a l  s e r i o u s n e s s  s c o r e  = 2 7 . 7 )  

" "1 as i t  r e l a t e s  t 0 the  f r equency  and s e r i o u s n e s s  o f  o f f e n c e s  d u r i n g  t h e  

follow-up period. 

'i "~,..; ! -  .~. i i .I .-: . ~ A ~ L  E 17 . • .. . . . . - . .  . . .  
:.. ", I i. Shows n e g l i g a h i e  d i f f e r e n c e s  among t h i s g r o L " p  in  t e rms  o f  e i t h e r  . .  

I ~ ntmber or seriousness of offences, as a function of intensity of [ t r ea tmen t . ;  t hose  who r e c e i v e d  i n t e n s i ' : e  s e r v i c e  C~nmit ted  as  many and 

• . ,, • .... ,as s e r i o u s  o f f e n c e s  as t hose  who r e c e i v e d  l i t t l e  o r  no t r e a t m e n t ,  

which s u g g e s t s  t h a t  d~e p r o v i s i o n  o f  more i n t e n s i v e  t r e a t m e n t  by con~aunity 

a g e n c i e s  i s  no t  l i ke ly '  to  r e d u c e  the  d e l i n q u e n t  beha~ iou r  o f  t he  more 

. . . .  , ~ • ~ s e r i o u s  o f f e n d e r s .  . :. 

In stm~nary,, the  f i n d i n g s  do no t  suopor t  the  h>q~otheses; t he  s e r v i c e s  

p rov ided  by agencic.~ in the  ccxmnuni.ty n e i t h e r  r educed  the  r a t e  o f  

: r e c i d i v i s m  nor  the  tendency  to  cc~)~nit i n c r e a s i n g l y  s e r i o u s  o f f e n c e s  of  

tlLi.~; :<mlplc o f  &:l i~t(lu(.'nt <lli Id rcn .  
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I 

t 

. . ' .  . . 

. ~  . .  " ~ :  • • , ' . . , .  " 

¸ 

. ,  . .  

, . . . . . ' i : : i  , :  ' ~ i  

2 " . . "  

. . . , . , .  

In I n t e r p r e t i n g  these  Resu l t s  . . . .  ::--.. 

S e v e r a l  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  study, s h o u l d  be k e p t  i n  mind: - ' " . .... ': :: ,:" i 
. . , . . .  , .  . ' , - . " . : . -  ." . ' -  . .  " • . . . . . .  ' , .  - . . -  , 

1) .data  on sen ,  lces  a re  aggragated,-: . t .hus the e f f e c t s  o f  a n y  -. i . .  . . . . . . . .  

p a r t i c u l a r  s e rv i ce  cannot be as sessed ;  

2) none o f  these  commt~,lty agenc ies  ~ i s t  p r i m a r i l y  to cope wi th  

" problems of  de l inquency;  they  e x i s t  to  h e l p . c h i l d r e n  and 

• " " : .  ' " • - " : ' .  " , :  i , 

f a m i l i e s  with a myriad o f  d i f f e r e n t p r o b l e m s .  In many .... " . . -  .i:. 

i n s t a n c e s ,  the reason fo r  the s e rv i ce  given m y  have h a d  . .  

. . .  . 

noth ing  to do wi th  the c h i l d ' s  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  the  law, " -. 
- . .  : . - ,  i : . : ; i  . . . . .  . " " : .  i i : : .  . i . .  

3) the measures o f  se rv ice  :a p a r t i c u l a r l y  the  " i n t e n s i t y  s c a l e "  : 
" . : . . . .  • • " . . 

are  ques t ionab le  -- r e l i a b i l i t y : , - b e i n g  dependent o f t e n ,  on a -  - ; 

c o d e r ' s  s u b j e c t i v e  judgement,  

4) the g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  of  the  f i nd ings  i s  l i m i t e d  by the 

characteristics of both the sample of children and the set of 

i I : corr~ntmity s e t  ices .  [ i ii " -.: ': " " " 

We would argue though, t h a t  these  negat:ive f i n d i n g s  are  not  a t t r i b u t a b l e  

to e i t h e r  inadequate  or i n f e r i o r  s e rv i ce s  e x i s t e n t  in  Hamilton. These - :-. 

agencies  compare favourablv  wi th  those found- in ,  any c i t y  in Onta r io .  
. . . • . 

Indeed,  many of  these  agencies  are  known across  Canada fo r  th,' r i e a d e r -  

ship in developing innova t ions  for  improving the  q u a l i t T  of  s e r v i c e .  

Impl i ca t ions  of  these l ] ssu l t s  

T1-,ese findings are important both for form..ulating policies in the area of 

services to delinquent children and for the utilization of  scarce mental 

hea l t h  resources  in the cora;!uni.ty. 

i 0  
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• . - 10  

I n  t h e  p o l i c y  a r e a ,  f o r - e x a m p l e ,  t he  pr.og~sed ."Young O f f e n d e r s  Ac t "  

.: -: , . : ,  i n t e n d e d : t o  r e p l a c e  the  p r e s e n t  J u v e n i l e  D e l i n o u e n t s  Act (Canada) :would  : : , . . . .  
• . .  . .  ' '  

: : : . :  :~:i ' : : ~ i  e s t a b l i s h  " s c r een ing . - agenc i e s  ',~ in  e v e r y  c~a~ur, i t F  f o r  the  purpose  o f  ' 

d i v e r t i n g  j u v e n i l e  o f f e n d e r s  t o  t h e s e  very, same k i n d s  o f  c ~ i t y  

a g e n c i e s .  T h e p r o p q s e d  l e g i s l a t i o n  i s  based  On t h e  commonly h e l d  

a s sumpt ions  o f  the b e n e f i t s  o f  e a r l y  i n t e r v e n t i o n  t h a t  have been : r e f u t e d  

by t h i s ,  and o t h e r  s t u d i e s .  4 To e n a c t  such l e g i s l a t i o n  in  t h e b e l i e f  : ,} : -  

t h a t  such  d i v e r s i o n  w i l l  r e d u c e  d e l i n q u e n c y  would be p e r p e t r a t i n g  a. hoax.  

. . .  -: . Menta l  h e a l t h  s e r v i c e s  have a l e g i t i m a t e  a n d n e c e s s a r y  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
• . . . . ,  . , . .  

, . . . .  ... in  t r y i n g  to  a s s i s t •  e m o t i o n a l l y  d i s t u r b e d  c h i l d r e n  , b u t  t h e y  need to  . 

r e - e x a m i n e  t h e i r  r o l e  in  the  management o f  d e l i n q u e n t  b e h a v i o u r .  Mental  

h e a I t h  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  must d i s t i n g u i s h  more c l e a r l y  be tween " d i s t u r b i n g  

b e h a v i o u r "  and the  " e m o t i o n a l l y  d i s t u r b e d "  c h i l d ,  These s e r v i c e s  have 
• ' : - • 

-...., : . .  . • become the-dumping glx)und f o r  a l l  problems o f l d e v i a n t  b e h a v i o u r  in  the  .: • . . . .  " 

. . . . . .  :i-.ii::; i".:.i .i .I i C a ~ u n i t Y  -- fan oven, 'helming :and i n a p p r 0 D r i a t e . . . r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  . . - : .  /. : . - 

• . [ :  ':: :•• : :•:• • • : :  ••••: •i •::!:: i•;•: :~•,••:•:•:: • ~i : :•/••• •: ,  • :/:: ~i! • • i :  • • ;•: •j/;i:~i•ii:i:•• 

• :1)/ i./.i":/~....1 " : .. F i n a l l y ,  t h e s e r e s u l t s  le~-~ e m p i r i c a l  Supporti"to. t h e  n o t i o n  o f  ":  ' .  : ...1 ' :  ':/ :1: . • 
, . . . . 

- 1 " s t r a t e g i c  n o n - i n t e r v e n t i o n "  as  s u g g e s t e d  by Schur  S who s t a t e s :  " 
• : ' .  . . • . 

E E E 
E 

i " • - - . • " 

" ' ' " . . . .  : " : .  The b a s i c  i n j u n c t i o n  fo r  p o l i c y  becomes: l e a v e  the  k i d s  " " 

• - a lone  wherever  p o s s i M e .  Th i s  e f f o r t  p a r t l y  i n v o l v e s  
: . . .  . 

• mechanisms to divert children away from courts but it 
. . . . ~ . .  

: :"" " " " ' goes f u r t h e r  t o i n c l u d e o p p o s i n g : v a r i o u s  k i n d s  o f  • : . .  . " 
. .  . - , • . - . . .  y . • . . ' .  . . , . 

i n t e r v e n t i n n  by. diver.~e s o c i a l  c, o n t r o l  ,and s o c i a l i z i n g  

ngencies. 

i i  
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I suggest  t ha t  we stop kidding our se lves  and the  p u b l i c  ~e serve;  as 

mental hea I th  p ro fe s s iona l s  we d o n o r  have any good answers y e t l  to  the  

problem of  d e l i n q t ~ n c y :  We wil; .  only f ind  b e t t e r  answers by working 

co l labor~ . t ive ly  with other  systems in the community ( i n c l u d i n g  cou r t s ,  

p o l i c e ,  schools ~md soc ia l  agencies)  in m~ e f f o r t  to  answer more s p e c i f i c  

q u e s t i o n s ,  such as:  what k inds  of  problems r e q u i r e  i n t e n ' e n t i o n ?  lqho 

s h o u l d  in t e rvene ,  and under what cond i t ions?  What methods are most 

e f f e c t i v e ~ f o r  achieving ~hat o b j e c t i v e s ?  This w i l l  be a l o n g - t e m  seard~,  

. .  , , 
• , ,  . . . ,  

which w i l l  demand the utmost i ngenu i ty ,  perseverence  and commitment 

t h a t  can be  brought to bear on t h i s  perp lex ing  and aggravat ing problem. 

i ' I . . . .  

:~IZ::~ 511~/: ~:I ~I~ :! ~ i ~ i ~ i ~  ~-~:: 
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FIG"RE i: DATA COLLECTION PERIODS: MONITORING AGENCY SERVICE 
AND DELINQUENT BEHAVIOUR OF J.S.P. SA~LE FAMILY 

i 

I 

• . .,... 

• !• ••/i?i•i••••/~• • •j:~i•~••/i?•i ~ •i••••• ~• ••~ •~J• i~i 
. • . . ; - . . .  • . .  . • 

• . ] , 

" "  ! 

• o • ; . 

Monitor Delinquent Acts 
g 1 

MgDitor Aaencv Services .! 

SP1 SP2 
m 

--~12 months~- t 4-- 12 months "~ [ 4-'12 months"~ I 

Enter 
J.S.P. 

i4 

' S 



i 

. . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . • . . . .  

. ,  

. ,  . " 

• ! " , . 

School Services 
(P, LS) 

cas/ccas 

. T A B L E I :  F a m i l y  U t i l i z a t i o n  o f  Community.  
• " . R e s o u r c e s  o v e r  a Two-Year  P e r i o d  

- . " . . " i . . ,  i 1 "  . i . ,  - :  ' . 

i ,  , . ~ .  . . . .  • - i " . , N u m b e r ~ o f .  F a m i l i e s  ~ o f  Families 
.- : ' :-"z. i . i : ! R e e c i v i n ~  S e r v i c e - R e c e i v i n g  , s e r v i c e  

" . .  : . ( n ~ 3 0 S )  

H e a l t h  F a c i l i t i e s  " ., " ! 

Child & Adolescent Services 

1 2 0  

76  

. : .  : . . . . .  

45 

39.3 

2 4 . 9  

14.8 

C h e d o k e  Child & Family Centre 

Hospitals (psychiatric units) 

Lym~ood Hall 

Addiction Research Foundation 

•27 
7 

: 19 

s 

8 . 9  

6 . 2  

1 . 0  

. 7  

Private Agencies 

Family Service Association .... , 
" .: . ' 33 

• Catholic Social Services ~ ' :: .... , - 

Big Br0thers Associationii:-,i " -; :i;:, 24::.i:~; 

Wesley House ......... , - /" . 1.9 -/:.i :I 
• : • . . . :' 

Judicial/correctional Services , 

'. • r ... 

Arrell Observation Home for Children 28 
' . , . . 

Probation and AfterCare 44 

i 0 , 8  

7 . 9  ' ~ 

3 . 0 , ,  . . .  . 

9 . 2  

14.4 

Ontario training schools 

.. . • 

12 3.9 

i5 
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' " : " TABLE 2: Utilization ~ of Serv ices  (SyCategory] 
• by Families~ for  Two Year Period 

; ~.:i:.i)::.i;:::::i.:;:-: : :. ; .. ' Categories .:. i :~ ,"/ i;: "I.;'IIN.: 

. \  . .  

CASlCCAS 
• . .  : • 

. . 0 

;•i :/~i •i • •:;/(~ ;i~ • ':• 

:. ;" .... 

• • .. .' . ..~ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

>0. 

0 

Health Private Schools 

'0 

1 

• ' 0 

0 

0 

: 0 

121 

21 

0 

1 

.., /. 

"0 " 

. i 

0 1 . 40 

i 0 8 

I . ; I- ' --- II 

0 : 1 .... : 18 • .- .... 

0 1 

P e r  C e n t  . . . . .  " 

3 9 . 7 '  - 

6.9 

" 2 . 3  " : : ;  " ' 

13.1 

2.6 

3.6 

5.9 

1 1 S 1.6 

1 0 0 0 15 

• " " " I - 1 0 0 ; 9 

:.;:i ; i i; :;":: :.;: 1 .... :: !/ . 0 " , i 1 ! 'i- i;;.0 ;:: "i::4 

;;/"i i :);% /! .i/;i).;,:i:i/~i;':.:;::; ..'.i ;.;i:":-:!i 'i:: : i.:.'O ;; :;: _i.!: i0 :: ': ! i:-1i4 

i ;: (::i:: !i/:~i ;; :i ;!;:. : !: i: ~i; ;: i i ; ~ : ;: o ~ : : ;, i ;:, ; ;i::;1o 

" ""i : : . .1 o . .  1 . ' 1 .  - . 1 o  

" ;t . : 1 " i -; .... 1 " - i  : 12 

3 0 5  

0 = no s e r v i c e  i n  c a t e g o r y  tLsed 

I.= at least one service in category 
used by some member(s) of the family 

. . . . 
°. 

9 

TOTAL: 

~UtilizaZion: 

4.9 

2.9 

1.3 .. .... 

~.6 ~ ,i ̧ ;:; /i/ ~ ;ii i 

3.3." : : 

313 
"Z n 

I00 

16 

." /- 
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TABLE 4: b~itiple Use of Services 
by Families (by Category) 

No service used, any category- 

N % 
m 

121 39.7 

• ,- '. t'•. 

," * i,• O" 

Served by one category only: 

Ilealth 

Private 

Schools 

21 

7 

40 

CAS/CCAS i S 

; Sub-total: 83 

64 Served by (any) ~vo categories 

27.2 

21.0 

Served I~}, (any) three ca tegor i e s  25 

Served by all fo-~ categories I__2_2 

~. . .  Total:  305 

• " . . ~ ' "  . " . 

. ~i iii : , :  i i:i:<":'. : i  i i i i TABLE 5: F~,ilies Served b y - C ~ i t y  
Agencies by Category (n:184) 

• . . .  < . . . :  . - . .  : • . . . .  ~ _ 

Total Number 
,,. -Ca tegory  of Famil ies  

8.2 

3.9 

I00 

Per Cent of 
Selved Famil ies  

Schools (PAS) 120 6S 

. °  

. ,  / ~. 

Health 

CAs/cc~s 

i ... : Private  

? 

83 

74 

57 

45 

40 

. l ,  

? 



. F  

~r . . •  

. D  

# 
I D  

• . * • : :  • , : `  . :  . '  . . :  
• • .•  • • . 

• " • L  

.... -ca tegor ies  ' (  : 

CAS/CCAS Health Private Schools 

% 

TABLE 7: UtilizatioN*of Services .(by Category) ":, 
by 'Target Juveniles" for TwoYear Period 

N. 

0 

' ~  " " 0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 0 

1 0 

iSO 

22 

13 

0 

0 

; 0  

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

I 

i 

1 

U 

1 

. 

•i 

3;1 

1 

1 7  

5 

3 

1 0 0 ?2 

" • " 1 

1 

i 

1 

i 

i 0 0 
- - . . .  " "5." - 

o *  l o 
. . . . .  : .' . . . ! .  ' . . . ,  . . ,  . / - . . - -  

0 

. 

1 

O " " 1 

1 0 

1 1 

7 

2 

13 

9 

0 

S 

1 1 1 1 S 

TOTAL : 305 

* Utilization: 0 = no service in category used 

1 = at least one service in category 
u.~ed 

% 

i(3 

%. • 
~r , . ,  

:: ". 

49 .2  

7 . 2  

4 . 3  

1 0 . 2  

0 . 3  

S o 6 .  " . 

1.6 

: . . .  . . ' i  . ":~- 

• " • - .  i • 

i . 

</  

1.0  

7 .2  

2.3 

0 , 7 :  - 

4 . 3  ~ . : 

3.0 

0 

1.6 

1.6 

100 

f 

° .  
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TABLE 8: Multiple Use of Services by 
Target'Juveniles~y Category) 

l 

, . .  - . , ~ -  - ,: . : - . . •  . ~ - -• ~ . , .  • . . % .  - . . . . . . .  • . . . . . . .  . ~ , ' .  

,.,:- ~ : . ~  : ..... ' : , ' " - ; ' :  : .  : : i  ::;: i . . . .  " -,. . . . . . .  : . . . .  : ::i: N 
, . ,  . .  . . . ;  . . , .  . , . .  . . . . .  ' . . .  ; .- : .  : . .  ~. • : : . . .  ; . . . '  ... • . . ~ . '  - . : . . "  

N O  service u s e i ,  a n y  c a t e g o r y . :  -- " - .  . . .  i 5 0  

/ 

/~i",-': ; _ 

- . . . .  . - : 

Served by one category only: 

Health 

P r i v a t e  '. 

Schools 

CASlCCAS 

Sub-totals: 

Served by (any) ~ , ' o  categories 

Served by (any) three categories 

Served by all four categories 

22 

13 

31 

22 

88 

45 

1 7  

5 

> t ' ~ -  ' 
> -  

. i 

A '  

• . • • • . . 

. . 2 :  • • • • • • : .  • • !. 
I 

I 

. • • , . . 

28.9 

14.8  
0 

5 .6  

1.6 

T o t a l :  30S !00 

• i . " : .  

• " ~ ' :  i "",-. " i  -:!,i .... " ' " : " " " ;  • ; . . . .  

' ": ii! !17; i<".. i:". ~: !:.i!,i.i: ~ ,.i: :.!., i;i.: ":~ ;..: .: i !:;:i:~: TABLE :9: Target-JuvenileS Served bY 'Ccmuulnity ' " " ..... " 
. ~ A g e n c i e s ,  b y .  C a t e g o r y . .  ( n = i S S ) . .  - i  . "~  i ; ~ :  

.:.:. ::~::~i- ..:~=: , ..... '.:- :": . ": . . . . . .  TotalN~=nber :i:-.::.Per Cent (of Total• ~ ~:: :i,:: : 
.~"/: ;i :,-! " :'::i :/~ -"L:.;:.icategorv Target Juveniles " Number Served) 

S7 

41 

' : '• • Schools CPA:••:S  • ,. .. . . • , 

• . ": ..' . i:. iHealth " 
., ~ ~ .- . .. • 

• ' CASICC2,S 
. . . ' ~ "  • . ~ . 

" . . . . .  " - . • . " - P r i v a t e .  

• 88.. 

• 64 •• " 

63 

34 
. ., • . ../" 

41 

22 

- . . , .  

} 

I I  

iD 

i 
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• T A B L E  I0: 

f "  

No Service 

Extent of Service Utilization by Target 
Juveniles Durin~ Two Year Period 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Intensity Scale Per Cent• 
Score No, Subi ects ( A l l S u b j e c t s )  

0 150 49.2 

1-2 65 

3-4 47 

21.3 

15.4 

Per Cent 
( S e r v e d  S u b j e c t s : '  

41.6 

30.5 

5+ 43 14.1 27.9 

",[~]•  " 1 7/ 

i 

. . T O T A L  : 
• . ,  . • . 

:' . . '  , 

• , : . 
• • .  . . , . • . " . 

• . , • . . .  • 

• . - . 

305 

2O 

I00 100 

- . . . .  

. y  
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TABLE 13: 

~ . ' e  ~ - 

- _ - • . . .  • 

- : °%" 

"'•." : • • 

Received: 

No Service 

N 
Number of 
Recidivists 

192 

Target Jt~eniles Served and Unserved. by 
Comminity Agencies J and Recidivism Rates 

. . D Eur_i, g SPZ .- 

R a t e  of Number of Rate of 
Recidivism N Recidivists Recidivism 

103 53.6 150 73 48.7 
? 

Some S e r v i c e  113 76 6 7 5 3  

(x 2 = 5.43, 1 d.f., p~.05) 

TABLE 14: 

155 106 6 8 . 4  

(x 2 = 1 3 . 2 0 ,  1 d . f . ,  p ~ . 0 0 1 )  

Recidivism Rates by Number of 
Previous Occurrences; Service 
versus No Service (During SPI) 

i 

No. of Previous 
Occurrences 

L 

One 

Two 

Three or more 

TOTAL : 

R e c e i v e d  
No S e r v i c e  Som~ S e r v i c e  

Ntunber of.. R a t e  o f  .. " N u m b e r  o f  - R a t e  o f  . . . . .  -~:-:. ..... 
R e c i d i v i s t s  R e c i d i v i s m  N R e c i d i v i s t s  R e c i d i v i s m  - ! . .  ~:_-:: . 

' 5 7 . i "  " ' : "  " ' " "  ' 

- - . . . . .  . 

24 72 ..7 . . . . .  , .  •. , 

16 94.1 

145 67 ' 4 6 . 2  

34 2 3  6 7 . 6  

13 13 1 0 0 .  

192 103 5 3 . 6  

33 

17 

76 6 7 . 3  1!3 

2 i  
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e a  • . . 
! - . .  

_ . . . . . .  . ; 

- ., , . - 

:. ); -i :!. J u v e n i l e s  0Mr--xng SPI)  and Re~cidi_vi_'.sm , .. . . . . .  .-.2::"".: [-".- 

. . - . • , :  - . . . . . . .  

/ . of Service ~ N Recidivists-:. Recidivimm 

~..(. - :  0 (no s e r v i c e )  192 103 . . . . .  53 .6  

1-3 (scene) 76 48 63.2 .... 

;,, ":~.:: .4+. (much) - 37 . < . . 28 : 7 5 . 7  .-:. ~. .... - 

" "'/" ' TOTAL: 305 179 58.7 

.... ;:":~:"::" * Using " i n t e n s i t y  s c a l e "  (See Appendix  B) 
: "  " " • s ' :  " . , .  . 

TABLE 16: Pe r  Cen t  o f  T a r g e t  J u v e n i l e s  
Receiving Co~mtmity S e r v i c e s  
Coy Level of IntensiD'). Dtu-ing 
SPI ~ SP2, and Total Seriousness 
S c o r e s  

- >  ..... . .  iiii-..~:.-:.::, i:: .. ." . . . . - . .  . . ~  :i- . .  :.-.. :.T 0 ta . l  S e t  ,.J_ ..ousness S c o r e s  

..::i.::'i:..,.':,.-i-:;..-::i/:i-;:.::!....:i:ii:>:.:-i-Intens.ity - . . .  . . . i  O: "."i. .i: .; .i .  :1,3."!;;i:-. . 4=-9 
::: :, ::; .i"ii- ::":-i/i.i: :i::-:ii:-:. L:: ,.:-::!; of ."ServJ .ce  . "  . .  - i :  ( n  = 1 2 6 ) .  " (n. = -. 7 1 ) . ,  (n 60) 

.::i"::[..i::. ~ i . ' - . : : : " , : : :Ui : i . : . : : ' - . ! ( (L°wService-(! -2)  . .  ! 8 ' 3  . " , :  ' I S ' 5  : " 33 .3  20 .8  

, , i 0 o . , o o .  ,oo. 

i0+ 
(n = 4sl - 

. . . - .  

22.9.. " ::.. • .... . . ' .  

.-.% 

• . , . .  

16.7 

39.6 

100. 

< 

. • • • . • . ' . 
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Intensity iof 
Service t o  l : ~ u i i v  

TABIZ 17: Frequency and Seriouzr)es.~ of Offences 
Con,~nitted hy "Most Delinquent" Recidivists* 
(n = 32) and Intensity of Se.~ice Given 
Fa~filies (SPI & SP2) 

N~ber of Total Seriousness 
O c c u r r e n c e s  S c o r e s  

N x s . d .  x s . d .  

• • 6 N o n e  ' ( 0 )  

Low ( 1 - 2 )  

,*~=dz~a- (3:4) 

9.8 4.07 25.0 10.45 

6 10.8 5.80 29.5 9.45 

6 12.2 3.87 27.0 4.56 

i0 11.6 5.44 29.2 16.19 

4 9.0 1.83 26.5 6.45 

High (5:9) 

Very Hi~)~ (!0+) 
": • . ..: : . [ • 

. . . .  .~.. . -(. : . . . .  * " ,mos t  d e l i n q u e n t "  r e c i d i v i s t s  s u b j e c t s  w i t h  " t o t a l s e r i o u s n e s s . s c o r e ' "  
.:i:. ' :  . : :.:i : 5 of IS or ,~ore, for two year foll~-up period. (X = 27.7; s.d. = 27,7; " 

• .. r a n g e  -7. 1S - 6 1 )  

,.'I ¢ 

i " 
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