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- PREFACE

In 1983, the Cﬁief Probation Officers of California (CPOC) asked the
Department of the Youth Authority to conduct a study of juvenile probation
facilities. This study, known as the Camps, Ranches, and Schools Study, began
in January 1984 and was a joint undertaking of the Youth Authority and the
CPOC. The study had three major goals: (1) describe the youths who are
served by camps and describe the main features of those facilities, including
program and staff; (2) compare the camps’ youth population with other justice
system populations; and (3) study camp effectiveness with respect to, but not
limited to, recidivism.

The first goal was addressed in the study’s first two reports. In March
1985, the Youth Authority published "California's Juvenile‘Probation Camps:
General Features, Youths Served, and Program Overview" (Report No. 1); in May
1985 it published "California’s Juvenile Probation Camps: Program Staff and
Case Processing" (Report No. 2). 1In early 1986, the second goal was achieved
with publication of Report No. 3: "Combarison of the Characteristics of
Youths in Juvenile Justice Programs." The present report, which focuses on
the third goal, contains an evaluation of the effectiveness of camps with
respect to, but not limited to, recidivism.

Taken together, these four reports contain information on Jjuvenile
probation camps previously unavailable. They should assist policy makers,
administrators, and practitioners better understand and assess the role of
camps within the justice system, and better meet the needs of youths and local

communities.
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CALIFORNIA'S JUVENILE PROBATION CAMPS:

A TECHNICAL ANALYSIS OF OUTCOMES FOR A 1982 RELEASE COHORT
SUMMARY

The Department of the Youth Authority has completed a study of juvenile
probation camps, begun in 1984 at the request of the Chief Probation Officers
of California. Results of the study have been published in a number of
reports.1/ This summary covers Repori No. 4, which centers on probation out-
comes and types of camps associated with more positive outcomes.

The study addressed several questions, with the primary one being: How
successful were juvenile probation camps in deterring youths from further
delinquency? Among the findings for male satisfactory releases were the
following:

0 12 months after release, 49.2% of fhe camp youths had recidivated and

50.8 had not; after 24 months, 62.2% had recidivated and 37.8% had

not. Recidivism was defined as a sustained petition for .juveniles

and ‘a true court finding for adults (youths who turned 18 during
follow-up). ’

1/ Reports of the Camps, Ranches, and Schools Study are Tisted below:

California's Juvenile Probation Camps: General Featiures, Youths Served,
and Program Overview--Report No. 1 (Parts 1 and 2). March 1985.

California's Juvenile Probation Camps Program Staff and Case Processing--
Report No. 2 June 1985.

California's Juvenile Probation Camps: Comparison of the Characteristics
of Youths in Juvenile Justice Programs--Report No. 3. February 1986.

California's Probation Camps: A Technical Analysis of Outcomes for a 1982
Release Cohort--Report No. 4. December 1989.

California's Juvenile Probation Camps: Final Project Report. December
1989.

California's Juvenile Probation Camps: Summary. December 1989.

California's Juvenile Probation Camps: A Synopsis. December 1989.
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¢ Within 24-month follow-up, 15.0% had committed a violent offense and
85.0% had not.

e Prior to their first sustained petition, recidivists spent an average

of 7.5 months in the community; during 24-month follow-up, the typical

recidivist had 1.8 sustained petitions.

o Within 24-month follow-up, 25.9% of the camp youths were committed to

a state institution and 74.1% were not. State commitment included

both Youth Authority and Department of Corrections.

A further aim of the study was to determine if recidivism and state com-
mitment rates could be reduced--whatever their current levels might be. This
led to the following questions: Did some types of camps have more positive
outcomes than others, at least with certain Lypes of youths? The study did in
fact identify several types of camps that had lower rates of recidivism and/or
commitment compared to either all camps in general .or camps that were unlike
the identified types. Outcomes were ana]yzed separately for Los Angeles County
and non-Los Angeles counties. For example:
® Among camps in non-LA counties, those identified as Camp-Type 1 had a

recidivism rate of 54.3%, compcred to 69.3% for all other non-LA camps

unlike this type.

e Another type of noh—LA camp had a state commitment rate of 8.8%, com-
pared to 25.6% for those camps unlike this type.

e Among camps in Los Angeles County, those identified as Camp-Type 1
had a recidivism rate of 46.3%, compared to 63.3% for all LA camps
unlike this type.

e Another type of LA camp had a commitment rate of 21.3%, compared to
36.8% for those camps unlike this type.

The findings concerning camp-types are considered preliminary until they
can be statistically validated. However, information on the characteristics

of more successful camps may still be useful in pilot applications.
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METHOD

The study sample consisted of 2,835 youths (2,589 males, 246 females)
released or removed from 50 camps during 1982. Follow-up information was col-
lected for 24 months after each youth's release. Although some outcomes were
reported for both sexes, females were excluded from the major analyses because
their numbers were too small for analysis by subgroups. Though several per-
formance measures were examined, the main analyses focused on recidivism and
state commitment. In these analyses, comparisons were made for the following
subgroupings: (1) youth background characteristics, (2) iype of camp (open vs.
closed, Los Angeles County camps vs. all others), and (3) type of camp program.
To increase the validity and interpretability of findi~gs, analysis of covari-
ance was routinely used to control for pre-existing differences in youth char-
acteristics, including risk of recidivism. A risk of recidivism scale was
developed, consisting of (1) age at first sustained petition, (2) number of
prior sustained petitions, and (3) number of‘prior institutional commitments.
Each youth was scored on this scale and his score was used in the statistical

adjustment of outcomes, such as with recidivism rates.

QUTCOMES

The outcomes presented here pertain to the 2,115 males who were satisfac-
torily released from camps (82% of all male ré1eases). The analysis focused
on these releases in order to better assess the impact of camps on the behavior
of - youths following exposure to a completed 'camp program. Unsatisfactory
removals were often in camp only briefly before being removed or fransferred

(25% were removed within the first 31 days after admission).
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Total Camp System. Recidivism rates for youths satisfactorily released

from all camps combined were as follows, for four follow-up periods:

6 months - 32.6% 18 months - §7.7%
12 months - 49.2% 24 months - 62.2%

Within 24-month follow-up, 25.9% of the camp releases had been committed
to the state.

Comparison with Youth Authority Wards. Outcomes for the camp sample were

compared with those of 690 Youth Authority (YA) wards who were juvenile court
commitments, first admissions, and under 18 at time of admission. The YA wards
were somewhat more serious delinquents, as measured by risk of recidivism:
5.4 vs. 4.2 for camp youths on a scale from 1 to 8, with 8 being the highest
risk. In the comparison analysis, outcome rates were statistically adjusted
for level of risk. However, the statistical adjustment may not have fully
accounted for differences in offense records and other background characteris-
tics of these two groups of juvenile offenders. Therefore, comparisons between
the camp youths and YA wards should bé& made with caution. After adjustment for
risk, the following differences were found.

e Camp wards had a higher recidivism rate at 6-month follow-up--33.6% vs.
24.9% for YA wards; however, no significant differences were found at 12,
18, or 24 months.

e As to negative removal from parole or probation (a jail sentence, adult
probation, or state commitment) within 24 months of release, camp youths
had a lower rate than YA wards--27.0% vs. 57.8%. '

e YA wards tended to remain longer in the community before recidivating--9.1
to 7.5 months for camp youths; however, YA wards also had a longer length
of stay in their institutional program--14.5 vs. 5.9 months for camp
youths. .

e The average time between the start of institutionalization and first

recidivism offense was 23.6 months (9.1 + 14.5) for YA wards and 13.4
months (7.5 + 5.9) for camp youths.
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QTHER GROUP COMPARISONS

Open _vs. Closed Camps. Based on their background characteristics, youths

placed in closed camps were generally more serious delinquents than those in
open camps. Nonetheless, after adjusting for risk, closed camp youths had
lower recidivism rates at 6-, 12-, and 18-month follow-up (but not at 24
months). On the other hand, open camp youths had less serious recidivism
offenses and a lower rate of state commitment at 24-month follow-up. Commit-
ment rates were 24.2% for open camp youths and 32.2% for closed camps youths.

Los Angeles County vs. Non-lLos Angeles County Camps. After controlling

for risk, recidivism rates for LA and non-LA youths were not significantly
different at any follow-up period. However, non-LLA youths committed 1less
serious recidivism offenses and had a significantly lower state commitment

rate. Commitment rates were: non-LA - 20.0%, LA - 33.7%.

TYPES OF CAMPS AND YOUTH OUTCOMES

The analysis also centered on the relationship between camp characteristics
(or "features") and youth outcomes. Statistical analyses identified combina-
tions or sets of camp features (called "camp-types") that were significantly
related to lower recidivism and/or commitment rates. Individual camps were
scored on each camp-type according to the presence or absence of that type's
specified features. An analysis was then conducted to see if camps that scored
high on a given camp-type had better outcomes than camps that scored low on
the type. These analyses were done separately for youths grouped by each of
three levels of recidivism risk (lower, medium, and higher) and (2) for all
youths combined. Camp-types were developed separately for Los Angeles and

non-Los Angeles groups.
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Ten camp-types were identified among non-LA camps and seven among LA camps.
Some types had significantly better outcomes with (1) only one risk level, (2)
at least two risk levels, and/or (3) all youths combined. For instance, the
following table shows which of the 10 non-LA camp-types had better outcomes,
and to which youth risk group this applied (numbers shown are those of the

specific camp-types).

Camp-Types with Better Qutcomes

Youth Lower Lower
Risk Group Recidivism Commitments
Lower 1,2,5,7,8 1,2,5,6,7
Medium 1,3,8 6
Higher 1,3,4,5,8 2,5,6,7,8,9,10
A1l Youths’ 1,2,3,5,7,8 2,5,6,1
Combined

As an example, camps that scored high on Camp-Type 7 (compared to those that
scored low) had lower recidivism rates for lower risk youths and for all youths
combined {but not for medium or higher risks, separately). In addition, Type 7
camps had lower commitment rates for lower and higher risk:youths (but not for
medium risks), and for all youths combined. Camp-Type 7 is characterized by the
set of featurgs listed below. The seven features for Type 7 are not equally

important; that is, some are more heavily weighted than others. Terms such as

"larger," "more," "higher," and "fewer" have been defined specifically for each
feature.

1. larger living unit capacity

2. youths residing in rooms more than dorms

3. more hours of off grounds activities

4. higher frequency of work activities (but fewer such hours)

3. higher frequency of religious activities

6. fewer hours of vocational training

7. presence of a specific system ("stages") far .zuths' pregress throug*

the program.
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Outcomes for camps scoring high and those scoring low on Camp-Type 7 were as

follows:
Youth ‘Score on 24-Month 24-Month
Risk Group Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
Lower High 44 5% 12.8%
Low 58.4 23.7
Medium High 64.9 18.7
: Low 66.9 17.6
Higher High 73.0 23.1%
Low 83.2 47.2
A1l Youths High 02.4* 18.2*
Combined Low 68.5 - 25.2

Note. Rates shown are those after adjustment for risk of recidivism.

* Dpifference between rates for high- and low-score camps is statis-
tically significant.

The above figures show that--for lower risk youths--high-score camps on
Type 7 had a 44.5% recidivism rate, compared to 58.4% for low-score camps.
Commitment rates for lower risk youths were 12.8% 1in high-score camps and

23.7% in low-score camps.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This study found that 62.2% of the male youths satisfactorily released
from local camps in 1982 recidivated within a 24-month follow-up period. The
remaining 37.8% remained in the community delinquency-free during that period.
Of these satisfactory releases, 25.9% were committed to the state within 24
months from release. Conversely, three of every four releases were not sent

to a state institution.
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When comparing outcomes for camp releases to those of Youth Authority
‘wards--individuals whose offense records were generally more serious--it was
found that recidivism rates for the two groups were similar. An‘exception was
found only at 6-month follow-up, where YA wards had lower recidivism. On the
other hand, after 24 months camp releases had a lower negative removal rate
(including reincarcerations)--27.0% removed from probation vs. 57.8% removed
from YA parole.

Unsatisfactory Removals. The summary of findings has thus far focused on

outcomes for youths who satisfactorily compieted their programs. However, 466
" (18%) of the total sample of 2,589 males did not complete their programs; about
half of these were terminated while on escape status and the remainder were
transferred to other custody situations for disciplinary reasons.

When relating camp outcomes to community protection issues, the performance
of these unsatisfactory removals should be considered. The 24-month recidivism
rate for satisfactofy releases was 62.2%, while for all camp releases combined
(satisfactory plus unsatisfactory), it was 67.0%. (1t was 88.4% for unsatis-
factory releases alone). The'state commitment rate for satisfactory releases
was 25.9%, while for all releases combined it was 30.2% (50.3% for the unsat-
isfactory group a]one)f

Implications. Taking these outcome measures into account, how successful,
then, were camps with respect to recidivism and state commitment?

If one makes the extreme assumption that all or almost all youths placed
in a local camp would have reoffended within 24 months ifvthey had not had
such intervention (the camp placement), then the finding that delinquency was

curtailed for one out of every three youths would appear relatively positive.
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Contained.in these findings are possible implications for local and state
policies. For instance, 26.3% of the total sample were classified as lower
risks, and about half of these youths did not recidivate within 24 months. It
is possible that some or many of those lower risks who did not recidivate could
have initially been placed in the community rather than be committed to camp.
Through we do not have information on the current recidivism rate for field
probation cases, community placement of many such youths might have been just
as successful in preventing recidivism as camp placement.

In addition, the camp sample included 19.5% who were rated as higher risks
of recidivism, meaning they had more serious delinguent histories (not unlike
the typical Youth Authority ward). Based on their histories, many such youths
might conceivably have been committed directly to the Youth Authority instead
of ﬁamp. While some 42% of these higher risk éamp youths were committed to
the state within 24 months after camp release or removal, the remaining 58%
were in a sense "diverted" from state commitment for at least 24 months.

The study also suggested that improved outcomes might be obtained if cer-
tain changes occurred within camps themselves. For example, it was found that
camps with certain characteristics had better outcomes than thése with few, or
with lower degrees of, such characteristics. Outcomes were especially more
positive for certain types of camps in combination with specified types of
youths. For instance, for lower risk youths, one type of camp had a 38.8%
recidivism rate compared to 66.8% for camps that were quite different from
that type. For higher risk youths, another type of camp had a 12.2% state
commitment rate compared to 36.7% for other camps.

These findings suggest that the degree of success in achieving positive

outcomes depends not only on the type of youths involved, but on camp
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characteristics themselves. If further research validates these findings, it

would be appropriate to conclude that probation camps' performance can be

improved with respect to recidivism and state commitment by modifying programs

(or developing new programs) so they resemble those found to be more success-
ful. A somewhat different approach would to be assign a higher proportion of
youths to the tybes of camps found to be more successful with that particular
youth-type. 1n this approach, the program itself need not be modified.

Report No. 4 describes each successful camp-type and presents the outcomes
for specified youth risk-groups in camps that scored high on that type. It is
also indicates how this information hight be used to modify current programs.
The camp-type findings presented in this report are considered preliminary
until completion of a wvalidation Qtudy by the Youth Authority Research

Division in the near future.
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SECTION ONE

BACKGROUND AND STUDY METHODS
Section One describes the background of the study of California's Juvenile

Probation Camps and outlines the methods used in conducting the study.

This section also includes a general description of the report formai.

This will enabie readers to locate areas of specific interest.

Section One Contents

Chapter 1 - Describes background and purpose of the study.

Also describes general format of the report.

Chapter 2 - Describes methods used in analyses. Includes information on
design and analytical details. Limitations of the study are

discussed.,
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Nearly all juvenile offenders in California ultimately come into contact
with the 1local probation system. The statewide probation caseload averages
over 50,000 youths and approximately 11,000 youths are committed to locai
juvenile detention facilities each year. These figures far exceed the Youth
Authority's 3,000 yearly commifments and its average parole caseload in 1984
of 6,600. Probation clearly represents an important resource in the arsenal
of juvenile justice.

In 1984, there were 53 camps, ranches, or schools (hereafter referred to
as “camps") operated by probation departments in 23 counties. Commitment to
one of these camps is the last local alternative precedin§ a decision to commit
a juvenile to the Youth Authority. Without this 7local placement alternative,
it would be necessary to increase the bedspace in state institutions to accom-.
modate those youths judged to be in need of rehabilitative incarceration.

Yét 1ittle descriptive or evaluative information is available on probation
camps. In 1969, the State Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS) published a
report on recidivism in a cohort of 1966 camp releases. At that time therev
were 39 camps, and a considerable proportion of camp wards were status
offenders. The second report, also by BCS, was published .in 1978 and presented
recidivism figures for a 1974 release cohort. In 1974 there were 58 camps,
and the proportion of wards who were status offenders was even larger than in

1966. (The results of these two studies are discussed in Chapter §5.)
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By 1982, the number of camps had fallen to 51 and status offenders could
no longer be committed to these facilities. It is believed that youths com-
mftted to camps in recent years are more highly delinquent, thereby placing a
heavy burden on local camps, which were originally designed to provide programs
for 1less sophisticated offenders. For this reason, and because available
‘recidivism information is now quite dated, it was decided that a new study of

camps and their recidivism rates was needed.

THE PRESENT STUDY

In 1983, the Chief Probation Officers of California (CPOC) asked the Youth
Authority to conduct a study of juvenile camps. The purpose of the study was
to provide a comprehensive and objective assessment of juvenile probation
camps. Previous studies, mentioned above, were strictly limited to reports on
recidivism or reincarceration. One impetus for a new study was the observation
that the wards currently being committed to camps are more delinquent than
thosé involved in the earlier studies. 1In addition, it was proposed that a
new study go béyond recidivism and provide additional information regarding
the camp system.

The Camps, Ranches, and Schools Study, which began in January 1984, has
been a joint undertaking by the Youth Authority and the CPOC. This study was
staffed by Youth Authority Research Division personnel, who worked closely
with an advisory committee representing the CPOC.  (See preface section for
committee membership.) The study had three major objectives:

1. Describe the youths who are served by camps and describe the

main features of those facilities, including program and
staff.
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2. Compare the camps' youth population with other justice sys-
tem populations: field probationers, juvenile hall commit-
ments, private placements, and institutionalized VYouth
Authority wards.

3. Study camp effectiveness with respect to, but not Timited
to, recidivism.

Three reports have been published dealing with the first two goals:
Report No. 1 - California's Juvenile Probation Camps:
General Features, Youths Served, and Program  Overview
(March 1985)

Report No. 2 - California's Juvenile Probation Camps:
Program Staff and Case Processing (June 1985)

Report No. 3 - California's Juvenile Probation Camps:

Comparison of the Characteristics of Youths in Juvenile
Justice Programs (February 1986)

REPORT FORMAT

Data on ward characteristics contained in the first three reports were
based on a census of all wards residing in camps during July 1984, The present
report acddresses the third goal and presents data on the institutional and
offense history of a sample of wards released from camps during 1982. Report
No. 4 contains a considerable amount of data énd-technical analysis. Presenta-
tion of these data have been organized into five sections.

Section One describes the background of the study and the methods used in
conducting the study and analyzing the data.

Section Two presents data on ward characteristics and outcomes for the
statewide sample. Also in this section, outcomes for probation camp wards are
vcompareq to those of a sample of Youth Authority wards.

Section Three presents outcomes for camp wards grouped in categories of

special interest: (1) open (nonsecure) camps vs. closed (secure) camps and
(2) camps in Los Angeles Cohnty vs. camps in the rest of the state. Section

Three also presents ontcnmes for wards grauped by specifierd characia-fatics.
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Section Four degcribes the characteristics of the camps. The relationship
between camp characteristics and probation outcomes is explored. A1l analyses
in this section are univariate; that is, the relationship of each camp charac-

teristic to outcomes is individually analyzed.

Section Five describes a multivariate ana]ysis‘of the relationship among
camp characteristics, types of youths, and outcomes. Types of camps are iden-
tified. Findings are presented on what kinds of camps achieved better outcomes

with what types of youths. The final chapter reviews and discusses study find-

ings and presents some conclusions.
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CHAPTER 2

METHODS

This chapter describes the methods used in conducting the camp release

cohort follow-up study. 1/ The procedures included: (1) developing sampling

' methods; (2) identifying youths in the sample; (3) collecting probation and

offense history data; (4) defining outcome measures; and (5) conducting out-
come analyses on various groups of sampled youths.

In selecting a release cohort, it was necessary that enough time would have
elapsed after release to allow for a 24-month follow-up. Therefore, the cohort
selected was comprised of youths released or otherwise removed from camps
during calendar year 1982. Youths released as late as December 31, 1982 would
have completed two years of post-release time by December 31, 1984. The data

collection phase of the follow-up study began in early 1985.

SAMPLING METHODS

A1l youths released or otherwise -removed from a juvenile probation camp
during 1982 were initially eligible to be included in the follow-up study.
Although some 11,000 youths went through the county camp system during 1982,
it would have been impractical and unnecessary to study all of theim. There-
fore, a sample comprising 25% was consideréd' sufficient to represent the
statewide camp population. Sample cases were selected using a chronological
method which included those youths released from camps during four specified

months. In designating the target months, several factors that might have

1/ "A release cohort" 1is a group of wards released from camps during a
specified time period,
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influenced release populations were considered: (1) seasons and weather;
(2) academic school year; and (3) known camp population fluctuations. The
last three months of 1982 were necessarily excluded in order to avoid problems
in follow-up, such as cases for which petition dispositions were still pending
in the records. The months ultimately selected were February, April, June,
and September.

To ensure that the sample of camp releases contained a representative and

proportionate number of youths from all camps, a quota was established for each

camp. The quotas were set as a range consisting of one-third of the "actual -

number of releases from each camp dUring 1982, pius or minus 5%.

Jdentifying the samples. Each camp director was sent instructions on how

to select a sample of youths from his/her camp. The directors were jnstructed
to select every youth released or terminated during the specified montihs of
1982. If the number of cases selected fell above or below a predetermined
range, the directors contacted the You:h Authority research team who then modi~-
fied the selection procedures to bring the sample within the desired range. It
was necessary to make such adjustments for 11 camps.

Each camp then submitted the names of youths who were to be part of the
follow-up sample. These names were used by the researchers as master control
lists when actual data collection began. First, however, it was necessary to
edit the lists. For instance, duplicate nahes frequently appeared. This was
uysually the result of a youth appearing one month as an escape and in a later
month as a release. In such cases, the researchers excluded one of the dupli-

cate names.
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DATA COLLECTION

Packages of data collection forms, instructions, code sheets, and the 1ist
of names of the samp]e.cases were sent to each camp director (or chief proba-
tion officer). Each probation department arranged to have its case files
reviewed and the data forms completed and returned to the Youth Authority.
During the data collection process, a number of issues emerged.

Sealed records. Some records had been sealed by court order. Since data

were totally unavailable on these cases, they had to be dropped from the out-
come analysis.

Unlocatable records. Probation departments were occasionally unable to

locate records. These may have been misfiled or may i~ faci have been sealed
by the court. Such cases were also dropped from the analysis.

Contract cases. Many camps accepted commitments from other counties on a

contract basis. Since complete records for these cases were unavailable in
the county that operated the }amp, the contracting counties were contacted
regarding the necessary probation data. ‘These couhties were very cooperative
in providing this information. Except for a few cases which were sealéd by
the courts of the contracting counties, none were lost due to being contract
cases.
Escapes. Numerous youths were listed as escapes. These cases represented
a major problem, partly due to research staff's initial unfamiliarity with some
aspects of the probation system. VYouths ijdentified as sscapes on the release
lists fell into three main categories:
1. Short-term escapes--instances in which the youth was appre-
hended or returned in one day or within a few days. The
youth may have been returned to camp without a new petition

being filed and may have gone on to satisfactorily complete
the program,
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2. Longer-term escapes--instances in which the youth was not
apprehended for several days, or perhaps a morth or longer.
Upon apprehension, a petition was filed and the youth may
have been returned to camp with or without additional time
to serve.

3. Long-term escapes--especially those in which <he youth was
not apprehended for 30 days or longer. Here, a petition was
usually filed and the youth may have been transferred to a
different camp or committed to the Youth Authority-- partic-
ularly if an offense had been committed while on escape
status.

The study design initially called for classifying a youth as an escape only
if the escape represented a camp failure and the youth was not returned to the
same camp. However, youths were frequently returned o camp with new peti-
tions. Therefore, for every name on the lists ident‘fied as an escape, it
became necessary to contact the camp to determine the ultimate case disposi-
tion. In some instances, escapees were not returned to :zamp but were transfer-
red directly to field probation. 1In other cases, escarees were returned to a
different institution or were committed to the Youth Acthority. Some escapees
were returned to the same camp and released at a later date, sometimes after
December 31, 1982. As a result, some youths in the "1932 release cohort" were

actually released in 1983.

Sample ‘attrition. The 1ists prepared by participating camps contained

3,108 names of youths released or terminated during specified months in 1982.
Ultimately, 273 names were removed from the Tist, resu"ting in a final sample
of 2,835. Some names appeafed twice; some records were sealed or otherwise
unlocatable; some were deleted because the camp relez:z dates were in 198].
Below are the reasons fot samﬁ]e attrition: |
3,108 - names on original lists
47 - duplicated names

14 - sealed records

-10-
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132 - no record found (these records were unlocatable, and many
may have been sealed)

21 - cases deleted by research staff for miscellaneous reasons 2/

59 - cases not submitted by the Special Treatment Program,
Los Angeles County 3/

2,835 - cases on whom completed data forms were received

0f the 273 names removed from the original 1lists, 164 were missing cases
from Los Angeles County. They were described as active cases in process of
being terminated. Their files were dispersed throughout the county>in f%e]d
offices where they were awaiting processing due to clerical backlog. It is
believed that these cases did not differ significantly from all remaining
Los Angeles cases. - » &

Editing the data. Data forms were completed by staff of 23 participating

probation departments and by staff in 15 additiona] tounties that had contract
cases in camps. Therefore, since a large number of persons worked on the data
forms, there was a wide range in the accdracy, completeness, and legibility of
the coded information entered on the forms. It was the task of the Youth
Authority's research staff to edit these forms and to obtain necessary cor-
rections before having the forms keypunched and entered in a computer system

for analysis. Several research staff and aides carried out this task.

2/ For instance: some youths were on the 1ists but did not actually spend
time in camp during 1982; some were already included in the sample for a
different camp; some were not camp commitments but were in camp awaiting
other placement.

3/ Los Angeles County's Special Treatment Program did not participate in the
study because it was considered, not a probation camp per se, but rather a
countywide reception center where wards committed to camps were held await-
ing placement. length of stay in this camp was often two weeks or less.

-11-
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As forms were edited, those with problems were set aside in order to con-

tact the camp or probation department for corrections or clarifications. If

forms for a given camp contained only a few problems, an attempt was made to

obtain correct information via telephone. However, in most cases it was
necessary to return the forms, attaching to each a request for specific
information. Approximately 15% to 20% of all forms had to be returned for
-correctidn. This added considerable time to the data collection phase.

"Rap sheets." Probation departments provided offense and petition histor-
jes for each case. However, for those youths who became 18 years of age during
the 24-month follow-up period, juveniie probation had no information on adult
offenses that mighl have occurred. Therefore, for those wﬁo turned 18, crimi-
nal records or "rap sheets" were requested from the Department of Justice's
Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS). Offense history information from the rap

sheets were incorporated into the data forms.
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FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

The follow-up queStionnaire (see Appendix A) completed on each youth in the

sample contained 14 items:

1. Birthdate

2. Sex

3. Ethnicity

4. Date of first wardship for a W&I 602 offense 4/

5. Number of prior institutional commitments of 30 days or more

~&. Date admitted to camp

7. Camp commitment of fense

8. Date of camp release or removal

9. Whether or not youth completed camp program

10. Type of camp release or removal

11. Date of removal from probation jurisdiction

12. Type of probation removal

13. Following probation removal, whether youth had a:
a.’ recommitment to probation
b. Jjail sentence of 30 days or more

c. commitment to the Youth Author1ty or the Department of
Corrections

14. O0Offense history

Accord1ng to the California Welfare and Institutions Code, a W&l 602
offense is any offense listed by the State Penal Code or by 1oca1 ordinance
(other than curfew). A W&l 601 offense (status offense) includes those
attributable only to persons under 18 years of age, such as truancy, run-
auay, or curfew viclalior.,
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An offense history entry was made for each referral to probation, excluding
those for Welfare and Institutions (W&I) Codé Section 601 offenses. Instruc-
tions for coding offense histories (see Appendix B) included the following
directions: (1) record all W&I 602 referrals to probation, and (2) do not list
court appearances for reasons other than a law offense (e.g., do not 1list
changes of placement). The intent was to include in offense histories only
criminal behavior and to exclude, for ekamp1e, supplemental petitions of a
technical nature. If a referral contained multiple offenses, the coder
selected the most’ serious offense. Most data on adultl offenses (offenses com-
mitted by persons 18 or over) were obtained from rap sheets. Definitions used
in coding juvenile offense histories differed in some respects from adult
data——basical]y because adults are processed through the adult court system,
which does not utilize "referrals" or "petitions." These ‘differences are
described below.

Offense history data: Each entry in the offense history. contained the

following information:

1. Referral date - date youth was referred to probation. If
more than one referral occurred on the same date, the refer-
ral for the most serious offense was used.

Adult data - date used was date of arrest reported to
BCS. :

2. Referral offense code - 1in the évent of a referral for
multiple offenses, code for most serious offense was used.
Adult data - code for most serious arrest offense was
used.

3. Petition filed - yes or no. .
Adult data - yes, if rap sheet indicated true finding
by the court; no, if there was no finding, if case was
dismissed, if arrestee was exonerated, etc. 1f the rap

sheet contained no entry for a court action, this was
‘coded "unknown."
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4. Sustained offense code - code for the most serious offense
for which a juvenile court petition was sustained (the sus-
tained offense may have been different than the referral
of fense). . '

Adult data - code for the most serious offense for which
there was a true court finding and a sentence was
imposed (restitution, probation, jail sentence, Youth
Authority, Department of Corrections).

OUTCOME MEASURES

Recidivism. 1In accordance with the original study design, the primary

- measure of outcome was recidivism, defined as a subsequent sustained petition

for a W& 602 offense. 5/ The adult equivalent was a true court finding on a-

criminal offense.

Other outcome measures. Data collected via the follow-up questionnaire

were used to develop additional outcome variables. 1In addition to recidivism,
the following variables were used:
1. Qutcomes pertaining to camp release or removal and length of stay
A. Satisfactory program completions
B. Unsatisfactory program removals
1. escapes not returned to same camp
2. transfers to other custody, including Youth Authority

C. Length of stay in camp programs

5/ Although coding idnstructions directed that only W&I 602 offenses be
included, probation staff entered some sustained petitions for probation
(technical) violation, which may or may not have included a new law
of fense.
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Il. Qutcomes pertaining to community performance at 6-, 12-, 18-, and

24-month periods following camp release or removal

A. Youths with subsequent sustainéd petitions
B. Number and type of subsequent sustained petitions
. Time from release to first sustained petition
- D.  Most serious sustained petition during follow-up
E. Petitions for violentboffenses
II1. Outcomes pertaining to type of probation removal or termination
A. Youthsvtérminéted from probation with no further justice systew
acfion
B. transfers to adult probation
C.. Sentences to jail
D. Commitments to state institutions
Iv. Qutcomes pertaining to period subsequent to probation termination
A. Recommitments to probation
é. Sentences tb jail
C. Commitments to state institutions

The above 1ist includes those variables available for the analysis of camp
effectiveness. Both the Camp Study Advisory Committee and the Youth Authority
research staff eér1y recognized that the list of outcome variables does not
include all that might be related to camp program effectiveness. The
effectiveness of a camp program could be evaluated by looking at various other
factors, including academic achievement scores, emp]oyment in jobs related to

camp vocational training, successful or unsuccessful removal from out-of-home

placement, and so forth.
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However, Hata available for this study were Timited to those found in case
files and court records. Achievement test scores (pre and post), post-
release employment histories, etc., were either nonexistent, unavailable, or
not uniformly recorded. To obtain such data would have required a research
design specifically aimed at obtaining appropriate concurrent data. A retro-
spective case file study does not allow for this type of analysis. Therefore,
data available for analysis were essentially limited to police contacts,

probation dispositions, and court dispositions{

QUTCOMES BY RISK ASSESSMENT

Recidivism ratles are greatly affected by the characleristics of ihe youths
being studied; that is, some youths are more likely to recidivate than others.
Among the.available measurements or characteristics, those most predictive of
recidivism are: (1) number of prior sustained petitions; (2) age at first
sustained petition, and (3) number of prior institutional commitments. 6/ At
appropriate points in the analysis, these characteristics or "risk factors"
will be taken into consideration. That is, to the extent possible, outcome
measures for groups of youths being compared were statistically adjusted with
respect to these factors and, thus, with regard to their "risk of recidivism."

Such adjustments were accomplished through the statistical method calied

analysis of covariance, which helps control for differences between group

characteristics--in this case, those associated with risk of recidivism. As

67 See Appendix D, "Development of a Recidivism Risk Scale."
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indicated, when comparing two or more groups, one group may contain a larger
proportion of youths with characteristics associated with recidivism or some
other negative outcome measure; this group would ordinarily show "worse" out-
comes than a second group. Covariénce analysis, in effect, compensates for
group differences on these characteristics; that is, it recalculates the out-
come measures and provides "adjusted scores" for the groups that are being
compared. By using covariance to thus control for differences in risk-related
charaéteristics, it is as though one were asking, "What would be the difference
in outcomes for these groups if both groups were more similar in terms of cer-

tain characteristics known to be associated with negalive outcome"? 1t should

be cieaf]y noted that the risk scale is intended to be predictive of recidivism

and is not at all related to severity of camp commitment offense.

LENGTH OF PROBATION FOLLOW-UP

In presenting recidivism and other outcome measures, four follow-up periods
were used: 6, 12, 18, and 24 months. Some data are shown at 12- and 24—month
periods, and others are most appropriately shown only for the 24-month follow-
up. |

It remains an unresolved issue as to the length of time (the follow-up
period) that a program should be expected to have an impact on the behavior of
delinquent youths. Does a program impact behavior for only a relatively short
time (such as six months), or is it reasonable to expect longer-term effects
(such as over aA24—month period)?

Upon release from a camp, a youth is normally placed in an aftercare pro-
gram and additional supports (and external controls) may be present as well,.
The more time that passes from date of release from camp, the more the avail-

-t

st supperl (and control) may chinge. dermination of probation mey resdl

'i-"

-18~




et

CHAP 2.13

the total cessation of any support, or support may in fact increase if a youth
enters other programs.

This report does not attempt to resolve the issue. It presents
"short-term" outcomes at 6 and 12 months--time periods during which some pro-
gram effect might reasonably be expected. 1In order to look for and test the

presence of "longer-term" effects, outcome data are also presented at 18 and

24 months.

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES: GROUPINGS USED IN FOLLOW-UP ANALYSES

Data from 50 of California's 53 camps are included in the initial analyses.
Two camps (Mira Loma South and Camp Routh in Los Angeles Counily) were nol open
in 1982, One camp (Los Angeles County's Special Treatment Program) was

excluded because it was considered more a short-term reception center than a

treatment program.

Major camp qrouping variables. In Section Three, camp data are analyzed

by the following major groupings:

1. Open vs. closed camps. This analysis compares data for (a)
open or nonsecure facilities and (b) closed or secure
facilities.

2. Los Angeles County camps vs. all other camps combined.
(Los Angeles County operated 14 of the 50 camps studied,
and provided 37% of the ward sample.)

Ward grouping variables. Follow-up analyses are performed on vyouths

grouped according to the following:

Ethnicity

Offender type

Age at admission

Number of prior commitments

Number of prior petitions

Prior violence vs. no prior violence
Recidivism risk score

~N o Wwrny—~
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Camp characteristic variables. Section Four presents analyses of outcomes

for wards by specific camp characteristics, and includes such variables as the

following:
1. Setting: urban/suburban vs. rural;
2. Housing: 1living unit size; single vs. multiple unit;
3. Camp size: number of available beds;
4. Staff/ward ratios; .
5. Vocational program: camps with more intensive vs. Jess

intensive vocational programming;

Educational program (same as for vocational program);
Extent of use of volunteers.

-~ On

Interaction between type of ward and type of camp. Section Five contains.

the analysis of outcomes for types of youths (offenders) in various types of
camps. Assuming that no one trealment approach would be equally effective
with all types of youths, analyses were conducted to determine if interactions
existed between camp and youth characteristics--that is, if certain types of

youths benefited more (or less) from certain types of programs. .

LIMITATIONS OF THE ANALYSIS

This report compiles and analyzes several outcome measures for juvenile
camp releases. However, outcomes are a result of the combined influence of
camp programs and aftercare sefvices, along with other factors. Thus, these
outcomes--for example, the recidivism rates or the rates of coﬁmitment to the
state-—tqnnot be attributed solely to the impact upon youths of their camp
experience. '

The resulls and conclusions of this- study are, cf course, affected by'
(1) its research design and (2) the quality of iis data. Though care was taken

in designing the study and in collecting data, the following factors place

certain limits on its findings.
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" Design Factors

0

No direct measures were available regarding youth adjustment to,
or actual performance in, the camp programs.

OQutcome measures included only official criminal justice actions.
No information was available regarding academic achievement,
employment performance, etc.

The basic outcome measure--recidivism--included only those
arrests that resulted in a sustained petition or finding of fact.
Thus, the full spectrum of i1legal behavior was not reflected.

No measure was available on *street time"--that is, the percent-
age of time (during the follow-up period) that wards remained in
the community rather than in custody. However, one estimate of
street time was used: days from camp release to first sustained
petition.

Data Factors

0

Number of prior institutional commitments: Due to coding errors

by probation staff, this variable was limited to "ro prior com-

mitments" vs. "one or more priors."™ Reliable distinction could
not be made between 1, 2, 3, etc., priors.

Incomplete offense histories: Complete offense histories could
not be obtained for many wards. For instance, dispnsition data
on arrests and referrals were sometimes missing from Jlocal
records and also from Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS) '"rap
sheets." Assuming that some missing dispositions were for sus-
tained petitions, the actual recidivism rates would have been
higher than those reported in this study.

Offense histories from BCS were not received for 739 youths (26%
of the total sample) who turned 18 during follow-up. It is
unknown whether these records were sealed, unlocatable, or non-
existent (that is, no known criminal record). At any rate, this
group was included in all analyses. It is assumed that the
largest proportion of these youths had no adult record. However,
some may have had adult records, but their "rap sheet" was
unlocatable because of errors or differences in the spelling of
names or listing of birthdates. Including these yzuths in the
study may have slightly lowered the actual recidivism rates for
the ward samples. -

Since offense histories were missing for some older youths, find-
ings regarding the relationship between ace and outcome may have
been affected. The nature of this possible effect is described
in Chapter 10 on outcomes by youth characteristics.

_2']_
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Different data sources were used to obtain offense histories:
(1) juvenile probation records were used for the period preceding
wards' 18th birthdate and (2) BCS "rap sheets" for the period
following 18th birthdate. These two data systems--juvenile pro-
bation and BCS--involve different methods of recording offense
history information and the systems have differing degrees of
completeness. Because of this fact, and to avoid spurious find-
ings, it was decided not to compare rates of offending prior to
camp with those subsequent to camp release.

Criminal behavior was measured by the number of sustained peti-
tions. This measure--though widely regarded as very appropriate
in itself--nevertheless underestimated the actual incidence of
criminal activity. For one thing, though petitions often covered

multiple arrests, only the most serious charge was counted in
this study.

Probation Violation Offenses

0

complex--it is recommended that, whenever possible, (1) all data collection
forms be carefully field-tested to eliminate prob1em areas, and (2) field staff

receive advance training in collecting and coding the basic data for which they

Though written instructions were provided to the contrary, some

petitions coded by probation staff were for ilechnical -specifi-
cally, nonlaw--violations. Approximately 4% of all coded recid-
ivism offenses were of this nature. 7/ However, since it could
not be determined whether these '"probation violations" were
solely of a technical nature, it was decided to retain them in
the analysis. The presence of these data had only a very slight
impact on recidivism rates. Excluding all recidijvists charged
only with probation violation would have reduced recidivism rates

less than 3%. See Chapter 5, FootnOte 2 for more information on
probation violations.

In imp]ementing future studies of this_nature«—even those which are less

will be responsible. 8/

This problem only occurred in data from ten counties. - The vast majority
of instances where probation violation was coded as a sustained petition

(recidivism) occurred in just two counties.

It should be emphasized that, despite these 1imitations, probation staff--

on balance--did a good job of data collection and coding.
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SECTION TWO

STATEWIDE CAMP SAMPLE:

- CHARACTERISTICS AND OUTCOMES

Section One described the background of the study and the methods used in
conducting the study. In Section Two, information is presented for the total
sample of 2,835 wards released or otherwise removed from juvenile camps during
1982.

First, the characteristics of the camp releases are described in Chapter 3.
Next, two measures of camp performance are presented in Chapter 4: satisfac-
tory program completions and escapes. Probation outcomes and recidivism rates
‘for the statewide sample of camp releases are presented in Chapter 5. Finally,
in Chapter 6, recidivism rates for the 1982 camp releases are compared with

rates for a sample of Youth Authority wards paroled from institutions.

Section Two Contents

Chapter 3 - Describes characteristics of the camp releases.

Chapter 4 - Discusses the number of youths who.satisfactorily completed camp
programs. Data are presented on escapes.

Chapter 5 - Pfesents outcomes and recidivism rates for tne 1982 camp release
sample.

Chapter 6 - Recidivism rates for the 1982 camp sample are compared with rates

for a samp]e of Youth Authority wards paroled from institutions.
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CHAPTER 3
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STATEWIDE

CAMP SAMPLE

The statewide camp sample included 2,835 wards released, terminated, or
otherwise removed from 50 probation camps during 1982. Table 3.1 presents
characteristics of the total sample, by sex. The sample includes 2,589 males

(91.3%) and 246 females (8.7%).

BASIC FINDINGS

) 59.9% of the sample were of minority eihnic groups. Minorities
comprised 61.3% of the males and 44.7% of the females.

e Average age at first sustained petition was 14.3 years. The aver-
age age was also 14.3 years for both males and females.

e Average age at admission to camp (leading to the 1982 release) was
15.7. The average age for males was 15.7; for females it was 15.2.

. For the total sample, 22.6% of the commitment offenses were crimes
against persons. ‘The figure for males was 22.4% and for females,
25.4%. Compared to males, females had fewer property offenses and
more offenses in the "other" category. 1/

¢ Very few youths (2.6%) were committed for drugs or narcotics
of fenses.

o 26.6% had one or more prior institutional commitments. A larger
percentage of males had prior commitments: 27.4% vs. 18.7%.

e 34.5% had committed at least one brior violent offense up to ahd
including the time of this camp admission. There was little dif-
ference between males and females on this factor.

0 For the total sample, the average number of prior sustained peti-
tions was 1.7. Males had an average of 1.8 and females, 1.3.

1/ "Other" offenses mainly consist of the following: drug offenses, other
sex offenses, misdemeanor property, probation violation, and miccellanens
misdemeanors.
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TABLE 3.1
Characteristics of Statewide Camp Releasees,
' by Sex
Total Males Females
Characteristic N % N % N %
Total Sample 2,835 100.0 2,589 100.0 246 100.0
Ethnic Group
White 1,138 40.1 1,002 38.7 136 55.3
Hispanic 796 28.1 746 28.8 50 20.3
Black 840 29.6 789 30.5 51 20.7
Other 61 2.2 52 2.0 9 3.7
Age at First Sustained
Petition
11 and under 118 4.2 89 4.2 g 3.7
12 229 8.1 212 8.2 17 6.9
13 439 15.5 398 15.4 41 16.7
14 723 25.5 663 25.6 60 24.4
15 659 23.2 591 22.8 68 27.6
16 469 16.5 430 16.6 39 15.8
17 and over 198 7.0 186 7.2 12 4.9
Average Age 14.3 .3 14.3
Age at Camp Admission
13 and under 155 5.5 132 5.1 23 9.4
14 367 13.0 314 12.1 53 21.5
15 694 24.5 625 24.1 69 28.1
16 187 27.8 733 28.3 54 22.0
17 136 26.0 696 26.9 40 16.3
18 and over 96 3.4 89 3.4 7 2.8
Average Age 15.7 15.7 15.2
Camp Commitment Offense a/
Person Crimes 641 22.6 579 22.4 62 25.4
Property Crimes 1,623 57.2 1,518 58.6 105 43.0
Drugs/Narcotics 73 2.6 64 2.5 9 3.7
Other Crimes 498 17.6 428 16.5 68 271.9
Prior Institutional
Commitments
None 2,080 73.4 1,880 72.6 200 81.3
1 or more 755 26.6 7C9 27.4 46 18.7
_26..
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TABLE 3.1 (Continued)

) Total Males Females
Characteristic N % N % N %

Violence History b/

1 or More Viol. Offense 9N 34.5 894 34.5 83 33.7

No Viol. Offenses 1,858 65.5 1,695 65.5 163 66.3
Prior Sustained Petitions

No Priors 647 22.8 548 21.2 99 40.2

1 877 30.9 811 31.3 66 26.8

2 602 21.2 562 21.17 40 16.3

3 322 11.4 304 1.7 18 1.3

4 or more 3817 13.7 364 14.1 23 9.4

Average Priors 1.7 1.8 1.3

a/ If petition was for multiple offenses, the one most serious was used to
designate the commitment offense. For example, a larger number of youths
had a commitment which included drugs/narcotics offenses, but these were
often in conjunction with a person or property crime rated as more serious.

b/ Includes prior and commitment offenses. Violent offenses include:
homicide/manslaughter, robbery, assault, kidnapping, and forcible rape.

-27-




CHAP 4.1

CHAPTER 4
 SATISFACTORY VS. UNSATISFACTORY

CAMP PROGRAM COMPLETIONS

Part of the analysis of juvenile probation camps included identifying the
percentage of the sample that completed the camp programs. To capture this
information, the follow-up questionnaire contained the following item:

Type of Final Camp Release or Removal

Code 1. To Probation Supervision/Foslier Care

Code 2. Termination of Wardship

Code 3. Removal While on Escape Status

Code 4. Transfer to Other Custody (juvenile %all commit-

ment, jail, CYA, etc.)
Satisfactory program completions were identified by code 1 (release to a
probation aftercare program) or code 2 (release following termination of ward-

ship). 1/ Unsatisfactory removals from camp were code 3 (removal while on

escape status) or code 4 (a "disciplinary transfer" or other negative removal).
Escape included failure to return from furlough as well as illegal departure
from camp. More generally, satisfactory completions were those wards not
removed from camp for negative reasons. On the other hand, some youths with

satisfactory completions may have previously received “time adds"--additional

“time to serve beyond the original commitment term. This chapter presents a

brief summary of the characteristics of wards who ultimately completed the

camp program and those who did not.

1/ Code 2 referred to youths for whom probation juri<?iction was terminaied
due 10 the wards' age or other reasons,
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TYPE OF CAMP RELEASE OR REMOVAL

As seen in Table 4.1, of the total sample of 2,835 youths, 82.2% satis-

‘factori1y completed the camp program. The majority of these youths were

released to probation aftercare. Only 99 were released due to termination of
wardship. (The latter youths were not included in aftercare programs.) Only
a slightly higher percentage of females than males completed the program.

0f the 2,835 youths, 505 (17.8%) did not complete the program. Among the

505 unsatisfactory removals, 222 were terminated while on escape status and

283 were transferred to some other custody situation, including direct commit-

ment to the Youth Authority. The pércentage of terminations for escape was

higher for females--11.0% to 7.5% for males. On the other hand, males were

more likely to have been transferred to a custody setting--10.5% to 4.9% for

females.
TABLE 4.7
Satisfactory and Uhsatisfactory
Camp Releases and Removals
Type of Release Total Males Females
or Removal N .3 N % N %
Total Sample 2,835 100.0 2,589 100.0 246 100.0
Satisfactory ‘ 2,330 82.2 2,123 82.0 207  84.1
To Probation/Foster .
Care 2,231 78.7 2,033 18.5 198 80.5
Wardship Terminated 99 3.5 90 3.5 9 3.7
Unsatisfactory 505 17.8 466 18.0 39 15.9
Escape 222 7.8 195 1.5 27 1.0
Transfer 283 10.0 21 10.5 12 4.9
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LENGTH OF STAY

Table 4.2 presents data on length of stay in the camp program. Average
length of stay for those who satisfactorily completed the program was 179.8
days. For those who did not complete the program (the unsatisfactory group)
the average was 123.3 days.' The average for males in the unsatisfactory group

was higher than for females--125.1 to 102.3 days.

TABLE 4.2

Length of Stay in Camp Programs
by Type of Release

_ Percentage

Type of Release Under 4 to 6 7 Mos. Avg.
or Removal N 4 Mos. -Mos . & Over (Days
Satisfactory 2,330 31.3 | 38.2 30.5 119.8
Males 2,123 31.0 38.5 30.5 179.6
Females 207 33.8 35.3 30.9 182.1
Unsatisfactory 505 61.2 2}.2 o 117.8 123.3
Males ‘ 466 60.7 21.0 18.2 125.1
Females 39 66.7 23.1 10.3 102.3

Averages, of course, do not tell the whole story. For example, length of
stay ranged as high as 693 days (about 23 -months) for the satisfactory group,
and 672 days for the unsatisfactory group. The foilowing data show that some
of the 505 unsatisfactory removals were in camp a very short time prior to

removal.
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‘Days Prior to Removal

0-3 4-10 11-17 18-24 25-31 Total

No. of Wards Removed 31 22 30 26 21 130

% of A11 Removals 6.1 4.4 5.9 5.2 4.2  25.8

Thus, 130 or over 25% of all unsatisfactory removals occurred within the first
31 days after admission.

At the same time, some youths in the satisfactory release group were also
in camb for a relatively short period. For instance, 22 were rejeased within
the first two weeks. The circumstances surrounding these aﬁd other early

releases are unknown.

CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUTHS BY TYPE OF RELEASE

Following is a brief comparison of the characteristics of youths in the

two types of release groups.

e  There was no difference in the program completion rate among
youths of the various ethnic groups.

e Younger youths were less Tlikely to complete their programs:
21.9% of those wards 13 years or younger failed to complete the
program, compared to 15.9% of those 16 years or older.

e Noncompleters had more prior sustained petitions: an average of
2.3 vs. 1.6 for completers.

e Noncompleters were also more likely to have one or more prior
institutional commitments: 26.2% of this group had a prior com-
mitment, compared to 14.8% of the completers.
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ESCAPES FROM JUVENILE PROBATION CAMPS

The evaluation of juvenile probation camps examined the number of escapes
from those facilities. .For purposes of this analysis, escapes included the 222
youths listed in Table 4.1 as removals from camp for escape, plus an additional
44 youths who received sustained petitions for escape but were not removed from
camp.

The number of escapes is shown in Table 4.3, by sex and type of camp. The
data reflect the number of youths with petitions for escape and not the actual

number of escape incidents. The number of escape incidents was doubtlessly

higher because youths often escaped more than once and many were returned to
the same camp following apprehension.

The rate of escape, as shown in Table 4.3, was higher for open than for
closed camps, 11.4% compared to 3.1%. Overall, proportionately more females
escaped, 13.4% to 9.0% for males. Females were clearly the greater escape risk
since--even in open camps--26.0% escaped compared to 10.6% among males.

Prior Escape History. Did youths with a prior record of escape tend to

escape more often than those without such a record? Results are shown in

Table 4.4.
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TABLE 4.3

Number of Escapes
by Youths in Camp Sample,

by Sex
Escapees
, No. of
Camp Type Wards N %

Total Camps Total 2,835 266 9.4
Males 2,589 233 9.0
Females 246 33 13.4
Open Camps Total 2,148 244 11.4
Males 2,048 218 }0.6
Females 100 26 26.0
Closed Camps Total 687 22 3.0
Males 541 15 2.8
Ferales ® 146 7 4.8
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TABLE 4.4
Number of Escapes From Camp,
by Prior Escape History

. Escapees
Camp Type History of No. of

and Sex Prior Escape Wards N %

Total Camps Yes 179 46 25.

No 2,656 220 8.

Open Camps - Yes 173 45 26.

No 1,975 199 10.

Closed Camps Yes 6 1 16.

No 681 21 3,

Males Yes 147 33 22.

No 2,442 200 8.

Females Yes 32 13 40.

No 214 20 9,
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The data confirm that youths with a prior escape history were more likely

to escape than those with no such history. O0f 179 youths with prior escapes,

25.7% escaped from camp, compared to 8.3% of those with no such priors. Among

females, the difference was even larger: 40.6% with prior escapes escaped,

compared to 9.4% of those without prior escapes.

Length of stay for escapes. Average length of stay in the camp program up

to the point of escape was 94 days, compared to 180 days for youthé who
achieved graduation. Nine percent of all escapes occurred within the first
three days after admission, and one-third of all escapes occurred within the
first four weeks. On the other hand; 5% of the escapes did not occur until
the wards had been in camp for over 40 weeks (ten months).

To help verify the rate of escapes reported for the camp study sample, a
questionnaire was sént to each camp director requesting information on the
total number of unreturned escapes during 1982. The results, shown in
Table 4.5, indicate there were 11,106 wards admitted to the 50 camps in 1982.
- Of these, 1,051 or 9.4% escaped and were not returned to camp. This is the
same percentage of escapes reported for the total camp sample. Open campé
reported that 9.9% of the annual admissions became unreturned escapes, compared
to 6.7% for closed camps. These percentages—;based on total admissions--vary

somewhat from the percentages of escapes in the camp sample (open camps - 11.4%

and closed camps - 3.1%).
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TABLE 4.5

Number of Escapees Not Returned to Camp,
by Type of Camp

Unreturned Escapees

Total Admissions

Camp Type During 1982 N ‘%
Total Camps 11,106 1,051 9.4
Open Camps 9,463 941 9.9
Closed Camps 1,643 110 6.7

SUMMARY

0f the total sample of 2,835 youths, 82.2% satisfactorily completed the
camp program. The remaining 17.8% were classified as unsatisfactory removals
due to either an escape or a disciplinary problem (camp failure). 1In general
throughout the remainder of this report, outcomes of analyses are presented
separately for satisfactory releases and unsatisfactory removals. |

Based on data for all admissions to camps in 1982, néar]y one of every ten
wards escaped and were not returned to camp. RAte of escape was higher in apen
camps (11.4%) than in closed camps (3.7%) and it was higher for females (13.4%)
than for males (9.0%). Females were also more likely than males to escape from
open camps--26.0% vs. 10.6%. ) |

When prior history of escape was considered, 25.7% of wards with priors
escaped, compared to 8.3% of those withoul such priors. The most escape-prone
group were females with a prior history of escabes: 40.6% of this group
escaped--this beingkalmost twice the rate for males. Average length of stay
in the camp program prior to escape was 94 days. _One-third of all escapes

occurred within the initial four weeks after admission te camp.
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CHAPTER §
QUTCOMES AND RECIDIVISM FOR THE STATEWIDE SAMPLE

OF ]982 CAMP RELEASES

HIGHLIGHTS

of 1982 camp releases.
Data are based on outcomes for all 2,835 cases; that is, both satisfactory and
unsatisfactory releases are included.

comes are presented separately for those youths who satisfactorily completed

This chapter presents probation outcome data for the total statewide sample

-

their camp programs (as defined in Chapter 4).

“For total re]ease§ from camps (that is, both satisfactory and

unsatisfactory releases), the recidivism rates were: 39.1% at 6
months, 53.7% at 12 months, 61.1% at 18 months, and 65.1% at 24
months. (Table 5.1)

Rates varied markedly by type of camp release and risk of recid-
ivism level. At 24-month follow-up, they were:

60.2% for satisfactory releases-vs. B7.7% for unsatisfac-

tory releases; (Table 5.2)

54.3% for lower risk males vs. 80.2% for higher risk males;
(Table 5.3)

32.3% for lower risk females vs. 60.7% for higher risk
-females. (Table 5.3)

At 12-month follow-up, 15.0%4 of the recidivism offenses were
rated in the high seriousness category (18.2% at 24 months).
(Tabtes 5.4 and 5.5)

Average number of sustained petitions per recidivist during
follow-up was 1.49 at 12 months and 1.83 at 24 months.
(Table 5.7) _ '

Recidivists remained in the community an average of 6.4 months
before their first sustained petition. (Table 5.8)
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Qutcomes are shown separately for males and females.

In later sections of this report, out-
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o 51.0% of the total sample successfully achieved probation termi-
nation by the end of 24-months follow-up; 22.6% were still active
(that is, were still on probation), 2.6% had been placed on adult
probation or sentenced to jail; and 21.4% were terminated as a
result of a state coomitment. (Table 5.10)

o Some wards were terminated from probation because of a state com-
mitment (21.4%): others were committed to the state after proba-
tion termination (7.0%), resulting in a total of 28.4% of the
camp releases being committed to state institutions within the
24-month follow-up perind. (Table 5.11)

GENERAL DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

RECIDIVISM

Recidivism for juveniles was defined earlier as one or more subsequent
sustained petitions for a W&! 602 offense. The adult equivalent was defined
as a true court finding for a criminal complaint. 1/ For ease of presentation,
"true court finding" will be included in the term "sustained petition" from
this point forward.

Table 5.1 shows the number and percentage of wards who recidivated during
a two-year period following camp release. The data indicate that 39.1% of the

total sample recidivated withinvsix months after release from camp. The recid-

ivism rate was 53.7% after 12 months, 61.1% after ]8 months, and 65.1% after
24 months. Rates for females were several points lower than for ma1es, reach-

ing 45.1% at 24-month follow-up.

1/ Recidivism data in this and following chapters are based on offense history
data supplied by probation departments and, where applicable, on criminal
records ("rap sheets") from the Bureau of Criminal Statistics. Rap sheets
were requested for 2,348 wards (82.8% of the total sample) who turned 18
before the end of the 24-month follow-up period. Of these wards, rap
sheets were obtained on 1,609, or 68.5% of those who turned 18. It is
unknown whether the remaining 739 wards who turned 18 had adult criminal
records.
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TABLE 5.1

Number and Percentage of Youths With One or More Sustained Petitions
During Each of Four Follow-up Periods

- Total . Number and Percentage of Recidivists
Releases 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
Sex N N % N % N % N %
Total 2,835 1,107 39.1 1,523 53.7 1,731 61.1 '1.846 65.1
Males 2,589 1,033 39.9 1,427 55.1 1,629 62.9 1,735 67.0
Females 246 74 30.1 96 39.0 102 41.5 111 45.1

Note: -Data include both satisfactory releases and unsatisfactory removals.

Figure 5.1 shows the recidivism rates for the total sample for the 24-month

follow-up 'period. This demonstrates the flattening curve that the rates '

followed. Most recidivism occurred in the first six months, with increases at
each 6—month interval growing successively smaller. If carried out far enough,

the recidivism curve would ultimately reach a nearly flat (horizontal) line.

£
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Percent Recidivists
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FIGURE 5.1

Percentage of Recidivists at 6-, 12-, 18-, and
24-Month Follow-up Periods

(Total Sample, N=2,835)
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RECIDIVISM BY TYPE OF RELEASE

Table 5.2 displays the recidivism rates by type of program completion and
by sex. Whereas the recidivism rate was 65.1% at 24 months for the total sample
(Table 5}1); it was 60.2% for wards with satisfactory completions and 87.7% for
the unsatisféctory group. 2/ The latter group includes a number of escapes and
other program failures who were classified as recidivists at point of removal

from camp. The considerably higher recidivism rate for unsatisfactory removals

2/ As discussed in Chapter 2, "probation violation" was included as a recidi-
vism offense for some cases. It was unclear whether probation violation
involved a new law offense or whether the petition resulted only from a

“technical violation. The advisory committee was concerned that the possi-
ble inclusion of technical violations would artificially inflate the recid-
ivism rates. - This might be especially true among satisfactory releases
from camp. Unsatisfactory releases, who were removed from camp for escape
or program failure, were often coded as probation violators. Therefore,
recidivism rates for the satisfactory releases were recalculated, excluding
cases where the petition was for probation violation. The removal of
these cases resulted in a very slight decrease in recidivism rates, as

follows:
Recidivism Rates for Male Satisfactory Releases
v 6_mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 _mos.
Recidivism - all offenses 32.7 49.3 57.8 62.3
Recidivism - excluding 30.2 46.4 55.1 59.8
probation violaticn
Difference ~-2.5 -2.9 -2.1 -2.5

At 24-month follow-up, of 1,323 satisfactory-release male recidivists, 101
were recidivists due to probation violation. However, of these, 49 also
had separate petitions for law offenses. This means that 52 of the recid-
jvists had probation violation as their sole recidivism offense. As previ-
ously mentioned, it is unknown how many of these 52 cases had new law
offenses and how many had technical violations only. At any rate, incly-

sion of these cases appeared to have only a slight effect on overall
recidivism rates.
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TABLE 5.2

Youths With One or More
Sustained Petitions, by Type of Release and Sex

Type of Release

Length of Follow-up and
Number and Percentage of Recidivists

or Removal 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
Group N N % N % N % N %
Satisfactory =~ 2,330 739 31.7 1,114 47.8 1,299 55.8 1,403 60.2
Males 2,123 694 32.17 1,047 49.3 1,227 517.8 1,323 62.3

Females 207 45 21.7 67 32.4 12 34.8 80 38.6

Unsatisfactory 505 368 72.9 409 81.0 432 85.5 443 81.7

Males 466 339  72.8 380 81.6 402 B86.2 412 88.4

Females 39 29 74.4 29 74.4 30 76.9 31 79.5

identifies them as a group of special interest. OQutcomes for this group will

be presented separately in some later ana]yseé, while for certain other analy-

ses, the unsatisfactory group will be excluded. In the remainder of this

chapter, however, the unsatisfactory group is included.

RECIDIVISM BY RISK GROUP

This section presents recidivism data for youths grouped by scores on a
risk scale. The presence of certain prior history characteristics indicated
that some youths were more at risk of recidivating than others; that is to say,
they had more of the characteristics that were--based on prior research--known
to be strongly predictive of recidivism. A risk of recidivism scale was
developed for application in the study of camp program outcomes (see

Appendix D). After analyzing tihe relationship betwecn all available youth
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characteristics and recidivism, three variables most closely related to
recidivism were selected as the components of a risk scale:

1. number of prior sustained petitions;

2. prior institutional commitments of 30 days or more; and

3. age at first sustained petition.

Youths at greater risk of recidivism were those (1) with a higher number
" of prior sustained petitions, (2) with one or more prior institutional commit-
ments, and (3) who were younger at first sustained.petition. Since the three
variables were not equally related to recidivism, each one was weighted pro-
portionately. The resulting risk scale ranged from 1 to 8, with higher scores
being more pr;dictive of recidivism. The youths' scores on. the scale were
then grouped into three categories:

Lower risk = sﬁores 1, 2

Medium risk = scores 3, 4, 5, 6

Higher risk = scores 7, 8
The levels of risk (lower, medfum, and higher) are relative to this particular
probation sample. This meahs lower risks have a lower than average probability
of recidivating compared to medium (average) and higher risk probationers. It
does not mean that lower risks have a. quantitatively low probability of
recidivism (that is, close to zero). |

Table 5.3 shows the recidivism rates for males and females separately,
groubed by lower, medium, and higher risk of recidivism.

Table 5.1 showed th&t males had a recidivism rate at 24 months of 67.0%.
However, marked differences in rates were found when males were grouped by risk
score. The 24-month recidivism rate for lower risk males was 54.3%; for medium
risk males, 68.4%; and for higher risk males, 80.2%.

Recidivism rates for females were consistently lower. Whereas the overall

rate at 24 months for females was 45.1%, the rate for lower risk females was

32.3%; for medium risk females, 51.6%; and for higher risk females, 60.7%.
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TABLE 5.3

Youths MWith One or More Sustained Petitions
During 24-Month Camp Release Follow-up Period,
By Recidivism Risk Group

Sex and Total Number and Percentage of Recidivists

Risk Releases 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
Group N N % N % N % N X
Males
Lower Risk 681 203 29.8 296 43.5 341 50.1 370 54.3
Medium Risk 1,403 565 40.3 781 55.7 897 63.9 960 68.4
Higher Riﬁk 505 A 265  52.5 350 69.3 391 77.4 405 | 80.2
Females ] |
Lower Risk 96 20 20.8 25 26.0 21  28.1 N 32.3
Medium Risk 122 41 33.6 55 45.1 58 47.5% 63 51.6
Higher Risk 28 13 46.4 16 57.1 17 60.7 17  60.7

NOTE: Data in Table 5.3 include both satisfactory and unsatisfactory releases.

a

MOST SERITOUS RECIDIVISM OFFENSE

tEach sustained petition coffense was assigned a rating based on a seri-
ousness scale (see Appendix C for seriousness of offense scale). This scale
ranges from 1 to 10, with 10 being the most serious. The seriousness scores
were grouped into three levels: low (1 to 4), medium (5 to 7) and high
(8 to 10). In genural, the three seriousness levels may be described as

follows:

High: consists primarily of serious crimes against persons
(as listed in Chart 5.2);

Medium: consists of major property crimes and drug offenses;

Low: contains lesser felonies, misdemeanors, probation
violation, etc.
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CHART 5.2

Description of Offenses Classified at High
Seriousness Level and Violent Offenses

High Seriousness Offenses

Murder/Manslaughter
Robbery, Armed

Robbery, Other

Assault with Deadly Weapon
Forcible Rape

Lewd and Lascivious Conduct
Sale of Hard Narcotics

Sale of Dangerous Drugs

Arson

Kidnhapping

Violent Offenses

Murder/Manslaughter
Robbery, Armed

Robbery, Other

Assault with Deadly Weapon
Assault/Battery

Resisting Arrest
Destructive Devices
Miscellaneous Assaults
Forcib]e Rape

Kidnapping

Table 5.4 shows the number of recidivism offenses during the first 12
months of follow-up that fell into each level of seriousness. The percéntages
are based on the number of recidivists--youths who did not recidivate are not

included in the table or in the calculation of percentages.
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TABLE 5.4
Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition for Recidivists
During 12-Month Follow-up
Total Level of Most Serious Petition During 12 Months
Recidivists Low Medium High
Sex N N % N % N %
Total 1,458 a 299 20.5 941 64.5 218 15.0
Males 1,363 273 20.0 878 64.4 212 15.6
Females 95 26 217.4 63 66.3 6 6.3

a/ Excludes 65 cases for whom recidivism offenses were unknown.

The data show that at 12-month fo]]ow—up, of the 1,458 youths with known
recidivism offenses, the offenses of 15.0% were classified in the high serious-
ness group, while 64.5% were in the medium seriousness group, and the remaining
20.5% were in the low group. Females had fewer high seriousness offenses than
males and correspondingly more of low seriousness.

Table 5.5 shows the same data for a 24-month follow-up period. The data
are similar to those for the 12-month follow-up, except that there was a slight
increase--from 15.0% to 18.2%--in the total percentage whose most serious
recidivism offense fell in the high seriousness category, and a corresponding

drop in low seriousness offenses.
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TABLE 5.5

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition for Recidivists
During 24-Months Follow-up

Total Level of Most Serious Petition During 24 Months
Recidivists Low Medium High
Sex N N % N % N %
Total 1,789 a 257 14.4 1,205 67.4 327 18.2
Males 1,680 ' 234 13.9 1,131 67.3 315 18.8
Females 109 : 23 211 74 67.9 12 11.0

a/ Excludes 51 cases for whom recidivism offenses were unknown.

VIOLENT RECIDIVISM OFFENSE

Youths who commit violent offenses are of spécia] concern both to probation
departments and to thé'communities to which these youths are released. Table
5.6 shows the number of sustained petitions for violent offenses at 12- and
24-month follow-up (see Chart 5.2 for 1list of violent offenses). To determine
if youths with a history of violence represented greater risks of committing
violent offenses following camp release, the data were examined separately for
those with a history of violence and those without such a history.

For the total sample of 2,835, 10.4% had one or more sustained petitions
for a viclent offense during the first 12-month follow-up; after424 months the
figﬁre was 15.3%. At 24 months,.violent post-release offenses were found for
18.7% of the youths with a prior history of violence, compared to 13.6% of
those with no such history. A similar finding was made for males, whereas no

substantial difference was found for females.
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TABLE 5.6

Youths With One or More Sustained
Petitions for a violent Offense, During 12- and 24-Month Follow-ups

No. and Pct. With
Post-Release Violent Offense

Sex and Total

History of Releases 12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Prior Violence N N X N %
Total 2,835 294 10.4 435 15.3
History 9717 126 12.9 183 18.7
No History 1,858 168 9.0 252 13.6
Males 2,589 279 10.8 413 16.0
History 894 122 13.6 1716  19.7
No History 1,695 1517 9.3 231 14.0
Females 246 15 6.1 22 8.9
History - B3 4 4.8 7 8.4
No History 163 11 6.8 15 9.2

TJOTAL NUMBER OF SUSTAINED PETITIONS

At the end of 12 months, 1,523 youths were recidivists and by the end of
24 months, 1,846 were recidivists. " Table 5.7 shows the total number of
petitions filed on the recidivists during 12- and 24-month follow-up periods.
This involves the initial recidivism offense, plus any subsequent petitions.

It should be pointed‘odt that the data reflect the number of sustained
petitions and not the actual number of offenses committed, since sustained

petitions often included more than one count, and may have invoived several
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different offense charges.

instructed to Tist only the most serious offense

involved.)

Table 5.7 shaws that,

(When coding criminal

24 months

CHAP 5.13

histories, coders were

if multiple charges were

after release from camp, the 1,846

recidivists had accumulated 3,378 sustained petitions--an average of 1.83

petitions per recidivist.

Among recidivists,

there was little difference in

the average number. of sustained petitions for males and females, at 12- as

well as at 24-month follow-up.

-3

" TABLE 5.7

Total and Average Number of Petitions
Per Recidivist and Per Release During 12- and 24-Month Follow-ups

Total and Average tiumber of Sustained Petitions

12 Months

24 Months
Sustained Per Per Camp Sustained Per Per Camp
Petitions Recidivist _ Release Petitions Recidivist Release
Sex N__ N Avg. N Avg. N N Avg. N Avg.
Total 2,274 1,523 1.49 2,835 0.80 3,378 1,846 1.83 2,835 1.19
Males 2,132 1,427 1.49 2,589 0.80 3,178 1,735 1.83 2,583 1.23
Females 142 96 1.48 246 0.58 200 111 1.80 246 0.81
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AVERAGE TIME TO FIRST SUSTAINED PETITION

Table 5.8 shows that the average time spent in the community prior to the
first sustained petition was 195.9 days, or 6.4 months. The figure was 6.5
months for males and 5.6 months for females. The range of time to first
petition was from O to 730 days. Probationers with 0 days in the community
were those whose camp termination date was the same as that of a sustained
petition (for escape or camp failure). On the other hand, the first sustained
petition for some youths did not occur until very near the end of the 24-month
follow-up period (730 days).

TABLE 5.8

Average Number of Days From Camp Release
to First Sustained Petition

Total Time to First

Recidivists Sustained Petition
N Average Average
Sex N Days Months@
Total 1,846 195.9 6.4
Males 1,735 197.5 6.5
Females IR R 169.9 5.6

a/ One month = 30.4 days.

SUSTAINED PETITION OFFENSES

During the 24-month follow-up period, youths in the camp release sample
accumulated 3,378 sustained petitions. (Type of offense was unknown for 57

cases committed to state institutions.) 1In Table 5.9, these petition offenses
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TABLE 5.9

Number and Percentage of Sustained Petitions
Occurring in 24-Month Follow-up Period

Petition Total Males Females

Offense Type N % N X N %
Total Recidivists 1,846 - 1,735 - mnm -
Grand Total Petitions 3,321a 100.0 3,123 100.0 198 100.0
Homicide/Manslaughter 20 0.6 20 0.6 0 -
Robbery 178 5.4 172 5.5 6 .0
Assault 297 8.9 271 8.9 20 10.1
Forcible Rape 16 0.5 16 0.5 0 -
Kidnapping : 9 0.3 9 0.3 0 -
Arson 6 0.2 6 0.2 0 -
Burglary : 553 "16.6 545 17.4 8 4.0
Theft/Forgery 484 14.86 472 15.1 12 6.1
Petty Theft 192 5.8 176 5.6 16 8.1
Other Sex Offense 3 0.9 26 0.8 5 2.5
Drugs/Narcotics 77 2.3 69 2.2 8 4.0
Other Drug Offense 170 i.] 149 4.8 21 10.6
Marijuana 55 1.7 54 1.7 ] 0.5
Misc. Felony - 69 2.1 66 2.1 3 1.5
Misdemeanor Property 81 2.4 80 - 2.6 . 1 0.5
Misc. Misdemeanor 245 1.4 226 7.2 19 9.6
Traffic/Drunk Driving 69 2.1 68 2.2 1 0.5
Probation Violation 498 15.0 449 14.4 49 24.8
Escape ‘ 4 271 8.2 243 1.8 28 14.1

Note: Data in Table 5.9 include all sustained petitions occurring within 24
months after camp release. The percentages do not reflect the actual
recidivism offenses,

a/ O0ffense was unknown for 57 cases committed to state institutions.
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~are shown grouped in 19 categories. Data in Table 5.9 indicate the number of
sustained petitions, not the number of youths with such petitions. For males

and females, the most frequently occurring offenses were:

Males Females
17.4% - burglary 24 .8% - probatipn violation
15.1% - theft/forgery 14.1% - escape
14.4% - probation violation 10.6% - other drug offenses
8.9% - assault 10.1% - assault
©7.8% - escapes 9.6% - misc. misdemeanor
.7.2% - misc. misdemeanor v8.1% - petty theft

TERMINATIONS OR REMOVALS FROM PROBATION

If a youth was terminated‘or otherwise removed from probation during the
follow-up, coders were instructed to check a box on the data form indicating

the reason. Results are shown in Table 5.10.

TABLE 5.10

Type of Termination or Removal From Probation
During 24-Month Period Following Camp Release

Probation Status or Termination Type

Total stin Wardship Aduit Court CYA
Releases Active Termination or Jail or CDC Other
Sex N N % N % N % N % N _ %
Total 2,835 641 22.6 1,445 51.0 74 2.6 606 21.4 69 2.4
Males 2,589 577 22.3 1,289 49.8 73 2.8 587 22.1 63 2.4
Females 246 64 26.0 156 63.4 1 0.4 19 7.7 6 2.4
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At the end of 24 months after release from camp, 22.6% of the sample were
still on active probation while 51.0% had been terminated, presumably under
favorable conditions.  However, 21.4% were removed from probation and
committed to either the Youth Authority or the Department of Corrections.
Another 2.6% were either transferred to adult court/probation or sentenced to
jail. The 2.4% in the "other" category consists of wards transferred out of
the county or whose whereabouts were unknown. 3/

A smaller proportion of males, compared to females, achieved positive
wardship termination within two years of release from camp. 1In addition, a

larger proportion of males (22.7%) than females (7.7%) had been terminated due
to a CYA/CDC commitment.

COMMITMENTS TO THE STATE

There were four points at.which a probationer could have been committed to

. a state institution:

1. While in_camp. This would have been the reason for the
youth's unsatisfactory removal from camp. Unfortunately,
‘this information was not collected.

2. While on probation. A youth could have been committed to
the state and concurrently maistained on probation. Again,
this information was not tollected.

3. At probation termination. This would have been shown as

the reason for termination of probation. These data are
available.

4., After probation termination. These data are also available.

3/ When youths were transferred to other counties, those counties weore
contacted to obtain data on any subsequent petitions or court actions.
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The available data do not allow for an exact determination of the number
of camp releases subsequently committed to the staté. (See items 1 and 2
directly above.) However, it was determined that at Teast 805 or 28.4% of the
total sample of camp releases were ultimately committed to a state institution
within two years of camp release (see Table 5.11). The figure of 805 state
-commitments, and the 28.4% commitment rate, were obtained by combining the 606
commitments at probation termination {as shown in Table 5.10) with 199 new

state commitments that occurred after probaticn termination.

TABLE 5.11

Total Camp Releases Committed to State Institutions
During 24-Month Follow-up Period

Number and Percentage of Youths
Committed to State

Total At Probation Following Total State

Releases Termination Termination Commitments

Sex N N % N % N %
Total 2,835 606 21.4 199 7.0 805 28.4
Males 2,589 587 22.7 194 7.5 781 30.2

Females 246 19 1.7 5 2.0 24 9.8

EARLIER STUDIES OF CAMP RECIDIVISM

The Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS) has conducted two previous studies
of recidivism among probation camp releases (Saage, 1969; BCS,1978). The
present Youth Authority study Qas neither_intended to be nor was it designed
as a replication of these studies. Important differences exist between the

B8CS studies and the present study which preclude any serijous comparisons.
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For instance, the BCS studies wused only an 18-month follow-up. More
importantly, the definition of recidivism was quite different: there, recidi-
vism was any "offense which results in a commitment to state prison, the Youth
Authority, a juvenile camp, a county jail for a period of 90 days or more, or
the placement on adult probation for a period of two years or more." Except

for the adult probation component, this definition focuses on reincarceration.

The present study uses a broader definition of recidivism: any sustained juve-
nile petition or any adult court conviction.

There were other important differences. The earlier BCS stiudy (based on a
1966 sample) 3nc1uded 39 camps, all rated as nonsecure; the present study
includes several closed camps. In addition, 28.1% of the 1966 sample were sent
to camp for a status offense, while no status offenders were included in the
nresent 1982 sample. Because of such differenées, the reader is stfongly
‘cautioned against making direct comparisons of recidivism rates reported in
the BCS studies with those of the present study. Thus, the foliowing BCS
results are mentioned for informational purposes only.

In its first study, BCS reported on 4,765 wards re]eased from camps in
1966. The "re;idivism rate" (i.e., reincarceration or adult prdbation sen-
tence) was 33.5% within 18-month follow-up. In its second study, the recidi-
vism rate for 3,670 wards released during F.Y. 1973-74 was 33.7%. The present

study contains no similar measure for comparison. ‘

However, for the BCS 1966 cohort, 27.8% of all wards were committed to the
state within 18 months from camp release. For the BCS 1973-74 cohort, 11.9%
received state coninitments within that timé period. For ‘the current 1982
cohqrt, 20.2% of all wards were committed to the state within 18-month follow-

up. It‘is possible that the lower commitment rate for the 1973-74 cohort may

partly reflect the fact that, duking those particular years, a probatiion
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subsidy program was in operation--one that provided counties with funds for

intensive supervision caseloads and other programs designed to reduce the

number of wards committed to the state.

-58-

»




. CHAP. 6.1

CHAPTER 6
COMPARISON OF QUTCOMES FOR RELEASES FROM
YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PROBATION CAMPS

HIGHLIGHTS

Chapter 6 compares youth characteristics and outcomes for male satisfac-
tory camp releases with those of a sample of Youth Authority (YA) wards paroled
from institutions. In order to make the two samples comparable, the YA sample
was limited to juvéni]e court commitments who were first admissions to YA and
were under 18 yéars old at time of admission. 1In addition, statistical adjust-
ments were made for risk level. However, the YA wards had, on average, about
twice as many prior sustained petition as wards in the camp sample and were
about twice as likely to have committed a person offense. Due to these large
differences, the attempted statistical adjustments may have been unable to
fully equate the camp and YA samples. Therefore, outcomes for these two sam-
ples should be compared with caution.

Chart 6.1 displays the significant differences found between YA and camp

v.ards on various outcome measures. These differences are summarized below.

e Average length of stay in the institutional program was 441.6
days (14.5 months) for YA wards and 179.5 days (5.9 months) for
camp wards. (Table 6.2)

e Recidivism rates were mixed over the four follow-up periods:
' sometimes camp wards had a higher rate, sometimes YA wards did.
However, after adjustment for risk of recidivism, only the dif-
ference at 6-month follow-up remained statistically significant:
camp wards had a higher recidivism rate. (Table 6.3)

] When youths were grouped by age at release, camp wards in two
age groups--17 years and 18-20 years--had lower recidivism rates
than similarly-aged YA wards. No significant difference in
recidivism was found between YA and camp releases who were 13 to
16 years. (Table 6.4)
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(] Camp wards in the medium risk category had lower recidivism
rates than YA wards at 18 and 24 months, while YA wards in the
higher risk category had lower rates than camp wards at 6 and
12 months. (Table 6.6)

] Camp wards had more sustained petitions during follow-up than
did YA wards. For instance, at 24 months, camp recidivists had
an average of 1.76 compared to 1.44 among YA wards. (Table 6.9)

(] YA recidivists remained in the community an average of 9.1
months prior to their first sustained petition, compared to 7.5
months for camp wards. (Table 6.10)

. At the end of 24-month follow-up, more YA wards remained under
active supervision (rather than discharged or terminated):
67.9% vs. 22.4% of the camp wards. (Table 6.12)

. 0f those wards removed from active status, a lower percentage
(27.0%) of the camp wards had been removed for negative reasons
(jail sentence, adult probation, and state commitment). For the
YA sample, 57.8% of all removals were negative (discharged while
on parole violation). (Table 6.13)

(] The longer length of stay in the program for YA wards did not
necessarily mean a higher ratio of crime-free time in the com-
munity. For every 30 days spent by a YA recidivist in the
institutional program, 19.8 days were spent in the community
before re-offending. For camp recidivists, 30 days in the pro-
gram resulted in 38.4 deys in the community.
Discussion. In the comparison of YA and camp outcomes, statistical
analysis of convariance was used to adjust for variations in group character-

istics. 1/ While a number of significant differences were found between out-

comes for the two groups, the results did not lead to clear conclusions.

1/ Covariance 1is normally used to statistically adjust for pre-existing
differences in various characteristics between groups drawn from the same
population. Camp wards and YA wards are from somewhat different popula-
tions, making equable adjustments difficult. However, after adjustment,
some statistically significant differences in outcomes were found. These
findings can be used to suggest hypotheses, especially in an exploratory
study such as this one.

-60-




CHAP 6.3

Little difference was found in recidivism rates (exéept at 6-month follow-
up, where camp ratesvwere higher). However, there was as indication that camps
had lower recidivism with medium risks, while YA seemed to do better with
~ higher risks. Overall, at the end of 24 months, there was no significant dif-
ference between camp and YA recidivism rates. In viewing these results, it
should be kept in mind that YA wards were generally under active supervision
tonger than were camp wards. For instance, YA wards had longer stays in insti-
tufiona] programs: 14.5 months vs. 5.9 months for camp wards. In addition,
posi-release supervision tended to be longer for YA wards: two years after

release, 67.9f of the YA wards were still under active supervision, compared

to 22.4% of the camps wards.
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CHART 6.1

Significant Differences Between YA Wards
and Camp Wards on Qutcome Measures

Actual Score Adjusted Score a/
Qutcome Measure Was Higher For: Was Higher For:

Length of stay in program YA YA
Recidivism rate at 6 mos. - Camps Camps
Recidivism rate at 18 mos. YA . n.s.
Recidivism rate at 24 mos. YA n.s.
Avg. no. of petitions among )

recidivists - 12 and 24 mos. Camps Camps
Avg. no. of petitions among

total wards - 12 mos. Camps Camps
Avg. no. of petitions among

total wards - 24 mos. n.s. Camps
Days to first sustained

petition YA YA
Pct. of negative removals VA YA

Note: n.s. means difference was not significant.

a/ QOutcome score adjusted for risk of recidivism.

One area in which camp wards outperformed YA wards was in reincarceration
rates: 57.8% of the YA wards were returned to an institution within 24 months
of release, while the figure for camps was 27.0%. AIn addition, although YA
wards tended to remain in the community longer before recidivating (9.1 vs.
7.5 months), this finding was negated when taking differences in length of
stay into account. Looked at in this way, for every 30 days a YA recidivist
spent in the institutional program, 19.8 days were spent in the community
before reoffending. For camp wards, 30 days in the institutional program was

equated with 38.4 days in the community. Based on these data; the camp system
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was more successful than YA in achieving a higher ratio of crime-free time in

the community per release.

INTRODUCTION

The juvenile probation camp system is often the last local alternative
for handling delinguent youth preceding a deéision to commit to the Youth
Authority. It 1is believed that many youths placed in Jlocal camps might
otherwise have been committed to the care of the state. It is also believed

that local camps deal with many youths who are just as serious delinquents as

-

those committed to the state.

In Study Report No. 3, a comparison was made petween the characteristics
of samples of camp wards and Youth Authority (YA) wards drawn from the 1984
population. (Wedge and Palmer, 1986) This chapter presents a comparison of
both characteristics and outcomes for the 1982 camp releases and a sample of
YA wards released ffom institutions in 1982. The comparative analysis

attempts to answer the following questions:

1. How do the characteristics of camp wards compare to those
of YA wards? Is any segment of the camp population similar
to YA wards in characteristics and delinquent backgrounds?

2. Do wards maintained in the local camp system recidivate at

a different rate than wards committed to the state? Do
camp wards generally have different outcomes than YA wards?

METHOD

Outcome data for YA wards were available from a separate study in pro-
gress by the Youth Authority Research Division. That study's data set included
2,200 cases randomly selected from all YA wards (N = 4,425) released to parole

during FY 1981/82; for purposes of the present siudy, il was necessary to
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select cases from this group in a way that enhanced comparability with the camp
release sample. Therefore, of the 2,200 cases, all wards who met the following
criteria were se]ecteq:

(1) commitment from juvenile court,

(2) first admission to the Youth Authority,

(3) under age 18 at time of admission.

This selection process resulted in a sample of 726 wards who met all three
criteria.

Data on the characteristics of these wards were obtained from fhe Youth
Authority's Information Systems data fiies. Data on subsequent petitions and
adult court convictions were obtained through Bureau of Criminal Statistics rap
sheets-~the same source used to obtain follow-up histories for the camp sample.
Data on offenses, petitions, and adult court convictions were recorded for a
period of 24 months from date of parole. Though information was not available
on type of petition offenses that occurred prior to Youth Authority commitment,

it was available on the number of such petitions.

The comparison of outcomes was limited to males. In addition, since the
YA sample consisted of wards released to parole and contained no negative
femovals, the sample of camp wards was also limited to those who were satisfac-
torily released from camp. Camp removals for escape and disciplinary transfers
were'exciuded. The following analyses thus included 690 YA and 2,115 camp
males.

In comparing outcomes, analysis of covariance was routinely used to adjust
for pre-existing differences between YA and camp groups. A regression analysis
identified characteristics associated with--and thus predictive of--recidivism.
Characteristics identified in this manner were used to develop a risk of recid-

jvism scale. (See Appendix D for a complete description of this scale.) The
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risk variables/covariates were (1) number of prior sustained petitions, (2)
number of prior institutional commitments, and (3) age at first sustained peti-
tion.‘ In addition, to further equate for differences in fisk of recidivism,
some analyses involved comparing outcomes for YA and camp wards grouped by

lower, medium, and higher scores on the risk sga]e.

GENERAL DISCUSSION OF MAIN FINDINGS

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLES

Table 6.1 lists several characteristics of the 1982 camp and YA samples.
Both samples consist of males only. A similar comparison for females is pro-

vided in Appendix E. Major differences between the YA and camp samples are

Tisted below.

° Ethnicity: the YA sample contained a higher percentage of
Blacks and correspondingly fewer,Whites.

. Age at first sustained petition: YA wards received their first
sustained petition at a younger age--13.9 years vs. 14.4 for
camp wards.

. Age at admission: YA wards were slightly older at admission--
16.1 years vs. 15.7 for camp wards.

. Commitment offense: 41.9% of the YA wards were committed for
person crimes, compared to 23.5% of the camp wards. The "other"
category (generally minor-severity offenses) accounted for 15.2%
of the camp commitment offenses, compared to 4.2% for YA wards.

. Prior commitments: 39.0% of the YA wards had one or more prior
institutional commitments. Since these YA wards were first
admissions, all or almost all such priors were probably proba-
tion camp commitments. The corresponding figure for camp wards
was 24.3%.

. Prior sustained petitions: YA wards had an average of 3.2 prior
sustained petitions; camp wards had 1.7.
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TABLE 6.1

Characteristics of Youth Authority Parole Releases

and Probation Camp Releases (Males)

Youth Authority Camps
Characteristic N ] N %
Total Sample 690 100.0 2,115 100.0
Ethnic_Group a/
White 213 - 30.9 801 37.9
Hispanic 187 271.1 615 29.1
Black 271 40.1 654 30.9
Other 13 1.9 45 2.1
Age at First Sustained
Petition a/
11 and under 49 7.1 84 4.0
12 72 10.4 148 7.0
13 140 20.3 308 14.6
14 185 26.8 533 25.2
15 144 20.9 508 24.0
16 70 10.1 3173 17.6
17 30 4.3 161 7.6
Average Age 13.9 14.4
Age at Admission a/
13 and under 6 0.0 98 4.6
14 40 5.8 247 11.7
15 119 17.2 495 23.4
16 219 3.7 610 28.8
17 and 18 306 44 .4 665 3.4
Average Age 16.1 15.7
Type of Commitment
Offense a/
Person 289 41.9 498 23.5
Property 366 53.0 1,239 58.6
Drugs/Narcotics 6 0.9 57 2.7
Other 29 4.2 321 15.2
..66..
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CHAP 6.9

‘Youth Authority Camps
Characteristic N % N %
Prior Institutional
Commitments a/
None 418 61.0 1,600 715.17
1 or more 2617 39.0 515 24.3
Unknown 5 - 0 -
Prior Sustained
Petitions a/
" None 79 11.5 485 22.9
1 ) 67 9.8 693 32.8
2 131 19.1 449 21.2
3 132 19.3 233 11.0
4 or more 276 40.3 255 12.1
Unknown 5 - 4] -
Average Priors 3.2 1.7

a/ Significant differences were found between the characteristics'of YA
and camp wards on all variables.
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Risk of Recidivism. The YA and camp samples differed significantly on

each characteristic available for comparison, including those comprising the

recidivism risk scale. Below is the distribution of risk scores in the two

samples:

Risk Lgve] YA Wards Camp Wards
N A N X
Lower (1-2) 101 14.6 601 28.4
Medium (3-6) 343 49.7 1,148 54.3
- " Higher (7-8) 246  35.6 366 17.3
Average Risk 5.4 ’ 4.2

It can be seen that YA wards had higher risk scores--an average of 5.4,
compared to 4.2 for camp wards. Only 14.6% of the YA wards were in the lower
risk group, compared to 28.4% of the camp wards. Therefore, in the comparison

of outcomes for these two groups, analysis of covariance was used to adjust

outcomes for risk of recidivism.

Length of Stay. As seen in Table 6.2, YA wards spent an average of 441.6
days (14.5 months) in institutions prior to release. This is significantly
longer than the 179.5 days (5.9 months) for probation camp releases. In fact,

54.1% of the YA wards were in institutions for more than a year; compared to

5.3% of the camp wards.
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TABLE 6.2

Number and Percentage of Males With Specified
Lengths of Stay in Institutions

Length of Stay and
Number/Percentage of Releases

Total Under 4 to b 7 Mos. Days in
Releases 4 Mos. Mos. or Over Program
Study
Group N % N % N % Avg.
YA Wards 8 1.2 74 8.4 608 88.1 441.6
*
Camp Wards 2,115 659 31.2 812 38.4 644 30.4 179.5

*Difference is.statistically significant.

Note: Length of stay is also distributed as fo]]ohs:
YA Wards Camp Wards
N % N %
Under 1 year 317 45.9 2,003 94.7
1 to 2 years 311 451 112 5.3
Over 2 years 62 9.0 0 0.0
Discussion. The sample of YA wards differed significantly from camp wards

on all available characteristics.

YA wards were more delinquent in that they

(1) were younger at first sustained petition, (2) had more prior institutional
commitments, (3) had more prior sustained petitions, and (4) were more often
committed for crimes against persons. All but the last mentioned variable were
found to be associated with a higher risk of recidivism and were used in the
risk of recidivism scale in an aftempt to adjust for differeﬁces between YA and
camp groups. (A commitment offense of crimes against persons was not found to
be associated with risk of recidivism.) YA wards were also found to be older
than camp wards at time of admission and at time of release. Because older age
is generally related to lower recidivism rates, outcomes by age were examined

separately.
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RECIDIVISM QUTCOMES

Differences in recidivism outcomes were evaluated using four different
groupings of the youth samples. First, recidivism was compared between the
to£a1 YA and camp saaples; second, between youths grouped by recidivism risk
level; third, by age at release; and fourth, by Los Angeles County vs. other
counties.

Recidivism for Total Samples. Actual (unadjusted) recidivism rates are

shown in Table 6.3. While actual rates were significantly higher for camp
wards at 6-month follow-up (32.6% vs. 28.1% for YA wards), actual rates were
higher for YA wards at 18 months (62.6% vs. 57.7%) and at 24 months (69.4% vs.
62.2%) .

However, since YA wards had generally higher recidivism risk scores, sta-
tistical adjustment of the rates tended to move the rates closer together.
That is, adjusted rates for YA wards were lowered and, conversely, rates for
camp wards were increased somewhat. . The only significant difference--after
adjustment--was found at 6-month fo]]ow—up{ here, camp wards had the higher

rate--33.6% vs. 24.9% for YA wards.
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TABLE 6.3

Recidivism Rates for Total Samples of Youth Authority and Camp Males
During Four Follow-up Periods

Actual Recidivism Rates

Total

Releases 6 Mos. 12 mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
Study Group N N % N % N % N %
YA Wards 690 194 28.1 348 50.4 432 62.6 4179 69.4

* * *

Camp Wards 2,115 689 32.6 1,040 49.2 1,220  57.7 1,316 62.2

Adjusted Recidivism Rates a/

6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
Study Group % % % %
YA Wards 24.9* 46.6 58.5 65.6
Camp Wards 33.6 50.4 59.0 63.5

*Difference is statistically significant.

a/ Percentage of wards recidivating,. after statistical adjustment for risk of
recidivism.

Recidivism by Age at Release. Age has generally been found to be related
to recidivism; that is, as age increases, reﬁidivism rates tend to decrease.
Throughout this study, attempts were made to take this relationship into
account by introducing age at admission as a covariate in order to adjust for
age differences between the youth samples being compared. However, age at
admission may not have functioned well as a covariate in the comparison of camp
releases and YA parolees, since YA wards remained in institutions much longer
than camp re]ease§ (see Table 6.2) and were therefore older ai time of release.
In Table 6.4, recidivism results at 24-month follow-up are shown separately

for wards grouped by age at release. Because of the large differences in
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length of stay, this variable was included as a covariate in the adjustmént of
outcomes.

Table 6.4 indicates that camp wards had significantly lower recidivism
rates than YA wards in both the 17-year-old and 18- to 20-year-old categeries.
There was no difference in the rates for youths 16 years or younger. It is

difficult to draw conclusions from these findings other than, as already known,

.older youths tend to have lower recidivism rates than younger youths.

However, the findinas might support the hypothesis that youths released
from camps at ages 17, 18, 19, and 20 will have 1ower\recidivism rates than
éimilar—aged y;uths paroled from YA institutions. On the other hand, no sig-
nificant difference might be expected in the recidivism rates of youths 13 to

16 years released from YA or camp facilities.
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TABLE 6.4

Recidivism Rates at 24-Month Follow-up
for YA and Camp Wards, by Age at Release

No. and Pct. of Recidivists at 24-Month Follow-up

YA Wards Camp Wards
Age at |
Release Parolees Recidivists ¥ Rec. Releases Recidivists % Rec.
13 to 16 151 1M 73.5 1,112 785 . 10.8
17 | 205 153 74.6 658 360 54.8%
18 to 20 334 215 64.4 345 17 49.6%
Total * 690 479 69.4 2,115 1,316 62.2

*Difference in adjusted rates significant at the .05 level.

Recidiyism: Los Angeles vs. All Remaining Counties. - Youths released

from Los Angeles (LA) County camps had somewhat different characteristics than
releases from all remaining (non-LA) county camps (see Chapter 9). Because of
these differences, recidivism rates for YA and camp wards were compared
separately for LA and non-LA youths. Results are shown in Table 6.5. v
Among wards from Los Angeles County, those released from camps had a
lower 24-month recidivism rate than those re]easbd from YA institutions, 59.0%
vs. 69.8%, respectively. For youths from non-LA counties, lower rates were

found for YA wards at-12-month follow-up: 48.6% vs. 52.0% for camp releases.
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TABLE 6.5

Recidivism Rates for YA and Camp Wards:
Los Angeles County vs. Non-LA Counties

Recidivism Rates a/

Camp Follow-up
Group Period YA Wards Camp Wards
LA County ' 12 mos. 52.9 45.4
' 24 mos. 69.8 59.0%
Non-LA : 12 mos. 48.6* 52.0
24 mos. 69.1 64.7

-

a/ Actual rates are shown.

*Significant difference after covariance adjustment.

Recidivism by Risk Group. Recidivism rates are shown in Table 6.6 for

wards grouped by level of. risk of recidivism. The results were mixed, as
shown below.

Lower risk. Rates were somewhat higher for camp wards (ercept at 24
months). However, a significant difference was found only at 6
months: camps - 25.3%, YA - 15.8%.

Medium risk. Rates were higher for YA wards (except at 6 months).
Differences were statistically significant at 18 and 24 months. At
24 months the rates were: YA - 72.0%, camps - 63.6%. ?

Higher risk. Rates were higher for camp wards at all four follow-up
periods, and significantly so at 6 and 12 months. At 12 months, the
rates were: camps - 62.6%, YA 52.8%. At 24 months, little YA/camp
difference remained.

. Summarized below, for each follow-up period, is the risk group with the

higher (worse) recidivism rate. Significant differences are asterisked.

Risk Group 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 _mos.
Lower Camps* Camps Camps {no diff.)
Medium Camps YA YA® YA*

Higher Camps* Camps*  Camps Camps
-74-
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TABLE 6.6

Recidivism Rates for Males
During fFour Follow-up Periods,
By Recidivism Risk Group

Length of Follow-up and
Number/Percentage of Recidivists

Study Group No. in 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
and Risk
Risk Group Group N % N % . N % N %
Lower Risk
YA Wards 101 16 15.8 33 32.7 44 43.6 52 51.5
*x .
Camp Wards 601 152 25.3 238 39.6 281 46.8 308 51.4

]

Medium Risk
YA Wards 343 100 29.2 185 53.9 225 65.6 247 12.0
Camp Wards 1,148 378 32.9 573 49.9 674 58.17 730 63.6

Higher Risk
YA Wards 246 78 31.17 130 52.8 163 66.3 180 73.2

* *

Camp Wards 366 159 43.4 .. 229 62.6 265 J2.4 271 75:7

*Difference is statistically significant. Comparisons are between YA and camp
wards within each risk group.

These data might lend support to the following assumptions or hypotheses
for youths of each risk level.

Higher risks. Among higher risks, recidivism rates were lower for YA

than for camp wards, especially at 6- and 12-month follow-up. Since YA wards
had a Tlonger length of stay (LOS), it may be that these higher risk wards
benefited from longer institutional programs. (See Footnote 4 regarding LOS.)
wWho were the higher risk wards? By scale definition, they were those
(1) with more prior sustained petitions, (2) more prior dinstitutional

commitments, and (3) who were younger at onset of delinquency. Over 60% of
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the higher risks in both the YA and camp samples were committed for property
offenses. However, more YA higher risks were committed for person offenses
(34.6% vs. 15.3%) and more cahp wards were committed for less serijous offense;
in the "other" category (17.4% vs. 3.7%). 2/ 3/

" Lower risks. Loweé risk wards performed about .as well in the Youth
Authority as in camps, except for the immediate post-release period of six
months; during this time, YA wards had lower recidivism than camp wards. This
may reflect a more intensive level of supervision provided by the YA. However,
data were not on hand to explore this possibility.

Who were fhe lower risk wards? They teﬁded to be older, with fewer prior
petitions and commitments. In addition, lower risk YA wards dincluded 73.3%
whose commitiment offénses were against persons, compared to 36.1% among Jlower
risk camp wards. Person offenders, especially those with short prior records,
‘are generally considered to be bétter recidivism risks than, for instance,

chronic property offenders. Perhaps lower-risk/person-of fenders berefited more

2/ There were 64 camp watrds with commitment offenses in the "other" category.
These included 21 for miscellaneous misdemeanors and 34 for placement
fai]ure,_escape, and probation violation.

3/ Commitment offense is not always a good measure of "type of offender." For
instance, based on the complete prior record of the 64 camp wards with
“other" commitment offenses, 25 could have been classified as person
offenders and 32 as property offenders.
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from YA programs, which were generally longer than camp programs. 4/ In éddi—
tion, it may be that lower risk wards required a lesser degree of aftercare
services, except during the édjustment period immediately following release
from an institution.

Medium risks. These wards tended to perform better after being released

from camp nrograms than from YA institutions. Specifically, medium risk camp
wards had significantly lower recidivism rates than comparable YA wards at 18
and 24 months.

Medium risks generally fell between lower and higher risks on delinquency
factors. Compa;ed to higher risks, they had fewer prior petitions and may or
may not have had prior institutional commitments. About 60% of both YA and
camp medium risks were committed for property offenses. However, person
offenses accounted for commitments of 37.9% of the YA and 19.6% of the bamp
wards.

A final point is that YA wards tended to stay out of trouble longer after
release (see Table 6.8); hence, the consistently lower recidivism for YA wards

at 6-month follow-up across all three risk 1levels. Once again, this may

reflect differences in level and/or type of aftercare services.

4/ Average length of stay was longer for YA wards:

Length of Stay in Days

Risk Level YA Camps
Lower 541 179
Medium 427 180
Higher 421 180

Lower risk YA wards had-longer length of stay, even compared to medium and
higher risk YA wards. This reflects the fact that 73.3% of the lower risk
YA wards were person offenders, with longer sentences imposed. Note that
there was virtually no difference in 1.OS by risk level among camp wards.
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MOST SERIOUS RECIDIVISM OFFENSE

“The seriousness of recidivism offenses committed by wards during 12~ and
24—month'f01fowfup are shown in Table 6.7. There was no significant difference
between the average seriousness of recidivism offenses committed by YA and
cémp wards during either period. At 24 months, a slightly iarger percentage
of YA wards committed offenses in the high seriousness category, but this
difference was not significant. The average seriousness rating of recidivism
offenses-at 24-month follow-up was relatively similar: 5.8 for camp wards and

5.6 for YA wards on & 10-point scale, with 10 the most serious rating. 5/

-

5/ Regarding findings shown in Table 6.7, the question was asked, "Why did YA
wards have more high seriousness offenses, but a lower average seriousness
score?" Inspection of the actual seriousness scores showed that YA wards
had a greater percentage of seriousness scores rated as a "1" (11.0% vs.
6.1% for camp wards). Camp wards had more than twice as many offenses
rated al level 7 (26.1% vs. 12.9% for YA wards).
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TABLE 6.7

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Offense
Among Recidivists

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Total ' Number/Percentage of Wards
Recidivists Low Medium High
Group N N % N % N %

12-Mo. Follow-up “

YA Wards 310 a/ 60 19.4 186 60.0 64 20.7

Camp Wards 1,016 a/ 202 19.9 640 63.0 174 17.1
24-Mo. FolTow-up

YA Wards 418 b/ 72 11.2 250 59.8 96 23.0

Camp Wards 1,290 b/ 175  13.6 659 66.6 256 19.8

Note: Average seriousnhess scores:

12—hos.

YA - 5.4, Camps - 5.4

24-mos. YA - 5.6, Camps - 5.8 (difference not significant)

a/ Excludes 38 YA and 24 camp wards for whom type of offense was unknown.

b/ Excludes 61 YA and 26 camp wards for whom type of offense was unknown.

Violent Offenses. Table 6.8 shows the number of YA and camp wards with

one or more sustained petitions for violent offenses. No significant

differences were found at 12- or 24-month follow-up.
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TABLE 6.8

Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions for a Violent Offense

Length of Follow-up and
Number/Percentage of Wards
With Violent Offense

Total
Releases 12 Months 24 Months
Study -
Group N N % N %
YA Wards 690 75 10.9 M 16.1
Camp Wards 2,115 219 10.3 318 15.0

‘Note: No significant differences at 12 or 24 months.

TOTAL NUMBER OF SUSTAINED PETITIONS

Table 6.9 shows the total and average number of sustained petitions accumu-
lated by wards during the first 12 months and the full 24 months of follow-up.

Two types of data are presented: the average number of sustained petitions

(1) per recidivist and (2) per camp release (all releases --that is, recidivists"

plus nonrecidivists).

Camp wards had a higher average number of petitions per recidivist and per
release at both 12 and 24 months. For instance, at 24 months, camp recidi-

vists averaged 1.76 petitions, compared to 1.44 for YA recidivists.
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TABLE 6.9

Total and Average Number of Sustained Petitions/Offenses Per Recidivist
and Per Release During 12~ and 24-Month Follow-ups

Total and Average Number of Sustaine:zl Petitions

12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Sustained Per Per Sustained Per Per
Study Petitions Recidivist Release Petitions Recidivist Release
Group N Avg. Avg. N Avqg. Avg.
YA Wards 397 1.14 0.58 688 1.44 1.00
X X X z
Camp Wards . 1,512 1.45 0.Mm 2,313 1.76 1.09

x: Difference is significant for both actual averages and averages adjusted
for risk of recidivism.

z: Significant difference exists only after adjustment for risk of recidivism.

AVERAGE TIME TO FIRST SUSTAINED PETITION

YA recidivists spent an average.of 9.1 months in the community prioé to
their first sustained petition; this'was significant]y longer than the 7.5
months for camp wards (Table 6.10).

Combining data from Table 6.10 with data on length of stay from Table

6.2, a ratio was calculated for time spent in the program to time spent in the

community prior to first sustained petition. Analyzed in this manner, the
longer institutional stay for YA wards did_ not necessarily result in more
crime-free time in the community than for camp wards (who had appreciably
shorter lengths of stay): For every 30 days spent by a YA recidivist in an
institution, 19.8 days were spent in the community (before reoffending); in '
contrast, for camp recidivists, 30 days in camp was equated with 38.4 days in
the community. However, when looked at yet another way, these outcomes seemed

more comparable. For inslance, by adding "days oul" for successes (al the
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TABLE 6.10

Number of Days From Release to First
Sustained Petition/Offense

Total Time to
Recidivist Sustained Petition
Study : Avg. Avg.
Group N Days Months
YA Wards 479  276.4 9.1
X
Camp Wards 1,316 - 221.0 1.5

x: Difference is significant between both actual and adjusted scores.

rate of 730 days or 24 months) to "days out" prior to reoffending by recid-
ivists, a figure of 414 "offense-free" days 1is arrived at for YA wards, and
417 such days for camp wards. However, one muSt still consider the fact the
YA wards spent more than twfce as much time in an institution than did camp
wards. Overall, it appearé that offense~-free time 1in the community was

obtained with a shorter institutional stay for camp than for YA releases.

NUMBER AND TYPE OF SUSTAINED PETITIONS DURING FOLLOW-UP

Sustained petition offenses accumulated by the two samples during 24-month
follow-up are shown in Table 6.11. The data refer to number of petitions, not
the number of wards with petitions. For example, YA wards accumulated a total
of 627 sustained petitions during follow—up,"of which 6, or 1.0%, were for
homicide/mansIaﬁghter. Following Table 6.11 is a list of the mosi frequently
occurring offenses for the two groups. There is much similarity between the

' types of post-release offenses committed by YA and camp wards.
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l CHAP 6.25
l TABLE 6.11
'Number and Percentage of Sustained Petitions/0ffenses
' Occurring in 24-Month Follow-up Period
l _ Follow-up YA Wards Camp Wards
Petition/Of fense Type N % N %
' GRAND TOTAL 627 100.0 - 2,287 1000.0
Homicide/Mans]aughtgr 6 1.0 17 0.7
' Robbery 53 8.4 142 6.2
Assault . 62 9.9 205 9.0
' Forcible Rape 6 9.9 205 9.0
' Kidnapping 0 0.0 5 0.2
Arson 0 0.0 ; 4 0.2
. Burglary 114 18.2 436 19.1
Theft/Forgery 103 16.4 375 16.4‘
l Petty Theft 51 8.1 141 ‘ 6.2
' Other Sex Offense 4 0.6 17 0.7
Drugs/Narcotics 22 3.5 61 2.1
' Other Drug Offenses 24 3.8 13 5.7
Marijuana 8 1.3 | 44 1.9
l Misc. Felony 17 2.1 58 2.5
. Misdemeanor Property 8 1.3 68 3.0
l Misc. Misdemeanor 46 7.3 170 7.4
' Traffic/Drunk Driving 4 0.6 56 2.4
Prob./Parole Violation 93 14.8 289 12.6
l . Escape v 6 1.0 55 2.4
i
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Most Frequent Offerises for YA and Camp Samples

" By Percentage of Total Offenses

YA Wards | Camp Wards
18.2% - burglary | ' 19.1% - burglary
16.4% - theft/forgery 16.4% - theft/forgery
14.8% -~ -parole violation 12.6% - probation violation
9.9% - ;ssault 9.0% - assault
. 8.4% - r;bbery 71.4% - misc. misdemeanor
| - robbery

7.3% - misc. misdemeanor 6.2%

-~

PAROLE OR PROBATION STATUS AT 24-MONTH FOLLOW-UP

Table 6.12 shows that some two-thirds (67.9%) of the YA wards were still
on active parule status 24 months after release from an institution. dn]y
22.4% of the camp wards remained on active probation at that point. This
reflects a much 1ongér period of post-release supervision for YA wards.

Table 6.13 shows: that, of those wards removed from probation or parole,
57.8% of the YA wards were rgmoved for negative reasons (recommitment to YA).
Among camip wafds; 27.0% of the removals were for negative reasons (jail sen-
tence, adult probation; or state commitment). This difference is statistically

significant. 6/

6/ The figures on type of removal from parole/probation are incomplete since
it is not known how many of the 92 YA wards with positive removals were
subsequently recommitted to the state during 24-month follow-up. However,
it is known that of the 1,174 camp wards with positive removals, 166 were
committed to the state sometime after removal from probation but prior to
the end of 24-month follow-up.
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TABLE 6.12

Status of Wards at End of 24-Month
Period Following Release

Active Status or Removal Type

Total Still Positive Negative

Releases Active Removal a/ Removal b/
Study Group N N % - N % N %
YA Wards 679 ¢/ 4671 67.9 92 13.86 126 18.6
- Camp Wards 2,074 d/ 425 22.4 1,174 56.6 435 21.0

Positive rethoval: YA - discharge without violation;
camps - wardship termination.

Negative removal: YA - discharge while on violation status;
camps - termination with jail, adult probation, or state commitment.

Excludes 11 cases with unclassified discharges.

Excludes 41 cases terminated as transfers to other counties or whose
whereabouts were unknown.

TABLE 6.13

Type of Removal From Probation
or Discharge From Parole
During 24-Month Follow-up

Total Removals Type of Removal or Discharge
or Discharges Positive a/ Negative b/

Study Group N N % N %
YA Wards 218 ¢/ 92 42.2 126 57.8
Camp Wards 1,609 d/ 1,174 13.0 435 27.0

Note: Difference is statistically significant.

a/ b/ ¢/ d/ See footnotes to Tahle 6.12.
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SECTION THREE
MAIN FINDINGS FOR SELECTED SAMPLES

Section Two described probation outcomes for the total sample of 2,B35
probation camp releases. Results were provided for both males and females.

Section Three presents outcomes for males released from camps grouped in
two major categories of special interest: (1) open (nonsecure) camps Vvs.
closed (secure) camps, and (2) camps in lLos Angeles County vs. those in the
rest of the s%ate. In addition, outcomes are presented for youths grouped by

characteristics.

Section Three Contents

Chapter 7 - Describes how table footnotes are used to assist the reader in
determining if there are significant differences between (1)
actual rates and outcomes and (2) adjusted rates and outcomes
(rates and outcomes adjusted for group differences using statis-
tical analysis of covariance).

Chapter 8 - Compares outcomes for youths released from open (nonsecure) and
closed (secure camps).
Chapter 9 - Compares outcomes for youths }eleased from Los Angeles County
camps and camps in remainder of the state.
Chapter 10 - Presents selected outcomes for youths grouped by characteristics.
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CHAPTER 7
COMPARISON OF OUTCOMES FOR CAMPS

GROUPED IN CATEGORIES OF SPECIAL INTEREST: GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

In Chapter 8, outcomes for youths released from open (nonsecure) camps are
compared with those for youths released from” closed (secure) camps. In
Chapter 9, outcomes for the 14 Los Angeles County camps are compared with
those for camps operated in all remaining counties.

A11 data in this section pertain 1o males only.

Chapter 5 showed that females differed from males on several 1important
characteristics, including those comprising the recidivism risk scale. 1In
addition, Chapter 5 indicated that females had a lower recidivism rate than
males. Given these male/female differences, all 257 females have been excluded
from the remaining analyses, mainly in order to increase generalizability of
the findings. Eleven males in predominant’y female camps were also excluded.
Thus, subsequent analyses are based on a modified, slightly reduced sample of

2,578 males.

STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES

The chapters in Section 3 (Chapters 7 to 10) contain numerous comparisons
between outcomes for various groupings of youths. The tables display the
actual outcomes obtained in the follow-up analysis.

OQutcomes were also analyzed using an analysis of covariance technique to
statistically control for risk of recidivism (described in Chapter 2). The
resulting adjusted outcomes are not shown in the tables. However, each tab]e‘

contains footnotes indicating when differences in either actual or adjusted
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outcomes were statistically significant. Where convenient, the following
symbols have been used to indicate the type of statistical significance that
exists between the'groups thch have been compared:

X - a significant' difference exists between outcomes, using both
actual and adjusted data;

y - a significant difference exists between actual outcomes; how-
ever, after covariance, the adjusted outcomes were not signifi-
cantly different;

z - no significant difference exists between actual outcomes; how-
ever, after covariance, the adjusted outcomes were significantly
different. :

Differences were considered statistically significant if their probability
value was .05 or less (and many probability values were at the .01 and .001
level of significance). A significance level of .05.can be roughly interpreted
as follows: a similar difference in outcomes could have occurred by chance

alone no more ihan five times out of every 100 times that such comparisons were

made on groups randomly drawn from the same population.

SATISFACTORY VS. UNSATISFACTORY COMPLETIONS

In many program studies, analysis of outcomes is Timited to those subjects
who completed the proéram. However, some researchers and practitioners believe
there should be some accountability for all subjects--including those who do
not complete the program. Therefore, in Chapters 8 and 9, outcome data will
be presented separately for: (1) youths who satisfactorily completed their
camp programs; (?) those removed from the programs prior to completion; and
(3) all youths whc entered the. programs, regardless of type of release or

removal.
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CHAP 8.1

CHAPTER 8
OPEN CAMPS VS. CLOSED CAMPS

HIGHLIGHTS

Youths released from open and closed camps were compared on all available
outcome measures. in addition, findings are presented for youths with satis-
factory completions and those who were unsatisfactory removals.

Chart 8.1 1lists the outcome measures and indicates which camp group--open
or closed--had the more negative outcomes on each var‘able, Major findings
include the following:

(] The rate of satisfactory program completion was 82.£% in closed camps
and 81.8% in open camps; that is, it was essentially equal. (Table

8.2)

e Length of stay was longer for youths in closed than in open camps--
239.7 days (7.9 months) vs. 151.3 days (5.0 months). (Table 8.3)

e Actual recidivism rates were slightly higher for open camps. After

adjustment, however, the differences in rates were significant at
each follow-up period. (Table 8.4)

Percentaﬁe of Youths Recidivating

Type of Camp 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
Open 40.5 55.9 63.5 67.4
Closed 36.8 51.4 60.0 64.9

e Recidivism rates were compared between youths grouped by risk of
recidivism. Among satisfactory completers in each risk group (lower,
medium, and higher), those from open camps had highs~ recidivism than
corresponding groups of youth from closed camps. (Teble 8.5).

® Post-release offenses of closed camp youths were more serious: after
12-month follow-up, 22.6% of these youths had recidivism offenses
categorized as high in seriousness, compared to 14.0% of those in
open camps. The percentage of high seriousness offenses at 24 months
was 25.3% for closed and 17.2% for open camps. (Tables 8.6 and 8.7)
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During 24-month follow-up, a somewhat larger percentage of closed
camp releases committed violent offenses: 20.1% vs. 14.9% of open
camps. (Table 8.8) The percentage of recidivists with violent
follow-up offenses at 24 months was 33.0% for closed camps and 22.7%
for open camps. - C ST

Recidivists from open camps'had slightly more sustained petitions--
1.52 at 12 months, compared to 1.39 for closed camps. At 24 months,
the corresponding averages were 1.86 and 1.69. (Table 8.9)

More time elapsed from camp release to first sustained petition for
closed camp youths--214.7 to 193.8 days. (Table 8.10)

More closed camp cases were negatively terminated from probation as a
result of a state commitment--30.4%, compared to 20.7% of the open
camps. (Table 8.12)

Overall, more closed camp releases were committed to state institu-
tions during the 24-month follow-up. Including both state commitments
at probation termination and those occurring after termination, 39.2%
o6f the closed camp youths had such commitments, cc~pared to 27.9% of
open camp youths. (Table 8.14)
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CHART 8.1

Differences in Outcomes Between Open and Closed Camps

Camp Group and
Program Completion Type

OQutcome Measure A Total Satis. Unsat.
Longer length of stay CLOSED CLOSED CLOSED
Higher recidivism rate at 6 mos. OPEN OPEN
Higher recidivism rate at 12 mos. OPEN OPEN
Higher recidivism rate at 18 mos. OPEN OPEN
Higher recidivism rate at 24 mos. OPEN
A more serious recidivism offense - 12 mos. CLOSED CLOSED
A more serious recidivism offense - 24 mos. CLOSED CLOSED

More wards with violent recidivism

offenses - 12 mos. CLOSED CLOSED
More wards with violent recidivism

offenses - 24 mos. N CLOSED CLOSED
More wards with violent recidivism offenses

among those with prior violence - 12 mos. CLOSED
More wards with violent recidivism offenses

among those with prior violence - 24 mos . CLOSED CLOSED
Higher average no. of petitions among

recidivists - 12 mos. OPEN . OPEN
Higher average no. of petitions among

recidivists - 24 mos. OPEN OPEN
Higher average no. of petitions among

total wards - 12 mos., OPEN OPEN
Higher average no. of petitions among

total wards - 24 mos. OPEN OPEN
Fewer days to 1st sustained petition OPEN

More total state commitments during _
24-month foliow-up CLOSED CLOSED  CLOSED

Note: The above findings include only those for which the difference between
adjusted outcomes was statistically significant.
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CHAP 8.4
INTRODUCTION

The comparison of'outcomes for youths released from open and closed camps
is of intefest because such camps represent different milieus. A1l closed
camﬁs have secure perimeters and most have locked living units and/or rooms.
They are more often comprised of two or more living units, with about half
tﬁeir population residing in rooms rather than dormitories. Compared to open
camps, they are more often located within city limits, in urban or suburban
areas. Open camps are more typicaily Ioéateq in~rura1 or mountain areas, sel-
dom have locked fences, buildings, or rooms, and their wards generally reside
in dormitories. (Palmer and Wedge, 1985) Few county probation departments
operate both open and closed camps;kmany, therefore, are without this assign-
ment option. Of the 21 counties that operate camps, 15 have only open camps,
one hés only a closed camp, and five have both types.

At this point in the analysis, females were removed from the study sampie.
This resulted in the elimination of two all-female camps--the Contra Costa
Gﬁrls Center and the San Diego Girls Unit. 1In addition, two co-ed camps were
eliminated because they contained a preponderance of females: San Bernardino's
Kuiper. Youth Center (70X females) and Santa Clara's Muriel Wright Residential
Center (89% females). It was felt that these predominantly female programs
represented uncommon--difficult to generalize--conditions for males. It was
also believed that males assigned to camps with predominantly female popula-
tions might be a select group. Only 11 males were dropped from ‘the sample as
a result of being in either of these camps. -The revised study sample thus
contained 2,578 males: 2,045 from 37 open camps and 533 from 9 closed camps.

These camps are as follows:
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OPEN CAMPS COUNTY
Chabot Alameda

Los Cerros Alameda
Fouts Springs Colusa/Solano/Yolo
Byron Ranch Contra Costa
Bar-0 Ranch Del Norte
Camp Owen Kern
Afflerbaugh Los Angeles
Mendenhall Los Angeles
Miller Los Angeles
Munz Ltos Angeles
Paige Los Angeles
Scott Los Angeles
Scudder Los Angeles

Mira Loma North

Barley Flats

Camp 0'Neal

Los Pinos

Joplin

Orange Youth
Guidance Center

CLOSED CAMPS

Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Mono

Orange
Orange

Qrange

COUNTY

Boys Center
Wakefield
Youth Facility
Gonzales
Holton
Kilpatrick
Dorothy Kirby
Rockey

Los Amigos

Contra Costa
Fresno

Kern

Los Angeles

Los Angeles

Los Angeles

Los Angé]es

Los Angeles

Orange
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OPEN CAMPS COUNTY
Juvenile Treatment

Center Placer
Twin Pines Riverside
Van Horn Riverside
Crossroads Riverside
Boys Ranch Sacramento
Thornton Center

Verdemont

Rancho del Rayo

Log Cabin

Glenwood

Los Prietos

James Ranch

Holden Ranch

Sonoma Youth
Center

Adolescent Center

Meyers

Colston Youth
Center

Work Release

Sacramento

San Bernérdino
San Diego

San Francisco
San Mateo
Santa Barbara
Santa Clara
Santa Clara

Sonoma
Sonoma
Tulare

Ventura
Ventura
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Adjustment for Risk of Recidiyism. A1l outcome data were statistically

adjusted for risk of recidivism. 1/ Adjustments were quite small and usually
representéd aﬁ -increase err the original (actual or unadjusted) difference
between open and closédkcamps. For example, actual recidivism rates at 24
months were: .open camps, 67.4% and closed camps, 64.9% (a difference of 2.5).
After adjustment they were: open camps, 67.8% and_closed camps, 63.3% (a dif-

ference of 4.5).

1/ The average risk score was 4.3 for open camps and 4.5 for closed camps.
Recidivism risk is scored from 1 to 8, with 8 being the higher, more seri-
ous risk. The percentages in each risk group were:

Risk Level Open Camps Closed Camps
Lower 26.9 24.2
Medium 54 .3 §3.7
Higher 18.8 22.13
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GENERAL DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE.WARDS

An analysis of data (not shown) revealed several differences between the
characteristics of youths assigned to open and closed camps. Below are some
of these differences--all of which were statistically significant. 2/

Closed camps, compared to open camps, contained more youths who:

1. Were ethnic minorities, 68.7% vs. 59.6%;
2. Were committed for crimes against persons, 27.8% vs. 21.0%;
3. Had one or more prior institutional commitments, 33.2% vs. 26.0%;
4. MWere, on average, younger at time of first sustained petition--
14.0 vs. 14.4 years--and also at time of camp admission, 15.5
vs. 15.8 years;
5. Had more prior violent offenses, 0.52 vs. 0.40, on average.
However, youths in open and closed camps had the same average number of prior

sustained petitions (1.8) and, of those in closed camps, 22.1% were in the

higher recidivism risk category, compared to 18.8% in open camps.

TYPE OF CAMP RELEASE OR REMOVAL

The type of release or removal for youths in open and closed camps is shown
in Table 8.1. The respective percentages of youths released to probation

supervision/foster care are quite similar (78.3% vs. 79.4%).

2/ For further information on the differences between open and closed camp
wards, see Report No. 3 - California's Juvenile Probation Camps: Com-
parision of Characteristics of Youth in Juvenile Justice Programs. CYA,
February 1986,
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However, more open than closed camp youths were removed while on escape
status (8.9% vs. 2:2%), and fewer open than closed camp youths were trans-
ferred to other custody settings (9.2% vs. 15.0%).

Releases to probation or terminations of wardship were defined as satis-
factory completions of camp programs. Removals while on escape status and

transfers to another custody setting were considered unsatisfactory removals.

Table 8.2 shows the number and percentage of youths who satisfactorily com-
pleted their programs. No significant difference existed between the percent-
age of satisfactory completions in open as compared to closed camps (B1.8% vs.

82.8%).
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Number and Percentage of Males With Specified

TABLE 8.1

Releases or Removals From Camp

CHAP 8.9

Type of Release or Removal

To Probation Termination Removal Transfer
Supervision/ of During to Other
Total Foster Care Wardship Escape Custody
Type of
Camp N % N % N X N N %
Total 2,578 100.0 2,025 178.6 90 3.5 194 1.5 269 10.4
Open 2,045 179.3 1,602 78.3 72 3.5 182 8.9 189 9.2
Closed 533 20.7 423 79.4 18 3.4 12 2.2 80 15.0
TABLE 8.2
Number and Percentage of Males With
Satisfactory and Unsatisfactory
Camp Program Completions
Type of Camp Program Completion
Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Type of
Camp N % N %
Total 2,115 82.0 463  18.0
Open 1,674 81.8 an 18.2
Closed 441 82.8 i 92 17.2
Note: No significant difference between

open and closed camps.
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LENGTH OF STAY

Table 8.3 indicates that the average length of stay (LOS) for all youths

in closed camps was longer than for those in open camps--239.7 days (7.8

months) wvs. 151.3 days (5.0 months). Over half (55.0%) of the closed camp
youfhs remained in the program seven months or longer. This was true of only
one out of five youths in open camps. On the other hand, 41.2¥% in open camps

stayed less than four months, compared to 18.8% in closed camps.

TABLE 8.3

Length of Stay in Camp Programs
by Type of Camp and Type of Release

Length of Stay and

- Total Number/Percentage of Releases
Type of Camp Male Under 4 to 6 7 Mos. Days in
and Releases 4 Mos. Mos. and Qver Program
Type of Release N N % N % N % Avg.
Total Camps
Open 2,045 842 41.2 768 37.6 435 21.3 151.3
. X
Closed 533 100 18.8 140 26.3 293 55.0 239.7
Satisfactory
Open 1,674 599 35.8 687 41.0 388 23.2 160.8
X
Closed 441 60 13.6 125 29.3 256 58.1 250.7
Unsatisfactory
Open 3N 243 65.5 81 21.8 47 2.7 108.7
X

Closed 92 40 43.5 15 16.3 37 40.2 186.8

x: Signitvicant difference exists between both actual and adjusted outcomes.
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Length of stay was longer in closed camps in both the satisfactory and the
unsatisfactory completion groups. However, LOS was generally shorter for the
unsatisfactory group because some youths escaped or were transferred soon after

commitment. (See Chapter 4 for more information on escapes.)

RECIDIVISM OUTCOMES

Table 8.4 shows that releases from open camps had slightly higher recidi-
vism rates than those from closed camps in all follow-up periods. Recidivism
rates for open and closed camps, respectively, were: at 6 months, 40.5% vs.
36.8%; at 12 months, 55.9% vs. 51.4%; at 18 months, 63.5% vs. 60.0%; and at 24
months, 67.4% vs. 64.9%. There were no significant differences in the actua)
recidivism rates. However, after adjusting for risk of recidivism, the differ-
ences were then statistically significant. For instance, adjusted recidivism
rates at 24 months were 67.8% for open camps and 63.3% for closed camps.

Satisfactory Completions. Among youths who satisfactorily completed their

programs, the actual recidivism rates for open vs. closed camps were not sig-
nificantly different. However, after covariance adjustment, significant dif-
ferences were found, with open camp wards having higher (adjusted) recidivism

at 6-, 12-, and 18-month follow-up (but not at 24 months).
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TABLE 8.4

.Recidivism,0utcomes: Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods

Length of Follow-Up and
Number/Percentage of Recidivists

Total .

Type of Camp Releases 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
Type g?dRejeage N N % N % i N % N X
Jotal Camps

Open . 2,045 829 40.5 1,143 55.9 1,299 63.5 1,379 67.4

Closed . . 533 196Z 36.8 274z 51.4 320Z 60.0 346z 64.9
Satisfactory

Open 1,674 557 33.3 840 50.2 979 58.5 1,052 62.8

Closed - 4N ]32z 29.9 200Z 45.4 241Z 54.6 264Z 59.9
Unsatisfactory

Open . | 3?1 2712 13.3 303 81.7 320 86.2 327 88.1

Closed | 92 64 69.6 74 80.4 79 85.9 82 89.1

z: Significant difference exists between.adjusted outcomes only.

RECIDIVISM BY RISK GROUP

Recidivism.rates for youths in lower, medium, and higher recidivism risk
groups are shown in Table 8.5 for satisfactory releases. Youths in open camps
had higher .recidivism rates than those in closed camps within each risk group
and at each f&]low—up period.  However, these differences were small,

especially among medium and higher risks.
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TABLE 8.5

Recidivism Oufcomes, by Recidivism Risk Group
For Males with Satisfactory Camp Release

Length of Follow-up and
- Number/Percentage of Recidivists

Type of Camp No. in
and Risk 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
“Risk Group Group N % N X N % N %
Open Camps
Lower Risk 483 128 26.5 200 41.4 233 48.2 257 53.2
Medium Risk 913 308 33.7 465 50.9 543 59.5 584 64.0
Higher Risk 2178 121 43.5 176 63.0 203 13.0 211 715.9

Closed Camps

Lower Risk 118 24 20.3 38 32.2 48 40.7 52 44.1
Medium Risk 235 70 29.8 108 46.0 131 55.7 146 62.1
Higher Risk 88 38 43.2 54 61.4 62 70.4 66 75.0

Note: Significance tests were used to compare recidivism rates for open vs.
closed camps within each risk group for each follow-up period; i.e.,
lower risk/open camps vs. lower risk/closed camps. None of the differ-
ences were statistically significant.
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CHAP 8.14

MOST SERIOUS RECIDIVISM OFFENSE

Each post-release offense (sustained petition) was rated as to degree of seri-
ousness. 3/ Table 8.6 shows the percentage of youths whose most serious

follow-up offense was categorized at the low, medium, or high seriousness

level.
TABLE 8.6
Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among
Recidivists During 12-Month Follow-Up
- “Seriousness Level of Petition and
Type of Camp Total Number/Percentage of Wards
and Recidivists a/ Low Medium High
Type of Release N : N % N % N %

Total Camps

Open 1,101 229 20.8 718 65.2 154 14.0
Closed 252 42 16.7 153 60.7 57 22.6
Satisfactory )
Open 821 172 21.0 522 63.6 127 15.5
Closed 195x 30 15.4 118 60.5 41 24.
Unsatisfactory
Open 280 57 20.4 196 70.0 21 9.6
Closed 57 12 21.0 35 61.4 10 17.5

a/ Excludes 64 cases for whom recidivism offenses were unknown.

- X: Significant difference exists between both actual and adjusted outcomes.

3/ See "Seriousness of Offense Scale," Appendix C.
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At 12 months, 22.6% of the closed camp youths had recidivism offenses in
the high seriousness category. The figure for open camp youtﬁs was 14.0%.
Youths from open camps committed correspondingly more offenses in the low ser-
jousness category than did those from closed camps. Findings were similar at
24 months (Table 8.7).

Data previously presented (Table 8.4) showed that fewer closed than open
camp youths recidivated. However, as seen in Tables 8.6 and 8.7, closed camp
youths were more 1likely than open camp youths to have recidivism offenses in

the high seriousness category at 12- and 24-months follow-up.

TABLE 8.7

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among
Recidivists During 24-Month Follow-Up

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Type of Camp Total Number/Percentage of Wards
and Recidivists a/ Low: Medium High
Type of Release N N % N % N %

Total Camps
Open 1,346 195 14.5 919 68.3 232 17.2

Closed 324x 37 1.4 205 63.3 82 25.3
Satisfactory

Open 1,035 151 14.6 696 67.2 188 18.2

Closed 255x 24 9.4 ) 163 64.2 68 26.8
Unsatisfactory

Open 3N 44 14.2 223 M.1 44 14.2

Closed 69 13 18.8 42 60.9 14 20.3

a/ Excludes 55 cases for whom recidivism offenses were unknown.

x: Significant difference exists between both actual and adjusted ocutcomes.
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Satisfactory Completions. For this group also, closed camp youths had

more serious recidivism offenses. By 24 months, 26.8% of the closed camp
youths had committed recidivism offenses in the high seriousness category,
compared to 18.2% of those in open camps.

'A1though the outcomes for unsatisfactory removals followed a similar pat-
tern relative to medium and high seriousness offenses, neither the actual nor

adjusted rates were significantly different for open vs. closed camps.

VIOLENT RECIDIVISM OFFENSES

After 24 month follow-up, 20.1% of the closed camp releases had sustained
petitions for one or more violent offenses, compared *3 14.9% of the open camp
réleases (Table 8.8). The percentage of releases with a violent recidivism
offense was significantly higher for closed camps at both 12 and 24 months.
Differences remained significant when the recidivism rates were adjusted for
level of risk. |

There were 1,346 yohths with known recidivism offenses from opén camps
during the 24-month follow-up (Table 8.7) and of these, 305 (22.7%) committed
violent offenses. Of the 324 recidivists {(with known offenses) from closed

camps, 107 (33.0%) committed such offenses.

Satisfactory Completions. As seen in Table 8.8, the percentage of violent
recidivism offenses was consistently higher for closed camp youths. However,
at 12 months the percentage difference was not significant after adjustment
for risk.

Unsatisfactory Completions. At 12 months, a higher percentage of closed

camp youths in the unsatisfactory group had violent recidivism offenses, after
adjusting for risk. However, at 24 months the adjusted difference between

these groups was not significant.
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TABLE 8.8

Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions for a Violent Offense During
12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups

Length of Follow-Up and
Number/Percentage of Wards |

: \ Total With Violent Offense |
Type of Camp Releases 12 Mos. a/ 24 Mos. a/
Type 22dRelease N Nl % N %
Total Camps

Open 2,045 204 10.0 305 14.9

Closed 533 74x 13.9 107x 201
Satisfactory

Open 1,674 162 9.7 235 14.0

Closed 441 57y 12.9 asx 18.8
Unsatisfactory

Open 3n 42 - 11.3 70 18.9

Closed 92 ]72 18.5 24 26.1

Note: Violent offenses were:
napping, and forcible rape.

a/ Recidivism offenses were unknown for 64 cases -at 12 months and 55 at 24
months. Some of these offenses may have been violent.

N« X

Significant difference exists between both actual and adjusted outcomes.
Significant difference exists between actual outcomes only.
Significant difference exists between adjusted outcomes only.

homicide/manslaughter, robbery, assault, kidnap-
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TOTAL NUMBER OF SUSTAINED PETITIONSi

Tab]e 8.9 shows the total and average number of sustained petitions accu-
mulated by reléases during the first 12 months and the full 24 months of fol-
low-up. The average number of sustained petitions is shown per recidivist only
and per camp release (recidivists and nonrecidivists combined).
. At 24 monfhs, recidivists from open camps had, accumulated an average of
1.86 sustained petitions each, compared to 1.69 for the closed camp group.
Statistically significant differences were also found between the average for
total camp reieases——1.26 for open camp wards and 1.10 for the closed camp
group; However, the differences were not very large.

Satisfactory Completions. The difference in average number of sustained

petitions at 24 months for satisfactory completers was significant for total
camp releases--1.12 for open camps and 0.98 for closed camps--and for recidi-

vists (1.79 vs. 1.64). Again, the differences were not large.

AVERAGE TIME TO FIRST SUSTAINED PETITION

Recidivists from c¢losed camps spent an average of 214.7 days in the commun-
ity prior to their first sustained petition; the figure for open camp recidi-
vists was 193.8 (Table 8.10). When adjusted this difference was statistically
significant. |

Using data from Table 8.10 and data on length of stay from Table 8.3, a

ratio was calculated on time spent in the camp program to time spent in the

comnunity prior to first sustained petition. For every 30 days a recidivist
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TABLE 8.9

Total and Average Number of Sustained Petitions Per Recidivist
and Per Release During 12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups

Total and Average Number of Sustained Petitions

12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Sustained Per Per Camp Sustained Per Per Camp
Type of Camp Petitions Recidivist Release Petitions Recidivist Release
and
Type of Release N Avg. Avg. " N Avg. Avg.
Total Camps '
Open 1,734 1.52 0.85 2,5M 1.86 - 1.26
X X X X
Closed 381 1.39 0.71 586 1.68 1.10
Satisfactory
Open 1,248 1.49 0.75 1,881 1.79 1.12
X X z X
Closed 264 ) 1.32 0.60 432 1.64 0.98
Unsatisfactory ’
Open 486 1.60 1.31 690 2.1 1.86
Closed 17 1.58 1.21 154 1.88 1.67

x: Significant difference exists between both actual and adjusted outcomes.
z: Significant difference exists between adjusted outcomes only.

spent in an open camp, he spent 36.6 days in the community (before reoffend-
ing). Closed camp youths, for every 30 days in camp, spent 26.1 days in the
community. Analyzed in this manner, time spent in an open .camp was associated
with more offense-free time in the community (prior to first sustained peti-
tion) than was true for closed camps. Among satisfactory completers, the cor-
responding figures were 41.4 days for open camps and 27.0 days for closed

camps.
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TABLE 8.10

Number of Days From Camp Release
to First Sustained Petition

Type of Camp Recgggg}sts Time to First Sustained Petition
, and Avg. Avg.
Type of Release N Days Months
Total Camps .

Open 1,379 193.8 6.4

Closed 346 ’ 214.1° 7.1
Satisfactory

Open 1,052 ' 223.3 7.3

Closed 264 242, 8.0
Unsatisfactory

Open 327 99.0 ‘ 3.3

Closed g2 126.7 4.2

z: Significant difference exists between adjusted outcomes only.

In both the satisfactory and unsatisfactory groups, time to first sustained
petition was longer for closed than for open camp recidivists; however, these

differences were not significant.

NUMBER AND TYPE OF SUSTAINED RECIDIVISM OFFENSES

The total number of various types of sustained petitions accumulated by
releases from open and closed camps during 24-month fol]ou—up is shown in
Table 8.11--separately for satisfactory and unsatisfactory completers. (Data
for the total camp sample are shown in Chapter 5.) Table 8.11 indicates the
aggregate number of sustained petitions, not the number of youths with peti-

tions. For example, youths released from open camps with satisfactory
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TABLE 8.1

Number and Percentage of Sustained Petitions
Occurring in 24-Month Follow-Up Period

Satisfactory Completion Unsatisfactory Completion
Follow-Up Petition Open Closed Open Closed

Offense Type N .3 N X N .3 N 3
GRAND TOTAL a/ 1,864 100.0 423 100.0 674 100.0 141 100.0
Homicide/Manslaughter 14 0.8 3 0.7 2 0.3 1 0.7
Robbery 94 5.0 48 11.4 23 3.4 1 '5.0
Assault 160 8.6 45 10.6 50 1.4 21 14.9
Forcible Rape 9 0.5 4 1.0 2 0.3 1 0.7
Kidnapping 3 0.2 2 0.5 4 0.6 0 0.0
Arson 2 0.1 2 0.5 1 0.2 1 0.1
Burglary 342 18.4 94 22.2 82 12.2 25 17.1
Theft/Forgery ' 289 15.5 86 20.3 16 11.3 17 12.1
Petty Theft 119 6.4 22 5.2 28 4.2 3 2.1
Other Sex Offenses 15 0.8 0.5 1 1.0 1 0.7
Drug/Narcotics 53 2.8 1.9 1.0 ] 0.7
Other Drug 109 5.8 22 5.2 16 2.4 2 1.4
Marijuana 42 2.2 2 0.5 1.3 1 0.7
Misc. Felony 48 2.6 10 2.4 0.6 4 2.8
Misdemeanor Property 52 2.8 16 3.8 0.9 5 4.3
Misc. Misdemeanor 158 8.5 12 2.8 45 6.7 10 7.1
Traffic/Drunk Driving 46 2.5 10 2.4 10 1.5 2 1.4
Probation Violation 260 14.0 29 6.9 133 19.7 22 15.6
Escape 43 2.6 6 1.4 169 25.17 16 11.4

a/ Type of sustained petitions during follow-up is unknown for 55 recidivists.

Note: These are all offenses accumulated over the 24-month follow-up. The data
do not reflect the initial recidivism offenses.
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compietions accounted for a total of 1,864 sustained petitions, of which 14
were for homicide/manslaughter, 94 for robbery, 160 for assault, and so forth.
The most frequently occurring recidivism offenses for each of the four youth

subgroups are shown below.

Satisfactory Completions

Open Camps Closed Camps
18.4% - burglary 22.2% - burglary
15.5% - theft/forgery i 20.3% - theft/forgery
14.0% - probation violation 11.4% - robbery
8.6% - assault ©10.6% - assault’
8.5% - misc. misdemeanor 6.9% - probation violation

Unsatisfactory Completions

Open Camps Closed Camps
25.1% ~ escape 17.7% - burglary
19.7% - probation violation 15.6% - probation violation
12.2% - burglary - 14.9% - assault
11.3% - theft/forgery 12.1% - theft/forgery
7.4% - assault 11.4% - escape

For the satisfactory group, burglary and theft were'the two most frequent
offenses for both open and closed camp youths. Offenses for closed camp youths
included 11.4% robbery, compared to 5.0% for open camp youths. Miscellaneous
misdemeanors comprised 8.5% of the offenses for open camp youths, compared to
2.8% of the closed camp youths.

For the unsatisfactory group, escape (25;1%) ranked first among offenses

for open camp youths, but fifth (11.4%) for those in closed camps. Probation

violation ranked second among youths from both types of camps.. An important

finding was that the 69 youths in the unsatisfactory group from closed camps
accounted for 21 assaults (about one assault for every three youths). The

unsatisfactdry group from open camps (n=311) had 50 assaults (one assault for
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every six youths). Thus, the unsatisfactory closed camp youths represented a

more dangerous community risk than their open camp counterparts.

TERMINATIONS OR REMOVALS FROM PROBATION

Table 8.12 shows the probation status of camp releases at the end of the
24-month follow-up. About half of the total releases had achieved acceptable
termination of wardship: 50.6% from open camps and 47.5% from closed camps.
More releases from closed camps were terminated from probation due to a commit-
ment to either the Youth Authority or the Depariment ¢ Corrections: 30.4% vs.

20.7% for open camps.

Satisfactory Completions. Among those who satis“actorily completed their

camp programs--whether open or closed--over 50% achieved wardship termination
from probation. However, at the same time, 23.6% of the closed camp releases
were terminated due to state commitment (compared to 16.6% of those in open
camps).

Unsatisfactory Completions. Only 15.2% of these youths from closed camps

ultimately achieved acceptable termination of wardship within 24 months. The
figure was nearly twice as high--27.0%--for open camp youths. Nearly two-
thirds (63.0%) of the unsatisfactory completions in-closed camps were terminated

from probation due to a state commitment. The figure was 39.6% for open camp

youths.
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TABLE B.12

Type of Termination or Removal From Probation
During 24—ﬂonth Period Following Camp Release

Total Probation Status or Termination Disposition
Type of Camp Male Still Ward. Adult Ct. CvYA
and _Releases Active Term. or Jail or CDC Other

Type of Release N N % N % N 2 N % N X
Total Camps )

Open 2,045 484 23.7 1,035 50.6 54 2.6 424 20.7 48 2.4

Closed , 533 85 16.0 253 41.5 19 3.6 162 30.4 14 2.6
Satisfactory -

Open : ' 1,674 390 23.3 935 55.8 41 2.4 277 16.6 31 1.8

Closed 441 76 17.2 239 54.2 13 3.0 104 23.¢6 9 2.0
Unsatisfactory

Open 371 - 94 25.3 100 27.0 13 3.5 147 39.6 17 4.6

Closed 92 9 9.8 14152 6 6.5 5863.0 5 5.4

Note: Significance tests were used to compare open with closed camps on posi-
tive outcomes (wardship termination) and negative outcomes (combination
of adult court/jail, CYA or CDC, and other). Significant open/closed
camp differences were found for total camas and unsatisfactory comple-
tions; however, risk-adjusted scores were not significant for the satis-
factory completions.

COMMITMENTS TO STATE INSTITUTIONS

Table 8.13 shows'the number and percentage of males committed to state
institutions dUring 24-month follow-up from point of camp release or removal.
For the total saﬁp]e, 39.2% of the releases from closed camps were committed to
the state—«either'at probation termination (i.e., directly to institutions) or
after their satisfactory release from probation (but stil] within the 24-month
period). This is significént]y higher than the 27.9% of open camp releases who

were committed to state institutions during that same time period. This closed
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vs. open camp difference remained statistically significant after adjusting
for risk of recidivism. (Thé figure for closed and open camps combined was

30.3%.)

Satjsfactory Completions. Of those who satisfactorily completed camp,

32.2% from closed camps and 24.2% from open camps became state commitments

within 24 months from camp release/removal. )

Unsatisfactorv Completions. Some 72.8% of the unsatisfactory completions

from closed camps were committed to state institutions within 24 months. The

figure was 44.7% for open camp wards.
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TABLE 8.13

Commitments to State Institutions
During 24-Month Follow-Up

-\ -

Total _Number and Percentage of Youths Committed to State

Male At Probation Following Total State

Type of Camp Releases  Termination Termination Commitments
Type o:ngelease N N X N__ % N %
Total Camps *

Open 2,045 424 20.7 147 1.2 511 27.9

Closed 533 162 30.4 47 8.8 209x 39.2
Satisfactory

Open 1,674 277 16.6 128 7.6 405 24.2

Closed 441 104 23.6 | 38 8.8 142x 32.2
Unsatisfactory

Open an 147 "39.6 19 5. 166 44.7

X

Closed 92 58 63.0 9 9.8 67 72.8

Iy

x: Significant difference exists between both actual and adjusted outcomes.
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CHAPTER 9
LOS ANGELES COUNTY CAMPS
VS.

ALL REMAINING CAMPS

HIGHLIGHTS

Probation outcome measures for youths released from juvenile camps ope

9.1

rated

by the Los Angeles (LA) County Probation Department were compared with outcomes

for youths released from camps in the remainder of the state (non-LA).

9.1 summarizes these comparisons. Among the findings are the following:

A higher percentage of non-LA youths were removed from camp while on
escape status--11.4% to 1.3%. (Table 9.2)

A higher percentage of non-LA youths were transferred from camp to
other custody--12.7% to 6.8%. (Table 9.2)

As a result, only 75.9% of the non-LA youths were considered to have
satisfactorily completed their programs, compared to 91.9% of the LA
wards. (Table 9.3)

LA youths had a significantly ‘1onger length of stay in camp--
215.2 days (7.1 mos.) compared to 141.2 days (4.6 mos.) for non-LA
youths. (Table 9.4)

Actual recidivism rates were highest for non-LA camp releases at each
follow~up period. For example, at 12 months, the rates were 59.0% for
non-LA and 48.4% for LA; at 24 months, rates were 70.3% and 61.5%,
respectively. (Table 9.5)

After adjustment for risk, the difference between recidivism rates
for the total non-LA and LA groups remained statistically significant.
However, rates for satisfactory releases were not significantly dif-
ferent after statistical adjustment (covariance).

Recidivism rates were compared for non-LA and LA youths grouped by
level of recidivism-risk. While there was virtually no difference
between non-LA and LA rates for lower risks, rates were generally
higher for non-LA youths in the medium and higher risk categories.
However, the only significant difference was found for youths in the
medium risk group at 12- and 18-month follow-up (non-LA rates were
higher). (Table 9.6)
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LA youths spent more time than non-LA youths in the community prior
to their first sustained petition—-228.0 days wvs. 181. days
(Table 9.11)--and, on the average, LA youths had fewer sustained peti-
ticns during follow-up--1.27 per recidivist in LA camps, compared to
1.61 per recidivist in non-LA camps (12-month follow-up). Figures
for 24 months were: LA - 1.51, non-LA - 2.01. (Table 9.10)

On the other hand, offenses committed by LA recidivists were consid-
" ered more serious: after 12-month follow-up, 26.2% of the recidivism
offenses of LA youths were in the high seriousness category, compared
to 10.5% of those of non-LA youths. Figures for 24 months were: LA
- 29.6%, non-LA - 13.2%. (Tables 9.7 and 9.8)"

A slightly larger percentage of total LA camp releases committed vio-—
lent offenses during 24-month follow-up: 18.2% vs. 14.6% for non-LA
releases. (Table 9.9) Among youths who recidivated within 24 months,
the percentage with violent offenses was 41.0% for LA and 25.4% for
non-LA. . :

More LA youths were directly committed to a state institution upon
removal from probation: 27.9% to 19.5% for non-LA youths.
(Table 9.13)

By the end of 24-month follow-up, 37.6% of the LA releases had been
committed to the state, compared to 25.7% of the non-LA releases. 1/
(Table 9.15) .

1/ This difference in commitment rates may be--at least in part--due to the
greater percentage of LA youths who committed serious or violent offenses

during follow-up.

-118-




CHAP 9.3

CHART 9.1

Difference Between Los Angeles and Non-Los Angeles Camps
on Outcome Measures

Camp Group and
Program Completion Type

Qutcome Measure Total Satis. Unsat.
Fewer satisfactory completions NON-LA

Longer length of stay - LA LA LA
Higher recidivism rate at 6 mos. NON-LA

Higher recidivism rate at 12 mos. NON-LA

Higher recidivism rate at 18 mos. NON-LA

Higher recidivism rate at 24 mos. NON-LA

A more serious recidivism offense - 12 mos. LA LA LA
A more serious recidivism offense - 24 mos. LA LA LA

More youths with violent recidivism

offenses - 12 mos. . LA LA
More youths with violent recidivism

offenses - 24 mos. LA LA
Higher average no. of petitions among

recidivists - 12 mos. NON-LA  NON-LA  NON-LA
Higher average no. of petitions among

recidivists - 24 mos. NON-LA  NON-LA  NON-LA
Higher average no. of petitions among

total youths - 12 mos. NON-LA  NON-LA  NON-LA
Higher average no. of petitions among

total youths - 24 mos. - NON-LA  NON-LA  NON-LA
Fewer days to 1st sustained petition " NON-LA '

Post-Probation Termination

More state commitments at'termination LA LA LA

More total state commitments during :
complete 24-month follow-up LA LA LA

Note: Results shown in Chart 9.1 include only those for which statistically
significant differences in adjusted outcomes were found.
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Discussion. Youths from LA camps differed from non;LA youths on several
background characteristics, including the risk of recidivism scale, on which
LA youthé avéraged 3.8 and non-LA youths 4.6. (Higher scores are worse risks
of recidivism.) As will beAdiscussed below, LA camps differed from non-LA
camps on a number of variables, including those comprising the recidivism risk
scale. Covariance technidues were applied but may not have been able to com-
pletely adjust for these differences. However, know1edge of these differences
is important .in itself and does not preclude making outcome comparisons between
LA and non—LA'camps.

ﬁon-LA youths were found to have more positive scores on the following
outcome méasures:

° 1e§s gerious recfdivism offenses at 12 and 24 moﬁths;

o fewer violent recidivism offenses at 12 and 24 months;

e a lower percentade of youths admitted to state institutions.

LA youths had more positive scores on the following:

o lower recidivism rates at all four follow-up periods;

e lower average number of sustained petitions during follow-up;

e greater number of days from release to first sustained petition.

while LA youths committed fewer offenses during follow-up, their offenses
were more frequent1y~r§ted as serious or violent; for instance, LA vouths had
more robberies aﬁd drug/narcotic offenses.

While LA youtﬁs remained in the community longer before recidivating, they
also had a longer length of stay in the program.

Finally LA _youths had a higher rate of state commitment. It s
hypothesized that this higher rate of state commitment was a reflection of
their greater degree of serious offending.

The typical LA youth spent 7.1 months in the camp program, had a 61;5%
probability of becoming a recidivist, and a 37.6% probability of being com-

.mitted to the state. The average 1A recidivist was on release status
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7.5 months before his first sustained petition. The recidivism offense was
rated at a high seriousness 1e9e1 29.6% of the time.
The typical non-LA youth was in a camp program 4.6 months, had a 70.3%

probability of recidivating, and a 25.7% probability of state commitment. The

non-LA recidivist was on release status 6.0 months before offending; 13.2% of

the recidivism offenses were of high seriousness.

INTRODUCTION

This chapter compares outcomes for youths released from camps operated by
the Los Angeles County Probation Department and youths released from camps
operated by probation departments in the remainder of the state. Los Angeles
County was singled out, not only because it is California's most populous
county, but because it operates almost one-third of all juvenile probation
camps (17 of 53 statewide camps in 1985). 1In addition, the county provides
around 40% of the annual first commitments from juvenile court to the Youth
Authority. Moreover, analyses presented in this study's Report No. 1 indicated
that LA camps, as a gkoup, differed in certain characteristics from other camps
in the state. For instance, one-third of the LA camps were closed camps, com-
pared to 12% of the non-LA camps; in addition, LA camps generally had higher
bed capacities and operated with larger average daily populations. Finaily,
youths in LA camps were significantly different on background and delinquency
characteristics from those in non-LA camps. Characteristics of the youths are
revieweé in the following section.

For reasons described in Chapter 8, the comparison of LA camps with other

camps was limited to males. Included in the faT“:wﬁng analysis, then, were
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989 males from 14 camps in Los Angeles County and 1,589 males from 32 camps in
the remainder of the state. 2/ Five of the 14 LA camps were closed, as were

four of the 32 non-LA éamps.

WARD CHARACTERISTICS

Characteristics of the sample of youths released from LA camps during 1982
were compared with those released from other camps in the state. Data in
Chapter 8 indicated some differences between youths assigned to open and closed
camps. As a result, it was decided to compare characteristics of LA and non-LA
youths grouped by type of camp. These data are shown in Table 9.1. The fol-
lowing significant differences were found:

e LA camps contained a larger proportion of minorities: 77.9% vs. 51.3%
for non-LA camps. LA open camps contained the most minorities (80.0%)
and non-LA open camps the fewest (50.4%). '

o Data indicate that more LA youths were in camp for the first time;

that is, fewer LA youths had prior institutional commitments: 20.4%

vs. 31.8%. Non-LA closed camps had the most youths with one or more

prior commitments (41.6%), LA open camps had the fewest (15.6%). 3/

e LA youths were slightly (but significantly) older at camp admission:
15.8 to 15.6 years. LA open camp youths were oldest at admission
(15.9); non-LA closed camp youths were the youngest (15.0).

e LA youths had fewer prior sustained petitions: an average of 1.3 to

2.1 for non-LA youths. Non-LA closed camp youths had the most prior
sustained petitions (2.6); LA open camp youths the fewest (1.3).

2/ Though Los Angeles County operated 17 camps in 1985, two (Camp Routh and
Mira Loma South) were not open in 1982 and therefore could not be included
in the analysis of 1982 camp releases. 1In addition, Special Treatment
Program was excluded because it 1is a short-term holding facility for
youths awaiting other placement.

3/ The finding that LA youths had fewer prior institutional placements may be
misleading and be the result of an artifact of the data collection process
used for LA County camps. During data collection, there were indications
that some youths--identified as first commitments--may in fact have had an
earlier placement in the LA camp system. However, hard data to support
this conctusion are not available.
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TABLE 9.1

Characteristics of Youths in Los Angeles and Non-Los Angeles Camps,
by Open and Closed Camps

Los Angeles

Non-Los_Angeles

Youth Total Open Closed Total Open Closed
Characteristic LA Camps Camps Non-LA Camps  Camps
Comparison Group: A B C D
Total Releases 989 634 355 1,589 1,411 178
Minorities 17.9 80.0 741 51.3 50.4 57.9
1 or More Prior Comm. 20.4 15.6 29.0 31.8 30.6 41.6
Avg. Age at Admission 15.8 15.9 15.7 15.6 15.17 15.0
Avg. Prior Petitions 1.3 1.3 1.4 2.1 2.0 2.6
Higher Risks 13.2 11.2 16.9 23.4 22.2 32.6
Avg. Risk Score 3.8 3.6 4.1 4.6 4.5 5.4

Note:
variables.

The
comparison groups:

Significant differences exist between Total LA and Total Non-LA on all
following

significant differences were found among

Minorities A-C, A-D, B-C, B-D

Prior Comm. A-B, A-C, A-D, B-D

Age at Adm. A-C, A-D, B-C, B-D

Prior Pets. A-C, A-D, B-C, B-D, C-D

Risk Score - A-B, A-C, A-D, B-C, B-D, C-D

Recidivism Risk Score. LA youths were found to have a lower average risk

of recidivism score: 3.8 vs. 4.6 for the non-LA youths. For the camp groups

the scores were, from highest (worst) to Jowest: non-LA closed - 5.4; non-LA
open - 4.5; LA closed ~ 4.1; LA open - 3.6. The lower risk score for LA youths
was. an unexpected finding. The Advisory Committee to the camp study professed
the belief that probationers in LA County were just as seriously delinquent (or
even more so) than non-LA probationers--at least, in terms of number of prior

commitments and number of prior sustained petitions. Data were not available
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to explain why LA youths had Tlower risk scores. The Advisory Committee
offered the following possible considerations:

1. Differences between LA and non-LA law enforcement agencies in
the handling of delinquent youth.

2. Possibly as a result of the above-mentioned differences, LA pro-
bationers in 1982 had fewer sustained petitions than in previous
years. (A lower number of prior petitions contributes to a lower
risk score.) )

3. Differences in the sources of data used by LA and non-LA counties
to obtain prior offense histories. LA County relied heavily on
its Juvenile Automated Index, while many other counties used case
records and court files.
These considerations support the researchers' decision to conduct analyses
separately for LA and non-LA counties.

Adjustment for risk of recidivism. Though all outcomes were statistically

adjusted wusing risk of recidivism scores, this adjustment had only minor
effects on outcomes. For example, whereas the actual 12-month recidivism kates
were 59.0% for non-LA releases and 48.4% for LA releases, adjusted rates were

57.7% and 50.6%, respectively.

GENERAL DISCUSSION OF MAIN FINDINGS

TYPE OF CAMP RELEASE OR REMOVAL

As shown in Téble 9.2, a higher percengage of LA youths were released

directly to probation supervision or foster care: 88.4% vs. 72.4% for non-LA

youths. Non-LA youths were more frequenlly removed while on escape status--

11.4% vs. 1.3%--and were more frequently transferred to some other custody--

12.7% vs. 6.8%. The lower rate of escapes from LA camps may be partly -

explained by a difference in type of camps: 36% of the LA youths were in

closed camps, compared to 11% in other counties. (As shown in Table 4.3,
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Chapter 4, the escape rate among males was 2.8% in closed camps and 10.6% in

open camps.) Of the 181 non-LA escapes, only seven were from closed camps.

TABLE 9.2

Number and Percentage of Males With Specified
Releases or Removals From Camp

Type of Release or Removal
To Probation Termination Removal

Supervision/ of During - Transfer to

Camp Total Foster Care Wardship Escape Other Custody
Location N X N % N % N % N %
Total 2,578 100.0 2,025 178.6 g0 3.5 194 1.5 269 10.4
Los Angeles 989 38.4 874 B88.4 35 3.5 13 1.3 67 6.8

Non-Los Angeles 1,589 61.6 1,151 72.4 55 3.5 181 11.4 202 12.7

Note: Non-Los Angeles refers to those camps in all counties but Los Angeles.

Table 9.3 shows that 91.9% of the LA youths satisfactorily completed their
camp programs (were released to probation supervision or at termination of
wardship). The figure was 75.9% for non-LA youths. The significantly higher
program. completion rate for LA youths was another inexplicable finding. The
Advisory Committee considered whether the finding might be exp1ained by a dif-
ference 1in probation policies and the availability of intra-camp transfers.
LA County 1is unigue in that it operates 14 camps, which allows for some flexi-
bility in making program decisions: for instance, rather than declare a youth
to be a program failure, an LA camp may transfer the youth to another camp in
the system. The LA sample did in fact contain a noticeable number of youths
who had been transferred between camps in the LA camp system. This type of
option was wunavailable to most non-LA counties, whose only option may have

been to handle a recalcitrant youth as a program failure.
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TABLE 9.3

Number and Percentage of Males With
Satisfactory and Unsatisfactory
Camp Program Completions

Type of Completion

Camp : Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
~ Location N .4 N %
' Total ' 2,115 82.0 463 18.0
Los Angeles 909 91.9 80 8.1
Non-Los Angé1es 1,206 75.9x ‘383 24.1

x: Significant differences were found between both
actual and adjusted outcomes.

LENGTH OF STAY’

As seen in Table 9.4, length of stay (LOS) was significantly longer in LA
than non-LA camps: 215.2 days vs. 141.2 days (about seven months compared to
just over four months). One possible reason for this differeﬁce might be the
relatively lower rate of escape aﬁd transfer found in LA camps (see Table 9.2).
By limiting the calculation of LOS to those youths who completed their pro-
grams, the influence. of such factors as escapes and transfers was removed.
When this was done, satisfactory completers in LA camps remained in the pro-
gram 217.1 days, Eompared to 151.2 days for similar youths in non-LA camps.
Thus, for satisfactory completers, LOS for LA youths was still some two months
1onger>than for non-LA wards.

Another possible reason for the longer LOS for LA youths may be that more
LA youths had a violent offense in their prior record: 43.1% of the LA youths
had a prior history of violence, compared to 29.4% of the non-iA ybuths.
Youths with Vio]ent of fenses may be committed for longer terms. However, data

are not aQai]ab]e to support this conclusion.
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TABLE 9.4

Length.of Stay in Camp Programs,
by Type of Camp and Type of Release

Length of Stay and

Total Number/Percentage of Releases

Type of Camp Male Under 4 to 6 7 Months Days in
. and Releases 4 Months Months and Over Program_
Type of Release N N % _ N .3 N % Avg.
Total Camps )

Los Angeles 989 164 16.6 379 38.3 446 45.1 215.2
Non-Los Angeles 1,589 718 49.0 529 33.3 282 17.8 - 141.2x
Satisfactory

Los Angeles 909 139 15.3 353 38.8 417 45.9 2171
Non-Los Angeles 1,206 520 43.1 459 38.1 227 18.8 151.2x
Unsatisfactory

Los Angeles 80 25 31.2 26 32.5 29 36.2 193.%6
Non-Los Angeles 383 258 67.4 70 18.3 55 14.4 109J7x

Xx: Significant difference exists between both actual and adjusted outcomes.

Unsatisfactory Removals. These youths--who were transferred or removed

following an escape--also had a longer length of stay in LA camps. Removals
from LA camps occurred after an average of 193.6 days, compared to 109.7 days

in non-LA camps--a difference of nearly three months.
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RECIDIVISM OUTCOMES

Recidivism rates at 6-, 12-, 18-, and 24-month follow-up are presented in
Table 9.5. Rates were significantly higher for non-LA youths, exceeding rates
for LA youths by about ten percentage points in each follow-up period, as

shown below:

Actual Recidivism Rates for Total Male Samples

6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.

LA 32.7 48.4 571 61.5

Non-LA 44 .2 59.0 66.3 70.3

Adjusted Qutcomes. The LA/non-LA differences in recidivism rates for total

males remained statistically significant after adjustment for risk. However,
since risk of recidivism was higher for non-LA wards, the differences that
remained after adjustment were 1less than those that existed between actual

rates. For instance, the adjusted wecidivism rates at 12 months were: LA -

50.6% and non-LA - 57.7% (a difference of 7.1 percentage points rather than

10.6). 4/

4/ As noted, youths from non-LA camps had higher risk of recidivism scores.

Therefore, covariance analysis tended to adjust outcomes as follows:
(1) if LA youths had a more negative outcome, covariance decreased the
difference between LA and non-LA groups; (2) if non-LA youths had a more
negative outcome, covariance increased the difference. In only a few cases
were statistically different actual scores rendered nonsignificant after
adjustment for risk.
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CHAP 9.13

Recidivism Qutcomes: Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods

Length of Follow-Up and

outcomes were not statistically different.

-129-

Camp Location Total Number/Percentage of Recidivists
and Releases 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.

Type of Release N N % N % N % N %
Total Camps 3

Los Angeles 989 323 32.7 479 48.4 565 57.1 608 61.5

Non-Los Angeles 1,589 1702 44.2x 938 59.0x 1,054 66.3x 1,117 70.3x
Satisfactory

Los Angeles 909 265 29.2 413 45.4 493 54.2 536 59.0

Non-Los Angeles 1,206 424 35.2y 627 52.0y 227 60.3y 180 64.7y
Unsatisfactory

Los Angeles 80 58 72.5 66 82.5 72 90.0 72 90.0

Non-Los Angeles 383 278 72.6 311 81.2 327 85.4 337 88.0
Xx: Significant differences exist between both actual and adjusted outcomes.
y: Significant difference exists between actual outcomes only; adjusted
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Recidivism by Type of Camp. In Chapter 8 (Table 8.4), it was found that
youths released from open camps had higher recidivism rates than those from
closed camps: 67.4% compared to 64.9%. However, a comparison of LA and non-

LA open and closed camp rates showed the following:

Recidivism Rates at 24 Months

LA Non-LA
Open Camps 60.9 70.3
Closed Camps . 62.5 69.7

LA youths had lower rates than non-LA youths in both open ahd closed camps.
Among LA youths, those in open camps had slightly lower rates than those in

_ closed camps (60.9%‘vs. 62.5%). There was little difference between rates for
non-LA youths in open and closed camps (69.7% vs. 70.3%).

Recidivism by Ethnic Group. LA camps contained a higher proportion.of

minorities: 77.9% vs. 51.3% in non-LA camps (Table 9.1). Rates were compared
for LA and non-LA ethnic groups in open and closed camps:

Recidivism Rates at 24 Months

White Hispanic Black

LA Open Camps -~ 48.0 62.5 65.8
Closed Camps 54.4 63.3 67.9
Non-LA Open Camps 63.3 717.5 77.3
Closed Camps 66.7 70.2 12.2

When considering LA youths alone, all three ethnic groups had §1ight1y
lower recidivism rates in‘open camps than those in closed camps. This was
especially true of LA Whites in open camps, whose 24-month rate was 48.0%, com-

pared 10 54.4% for LA Whites in closed camps.
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Whites had lower rates in open than in closed camps in both the LA and.non—
LA groups. However, results were different for minorities. In LA camps, both
Hispanics and Blacks had slightly lower rates in open camps, while in non-LA
camps, Hispanics and Blacks had lower rates in closed camps.

Satisfactory Completions. Recidivism rates for satisfactory completers

were also significantly higher for non-LA youths .in each period (Table 9.5).
However, in these instances the differences were around five percentage points
and, after adjustment, were no longer statistically significant.

Unsatisfactory Completions. 0Of the LA youths with unsatisfactory camp

completions, 72.5% recidivated within six months and 90.0% within 24 months.
For ron-LA youtihs, ihe rates were 72.6% and 88.0%, respeclively. These data,
like those in Table 8.4, indicate that a considerable percentage of youths who
do not satisfactorily complete their camp programs ultimately recidivate--

whether rapidly or within 24 months from point of release.

RECIDIVISM BY RISK GROUP

The effects of risk of recidivism on actual recidivism rates are shown in
Table 9.6 for youths with satisfactory complietions. Recidivism rates for lower
risk youths in LA and non-LA camps were quite similar. Non-LA youths in medium
and higher risk groups had somewhat higher recidivism rates than their counter-
parts in LA camps. However, the only significant differences were for medium
risks at 12- and 18—mon£h follow-up. For the unsatisfactory group, no signifi-
cant differences were found between recidivism rates of the LA and non-LA

youths.
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TABLE 9.6

Recidivism Outcomes; by Recidivism Risk Group
for Ma]es.with Satisfactory Camp Completion

Length of Follow-Up and

No. in Number/Percentage of Recidivists
Camp Location Risk 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
and Risk Group Group N % N % N % N %
Los Angeles -
Lower Risk | 308 76 24.7 1217 39.3 147 471.7 161 52.3
Medium Risk 484 145 30.0 225 46.5 266 55.0 293 60.5
Wigher Risk 17 44 37.6 61 57.3 80 68.4 82 70.1
Non—LQs Angeles
Lower Risk ' - 293 76 25.9 117 39.9 134 45.7 148 50.5
Medium kisk | 664 233 35.1 348 52:4 408 61.4 437 65.8
Higher Risk ' S 249 115 46.2 162 65.1 185 74.3 195 178.3

Note:

Significant differences were found only between medium risk groups- in
LA and non-LA camps at 12- and 18-month follow-up.
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MOST SERIQUS RECIDIVISM OFFENSE

Although non-LA youths had higher recidivism rates, LA youths had more
serious offenses. Table 9.7 shows that 26.2% of the LA recidivists committed

high seriousness offenses during 12-month follow-up, compared to 10.5% of the

- non-LA recidivists. (The average seriousness vrating of all recidivism

offenses at 12 months was 6.9 for LA and 5.8 for non-LA youths, and adjustment

for risk left these averages virtually unchanged.) 5/

TABLE 9.7

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among
Recidivists During 12-Month Follow-Up

Serijousness Leve1 of Petition and

Camp Location Total Number/Percentage of Wards
and Recidivists a/ Low Medium High
Type of Release N N % N % N %

Total Camps

Los Angeles 439 63 14.4 261 59.4 N5  26.2
Non-Los Angeles 914x 208  22.8 610 66.7 96 10.5
Satisfactory .

Los Angeles ‘ 395 53 13.4 238  60.2 108 26.3
Non-Los Angeles 621x 149 24.0 402 64.7 70 1.3
Unsatisfactory

Los Angeles 44 10 22.7 23 52.3 11 25.0

b

Non-Los Angeles 293 59 20.1 208 M.0 26 8.9

a/ Excludes 64 wards for whom recidivism offenses were unknown.

x: Significant difference exists between both actual and adjusted outcomes.

5/ Seriousness scale ranges from 1 to 10, with 10 being the most serious.
See Appendix C.
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Data for the 24-month follow-up are shown in Table 9.8. Here, too, LA
recidivists had a greater percentage of high seriousness offenses: 29.6% vs.
13.2%. However, for both LA and non-LA youths, 60X or more of all offenses
were of medium seriousness (see Table 9.12).
As shown in Tablés 9.7 and 9.8, recidivism offenses were more often in the

high seriousness category foer LA in both the satisfactory and unsatisfactory
completion groups. |

TABLE 9.8

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petiticn Among

Recidivists During 24-Month Follow-Up

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Camp Location Total Number/Percentage of Youths
and Recidivists a/ Low Medium High
Type of Release N N © % N % N %

Total Camps

Los Angeles 570 . 49 8.6 352 61.8 169 29.6
Non-Los Angeles 1,100x 183  16.6 772  10.2 145 13.2
Satisfactory |
Los Angeles 515 36 7.0 327 63.5 152 29.5
Non-Los Angeles 775x 39 17.9 532 68.6 104 13.4
Unsatisfactory

| Los Angeles 55 13 23.6 25 45.4 17  30.9
Non-Los Angeles 325x 4 13.5 240 173.8 41 12.6

a/ Excludes 55 cases for whom recidivism offenses were unknown.

x: Significant difference exists between both actual :z-d adjusted outcomes.
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VIOLENT RECIDIVISM OFFENSES

Table 9.9 shows the number and percentage of all camp releases with one or
more sustained petitions for violent offenses during follow-up. A slightly
larger percentage of LA youths -committed violent offenses at 12 months--12.5%
vs. 9.7% for non-LA youths--and also at 24 months--18.2% vs. 14.6% for non-LA
youths. Among those who recidivated within 24 months, the percentage with

violent offenses was 41.0% for LA and 25.4% for non-LA youths.

TABLE 9.9

Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions for Violent Offenses During
12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups

Length of Follow-Up and
Number/Percentage of Youths
Camp Location Total With Violent Offense
and Releases 12 Mos. a/ 24 Mos. a/
Type of Release N N % N %

Total Camps

F 4

Los Angeles 989 124 12.5 180 18.2
Non-Los Angeles 1,589 154 9.7x 232 14.6x
Satisfactory

Los Angeles 909 113 12.4 162 17.8
Non-Los Angeles 1,206 106 8.8x 156 12.9x

} Unsatisfactory

Los Angeles 80 1 13.8 18 22.5
Non-Los Angeles 383 48 12.5 76 19.8

a/ Recidivism offenses were unknown for 64 cases at 12 months and 55 cases at
24 months. Some of these offenses may have been violent.

x: Significant difference exists between both actual and adjusted outcomes.
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It was found that more LA youths had violent prior histories (426 of 989, or
43.1%) than did non-LA youths (467 of 1,589, or 29.4%). Therefore, it is not
surprising that LA youths, as a group, were somewhat more likely to commit

violent foliow-up offenses. 6/

TOTAL NUMBER OF SUSTAINED PETITIONS

Table 9.10 shows the total number of sustained petitions accumulated by
recidivists during 12- and 24-month follow-up. Also shown are the average
number of sustained petitions for recidiv%sts_and for all releases.

Tabli 9.5 showed that releases from non-LA camps had higher recidivism
rates than those from LA camps; Table 9.10 shows that non-LA youths also had
more sustained petitions--among both recidivists and all releases. For exam-

ple, at 12-month follow-up, the average number of sustained petitions was 1.61

per non-LA recidivist and 1.27 per LA recidivist. The averages for all

" releases combined were 0.95 and 0.61, respectively. That LA youths had fewer

petitions may partly reflect the fact that their recidivism offenses were more
serious (see Tables 9.7 and 9.8). That is, such serious offenses may have ]ed
to more frequent returns to camp (or to state commitment), thereby reducing

"time on the street" during which offenses may have occurred.

6/ See Appendix K for a discussion of number of sustained petitions for vio-
lent offenses prior to admission to camp and following release.
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TABLE 9.10

Total and Average Number of Sustained Petitions Per Recidivist
and Per Release During 12~ and 24-Month Follow-Ups

Total Number and Average Number of Sustained Petitions

12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Camp Location Sustained Per Per Sustained Per Per
and Petitions Recidivist Release Petitions Recidivist Release
Type of Release N Avg. Avg. N Avg. Avg.
Total Camps ) '
Los Angeles 607 1.27 0.61 916 1.51 0.93
X X X b
Non-Los Angeles 1,508 1.61 0.95 2,241 2.01 1.41
Satisfactory
Los Angeles 531 1.29 0.58 B22 1.53 0.90
X X X X
Non-Los Angeles 981 1.56 0.81 1,491 1.91 1.24
Unsatisfactory
Los Angeles 76 1.15 0.95 94 1.31 1.18
X X X X
Non-Los Angeles 527 1.69 1.38 750 2.23 1.96

x: Significant difference exists between both actual and adjusted outcomes.

AVERAGE TIME TO FIRST SUSTAINED PETITION

In addition to having lower recidivism rates, LA youths also had more
elapsed time from camp release to first susta{ned petition. As seen in
Table 9.11, average elapsed time was 228.0 days (7.5 months) for LA youths and

181.7 days (6.0 months) for non-LA youths--a difference of nearly 50 days.

Type of Camp Release. There was less of an LA/non-LA difference--22 days--
between satisfactory release groups, and more of a difference--41 days--between
unsatisfactory groups. The shorter time period for non-LA unsatisfactory
removals relates to their higher percentage of escapes and transfers (see

Table 9.2), actions which often occurred soon after admission to camp.
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TABLE 9.11

- Number of Days From Camp Release
to First Sustained Petition

Camp Location - Rec}ggsgsts Time to First Sustained Petition

and : Avg. Avg.

Type of Release N Days Months a/

Jotal Camgs )

Los Angeles - 608 228.0 1.5

Non-Los Angeles AN 181.7x 6.0

satisfactory | |

Los Angeles 536 240.1 7.9

Non-Los Ange]eé _‘ 780 218.1y 7.2

'Uﬁsatisfactqu

Los Angeles . 72 138.3 4.5

Non-Los Angelés 337 97.4 3.2

a/ One month = 30.4 days.-

x: Significant difference exists -between both actual and adjusted
outcomes.-

y: Significant difference exists between actua] outcomes only.

NUMBER AND TYPE OF SUSTAINED RECIDIVISM OFFENSES

Earlier mention was made of the fact that LA youths had fewer post-release
offenses, but thgt their offenses--on average--were more serious. The number
and type of all offenses (sustained petitions) that occurred within 24-month
follow-up are shown in Table 9.12. This information refers to the number of

sustained petitions, not the number of youths with such petitions.
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TABLE 9.12

Number and Percentage of Sustained Petitions
Occurring During 24-Month Follow-Up Period

Satisfactory Completion Unsatisfactory Completion

Follow-Up Petition Los Angeles Non-Los Angeles Los Angeles Non-Los Angeles

Offense Type N X N .4 N % N X
GRAND TOTAL a/ 801 100.0 1,486 100.0 77 100.0 738 100.0
Homicide/Manslaughter 14 1.8 3 0.2 2 2.6 1 0.
Robbery 103 12.9 39 2.6 9 1.7 21 2.8
Assault 70 8.7 135 9.1 10 13.0 61 8.3
Forcible Rape 3 0.4 10 0.7 1 1.3 2 0.3
Kidnapping 3 0.4 2 0.1 0 0.0 4 0.5
Arson 1 0.1 3 0.2 R R 1 0.1
Burglary 171 21.4 265 17.8 14 18.2 93 12.6
Theft/Forgery 155 19.4 220 14.8 9 MN.7 84 11.4
Petty Theft 25 KO 116 1.8 0 0.0 31 4.2
Other Sex Offenses 2 0.2 15 1.0 0 0.0 8 1.1
orugs/Narcotics 35 4.4 26 1.8 2 2.6 6 0.8
Other Drug Offenses 60 7.5 7 4.8 1 1.3 17 2.3
Marijuana 15 1.9 29 2.0 0 0.0 10 1.4
Misc. Felony 33 4.1 25 1.7 3 3.9 5 0.7
Misdemeanor Property 30 3.8 38 2.6 3 3.9 9 1.2
Misc. Misdemeanor 30 3.8 140 9.4 113 54 1.3
Traffic/Drunk Driving 3 0.4 53 3.6 2 2.6 10 1.4
Probaticn Violation 48 6.0 241 16.2‘ 11 14.3 144 19.5
Escape 0 0.0 55 3.1 8 10.4 1717 24.0

a/ Type of sustained petitions during follow-up are unknown for 55 recidivists.
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Satisfactory Releases. Listed below are the most frequently occurring

offenses for the satisfactory release group.

Most Fréquent Offenses for Satisfactory Releases
(By Percentage of Total Offenses)

Los Angeles Non-Los Angeles
21.4% - burglary 17.8% - burglary
19.4% - theft/forgery 16.2% = probation violation
12.9% - robbery 14.8% ~ theft/forgery
8.7% - assault , 9.4% - misc. misdemeanor
7.5% - other drug offenses 9.1% - assault

These data show the differences in types of offenses accumulated by the two
camp groups. While burglary was +ihe most common offense in both groups,
included in the top five for non-LA youths were probation violation--16.2% (vs.
6.0% for LA youths) and miscellaneous misdemeanors--9.4% (vs. 3.8% for LA).
The total offenses of LA and non-LA youths contained about the same percentage
of assaults, but LA youths committed more robberies: 12.9% to 2.6% for non-LA
youths. This difference is more impressive when one looks at the actual ﬁum—
bers: the 536 LA recidivists were charged with 103 robbery offenses; the 780
non-LA recidivists were charged with only 39.

Unsatisfactory Removals. The top five offenses for unsatisfactory

removals are shown below:

Most Frequent Offenses for Unsatisfactory Removals
(By Percentage of Total Offenses)

Los Angeles Non-Los Angeles
18.2% - burglary 24.0% - escape
14.3% - probation violation 19.5% - probation violation
13.0% - assault 12.6% = burglary
11.7% - robbery 11.4% - theft/forgery
11.7% - theft-forgery 8.3% - assault

10.4% - escape
Together, escape and probation violation accounted for 43.5% of all offenses

charged to the non-LA unsatisfactorybgroup. These same charges comprised a
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lower proportion (24.7%) of the LA group's total offenses. Assault and robbery

also accoUnted for 24.7% of the LA offenses, compared to 11.1% for non-LA.

TERMINATIONS AND REMOVALS FROM PROBATION

Table 9.13 shows the type of probation termination or removal during the

24-month follow-up. LA youths were more likely to have been terminated due to

a commitment to a state institution: 27.9% vs. 19.5% among non-LA youths. A

test of significance showed that LA youths had a higher overall rate of com-
bined negative probation outcomes (state commitment, adult court, jail, and
other).

Satisfactory Releases. Results for this group were similar to those for

the total group described above.

Unsatisfactory Removals. After 24-month follow-up, the rate of probation

termination due to a state commitment was 78.8% for the LA unsatisfactory

group. The rate for the non-LA group was considerably lower at 37.1%.
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TABLE 9.13

Type of Termination o+ Removal From Probation
During 24-Month Period Following Camp Release

Total Probation Status and Termination Type

Camp Location : Male Still ward Adult Ct. CYA or
.and Releases Active Term or Jail coc Other
Type of Release N N % N % N % N ¥ N %

Total Camps

Los Angeles 989 128 12.9 531 53.7 38 3.8 276 27.9 16 1.6
Non-Los Angeles 1,589 441 27.8 757 41.6 35 2.2 310 19.5 46 2.9
Satisfactory

Los Angeles 909 124 13.6 528.58.1 34 3.1 é13 23.4 10 1.1
Non-Los Angeles 1,206 342 28.4 646 53.6 20 1.7 168 13.9 30 2.5
Unsatisfactory

Los Angeles 80 4 5.0 3 3.8 4 50 6378.8 6 1.5
Non-Los Angeles 383 99 é5.8 m 29.0. 15 3.9 142 37.1 16 4.2

Note: Significance tests showed LA youths with a higher percentage of negative
outcomes (adult court/jail, CYA/CDC, and other) than was true for non-LA
youths 1in all three groups (total camps, satisfactory release, and
unsatisfactory release).

COMMITMENTS TO STATE INSTITUTIONS

Table 9.14 shows the total number of youths committed to either the Youth
Authority or the Department of Corrections within 24 months from camp release.
It includes commitments at or following proﬂétion termination. A total of
37.6% of the LA group were committed to the state, a figure statistically
higher than the 25.7% for the non-LA group. A statistically significant dif-
ference between LA and non-LA youths was also found for both satisfactory and
unsatisfactory groups. Of LA's satisfactory releases, 33.7% were committed to
the state within 24 months.vcompared to 20.0% for non-LA. Among unsatisfactory

removals, the figures were: LA - 82.5%, non-LA - 43.6%.
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TABLE 9.14

Commitments to State Institutions
During 24-Month Follow-Up

Total Number and Percentage of Youths Committed to State

Camp Location Male At Probation Following Total State
and Releases Termination Termination Commitments
Type of Release N N % N % N %

Total State

Los Angeles 989 216 27.9 96 9.7 372 31.6

Non-Los Angeles 1,589 310 19.5 98 6.2 408 25.7x
Satisfactory

Los Angeles 909 213 23.4 g3 10.2 306 . 33.7

Non-Los Angeles 1,206 168 13.9 73 6.1 241 20.0x
Unsatisfactory

Los Angeles 80 63 78.7 3 3.8 66 82.5

Non-Los Angeles 383 142 37.1 25 6.5 167 43.6x

x: Significant difference exists between both actual and adjusted outcomes.

In a separate analysis (not shown), rates bf state commitment were further
examined by controlling for type of camp. Among releases from closed camps,
40.6% of the LA youths and 36.5% of the non-LA youths were committed to the
state--a moderate difference. However, LA open camp releases had a 36.0% com-
mitment rate, compared to 24.3% for v~uths in non-LA open camps.

A comparison of recidivism risk scores showed non-LA open camp releases
were higher risks: 4.5 vs. 3.6 for LA open camp releases. (More non-LA youths
in open camps had prior institutional commitments and prior petitions, and were
sdmewhat younger--hence their higher risk score.) However, more LA youths in
open camps committed violent recidivism offenses: 17.8% vs. 13.6%X. More LA

recidivists from open camps committed high seriousness offenses: 29.2% wvs.
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12.8%. The higher rate of vio1enﬁ and serious offenses for LA youths probably
contributgd to the highef rate of state commitment. While these differences may
partly exp]ain”the higher state commitment rate for LA youths, they do not
fully account for the magnitude of this difference. Other factors--undocumented
by this analysis——doub]ess]y éxist which also contributed to the higher commit-

" ment rate for'LA than non-LA youths.
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CHAPTER 10

PROBATION OUTCOMES BY YOUTH CHARACTERISTICS

HIGHLIGHTS

Chapter 10 presents probation outcomes for camp youths grouped by the
following characteristics:

Age at camp admission

Prior commitment history
Prior sustained petitions
Risk of recidivism

Type of prior offense history
Prior history of violence
Ethnicity

~NOoOWU WA -

Each characteristic is examined separately in the sections that follow. These
sections include a brief general summary, significant outcomes in list form,
and tables containing outcome data on (1) type of removal from camp, (2) recid-
ivism, (3) percentage of violent offenses during follow-up, and (4) percentage
of state commitmenté.

Appendix F providés tables containing data on the other outcomes: Tlength
of stay, seriousness of offenses, average number of sdstained petitions during
follow-up, days from release to first sustained petition, type of recidivism
offenses, and type of termination or removal from probation. Appendix F also
contains tables showing recidivism outcomes by risk level for each youth char-
acteristic. For instance, Appendix Table F10.3 shows recidivism rates for

lower, medium, and higher risks for each age grouping.
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OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS FOR YOUTH CHARACTERISTICS

Youths most likely to recidivate were those (1) 14 and under at admis-
sion, (2) with one or more prior commitments, and (3) with three or
more prior sustained petitions. (These three variables make up the
recidivisim risk scale.)

Most 1ikely to recidivate the soonest after release from camp were:
(1) those with three or more prior sustained petitions, (2) property/
drug offenders, and (3) those with one or more prior commitments.

Most likely to commit the most offenses during 24-month follow-up were
(1) those with three more prior sustained petitions, (2) property/drug
of fenders, (3) those 14 and under at admission, and (4) those with one
or more prior commitments.

Most 1likely to commii the most serious recidivism offense were:
(1) Blacks, (2) those with a history of violence, (3) those 14 and

‘under at admission, and (4) those with one or more prior commitments.

Outcomes were generally more negative for youths with a higher risk
of recidivism. 1/ In addition, this group had the highest rate of
state commitment. Risk of recidivism, however, was not related to
type or seriousness of recidivism offense.

Youths of Black ethnicity had the highest percentage with violent or
high seriousness recidivism offenses.

The more positive outcomes--lower recidivism rates--were found for

youths 17 and older. Older youths also had the lowest percentage who
were committed to the state.

Overall, the more negative outcomes were associated with (1) younger
age, (2) prior institutional commitment, (3) more prior sustained

petitions (and, accordingly, a higher recidivism-risk score), and

(4) minority status. Findings were less consistent, however, for type
of offender and history of violence. .

tained petition, (2) number of prior institutional commitments,
(3) number of prior sustained petitions. See Appendix D.
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CHAP 10.3

Listed below for each outcome are the youth-characteristics groups with the

two highest (negative) and two lowest (positive) figures. 2/

% of Youths Removed From Camp for Escape

Highest: 13.
12.

Lowest: 3.
q.

3% - three or more prior sustained petitions
2% - higher recidivism risk

9% - no prior sustained petitions
7% - lower recidivism risk

% of Youths Transferred From Camp to Other Custody

Highest: 16.
15.
Lowest: 5.

6.

8% - one or more prior commitments
4% - age 14 and under at admission
8% - "other" ethnicity

5%

no prior sustained petitions

Highest: 202.5 days

- Average Length of Stay in Camp

Black ethnicity

198.5 days - history of violence
Lowest: 154.5 days - property/drug of fender
159.6 days - White ethnicity
24-Month Recidivism Rate -
Highest: 75.7% - higher recidivism risk
72.8% - age 14 and under at admission
Lowest: 51.4% - age 17 and over at admission
51.4% - lower recidivism risk

% of Youths With

@ High Seriousness Recidivism Offense

Highest: 30.
25.
Lowest: 10.
16

7% - Black ethnicity

5% - history of violence

6% - White ethnicity )
.9% - property offender

2/ For more information, see data tables for each characteristic
chapter or in Appendix F.
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% of Youths With a Violent Follow-Up Offense

Black ethnicity

Highest: 23.4%
higher recidivism risk

18.3%

White ethnicity
age 17 and over at admission

Lowest:  7.6%
10.7%

Number of Sustained Petitions During Follow-Up (Per Recidivist)

drug offender :

Highest: 1.91 .
three or more prior sustained petitions

1.90

Lowest: 1.63 - age 17 and over at admission
1.64 - "other" offender

Days to First Sustained Petition After Release

property/drug of fender
three or more prior sustained petitions

Shortest: 193.4 days
183.8 days

Longest: 241.5 days no prior sustained petition
240.3 days - one prior sustained petition

% of Youths Committed to State Institutions During 24-Month Fullow-Up

higher recidivism risk
Black ethnicity

1 Highest:  38.0%
34.1%

Lowest: 15.6%
17.5%

“other" ethhicity
White ethnicity

Other Findings. A somewhat higher percentage of youths with a prior person

j | offense (such as assault) committed one or more pérson offenses during follow-
up than did any other type of offender. A higher percentage of the follow-up

petitions for property offenders, compared to all othér types of offenders,

were for burglary; and, property/drug offenders had the highest percentage of

drug offenses during follow-up. This finding providés support for the view

that offenders tend to repeat their specific type of offense.
f
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Not surprisingly, more youths with violent histor{es committed violent
offenses during follow-up: 18.2% vs. 13.3% for youths with no such history.
However, there was no significant difference between youths with or without
violent histories in the percentage of recidivists or commitments to the state.

Some of the larger group differences were found for ethnicity, with Blacks
and Hispanics having more negative outcomes than-Whites. 1In all four prior
offender-type categories--person, property, property/drug, and other--Blacks
had the highest percentage of person offenses. The highest rate of drug
offenses was found for Hispanics--—regardless of prior z°fender-iype; and, again
regardless of offender-type, there was a slight tendency for Whites to have the
highest percentage of property offenses during follow-i;.

In an attempt to explain these differences, characteristics of the ethnic
-groups were compared. Few differences were found, except that more B]acks'and
Hispanics had a history of violence. Though this difference perhaps explains
the higher rate of violent offenses for minorities during follow-up, it dﬁes
not explain their higher rate of recidivism and state commitment. When the
rate of recidivism at 24 months was controlled for risk, lower risk Blacks had
significantly higher rates than lower risk Whites (observed rates of 62.1% vs.
43.6%), and medium risk Hispanics had higher rates than medium risk Whites
(72.6% vs. 64.2%). Higher risk minorities also had higher recidivism rates
than similar Whites, but these differences were not statistically significant.

Table 10.0 summarizes the outcomes on selected measures for the various
youth characteristics. The rows summarize outcome data by characferistic; the
columns may be used to determine the characteristics of youths who did better

or worse on each individual outcome.
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-TABLE 10.0

Youth Characteristics and Probation Outcomes:
Summary of Findings for 24-Month Follow-up

Total Releases

Satisfactory Releases

Days
High {Violent |0ffenses] to
Satis. |[Length| - Serious- [Recidi-| Per I1st | State
lEscape (Transfer|Comple-|{ of [Recidi-| ness vism | Recidi- [Peti- [Commit-
Ward _|Removal |Removal | tion Stay | vism [Offense |Offense| vist [tion | ment
Characteristic
Group ¥ % % Avg. % "% ¥ Avg. |Avg. %
Age
14 and Under 5.5 15.4 79.1 185.4} 72.8 15.7 18.3 1.89 |217.31 29.0
15 and 16 7.8 10.8 81.4 183.81] 65.4 17.8 16.6 1.77 [224.6] 29.2
17 and Over 8.2 7.1 84.7 169.3] 51.4 16.8  10.7 1.63 |239.4] 18.6
Prior Commitments
1 or More 10.4 16.8 72.7 177.81 69.9 15.3 14.4 1.89 |196.4] 30.5
None 6.4 8.0 85.6 180.14 59.8 21.6 15.2 1.71 {238.6]| 24.4
Prior Petitions
3 or More 13.3 | 13.6 73.1 172.11 70.3 17.4 15.6 1.90 [193.8] 31.4
2 7.5 | 12.2 80.3 182.11 67.0 19.5 14.7 1.70 1234.4} 29.6
1 5.2 9.3 B5.6 183.8] 60.8 21.0 16.2 1.73 |240.3] 25.0
. None 3.9 6.5 89.6 178.4} 51.8 21.8 13.2 1.67 |241.5] 18.1
Recidivism Rick
Higher ’ 12.2 14.9 72.9 | 179.8] 75.7 18.2 18.3 1.82 ]200.3} 38.0
Medium 7.2 10.6 82.2 178.6 63.6 19.3 14.9 1.77 |232.1] 25.7
Lower 4.7 6.8 88.5 180.1} 51.4 22.6 13.3 1.67 ]239.2} 18.8
Of fender Type
Person 5.8 | 11.0 83.3 197.31 59.8 24.7 17.6 - 1.69 230.8]| 26.6
Property 9.0 10.3 80.7 171.8] 63.4 16.9 13.2 1.79 {229.6] 26.4
Prop/Drug 6.6 8.4 84.9 154.51 66.0 19.6 16.3 1.91 ]193.4] 21.3
Other 3.8 10.1 86.1 161.0{ 61.8 19.1 14.7- 1.64 |216.0( 17.6
Violent History
Yes 5.9 10.9 83.2 198.6 59.9 25.5 18.2 1.69 |231.1] 27.3
No 8.4 10.2 81.4 169.2| 63.5 17.0 13.3 1.79 |225.0] 25.1
Ethnicity
White 9.6 - 9.9 80.6 159.6] 55.1 10.6 7.6 1.81 1222.7] 17.5
Hispanic 6.3 10.9 82.8 182.0] 66.0 17.9 15.9 1.80 {224.4] 28.8
Black 6.1 11.0 82.9 202.51 67.4 30.7 23.4 1.66 |[235.1] 34.1
Other 7.7 5.8 86.5 167.2] 62.2 21.4 13.3 1.79 |208.4] 15.6
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AGE AT ADMISSION

INTRODUCTION

Age has typically been found to be related to recidivism. Pritchard
{1979), in his review of 71 studies on the prediction of recidivism, found age
at first arrest to be a significant prgdictor in 77 of 95 (81%) research
samples.

In the present study, age at admission to camp was statistically related
to recidivism. To demonsirate this relationship, observe the following recid-
ivism rates at 24 months for youths of different ages: 12 years - 84.2%, 13 -
717.7%, 14 - 16.4%, 15 - 75.5%, 16 - 65.1%, 17 - 57.2%, 18 - 49.4%. Note how
the recidivism rate decreases as age increases.

For the total camp sample, age at admission had a correlation of .17 with
recidivism at 24 months. In addition, it made a small but significant contri-
bution to & regression prediction of recidivism. 3/

To simplify the presentation of data and interpretation of results, ages
were grouped into three levels: 14 and uﬁder, 15 and 16, and 17 and over.
The main findings of the outcome analysis by age groups are presented below.

A1} findings are for males who satisfactorily completed their camp program.
This sample of 2,115 included 345 (16.3%) who were 14 and under, 1,105 (52.2%)

who were 15 and 16, and 665 (31.4) 17 and over.

3/ The recidivism-risk formula employed in this study used age at first sus-
tained petition (see Appendix D). This variable's correlation with recid-
ivism was .19, and it proved to be a stronger contributor than age at
admission in regression problems predicting recidivism. The correlation

"between age at first petition and age at admission was .61. Age at admis-
sion was included in this chapter because of its simplicity and availabil-
ity to practitioners and administrators.
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-GENERAL SUMMARY

(those age 16 or 1ess)'were more negative than for males 17 or more. Younger
males (1) stayed longer in the program, (2) had a higher recidivism rate,
(3) tended to commit a slightly higher percentage of violent offenses, (4) had
more sustained petitions during follow-up, (5) were more often terminated from

probation as a result of a state commitment, and (6) overall, were more often

Age was highly related to outcomes.

committed to the state within the 24-month follow-up period.

MAIN FINDINGS FOR AGE AT ADMISSION

Slightly more 17 and older youths (84.7%) satisfactorily completed
the camp program than did 14 and under youths (79.1%). (Appendix
Table F10.1)

Youths 17 and older had a shorter stay in camp (169.3 days) than
either those 14 and under (185.4) or those 15 and 16 (183.8).
(App. F10.2)

Recidivism rates were directly related to age, with younger wards
having higher rates. (Table 10.1B in this Chapter)

Recidivism Kates

Age at Admission 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
14 and Under 42.0 58.0 67.0 12.8
15 and 16 33.8 52.7 61.6 65.4
17 and Over 25.6 38.8 | 46.3 51.4

No statistically significant differences were found as to the seri-
ousness level of recidivism offenses among the three age groups.
(App. F10.5)

However, a slightly higher proportion of younger youths did have vio-
lent follow-up offenses. For example, during the 24-month follow-up,
a violent offense was committed by 18.3% of those 14 and under, 16.6%
of those 15 and 16, and 10.7% of those 17 and over. (Table 10.1C)

Younger youths tended to commit more offenses during follow-up.

Within 24 months, the average number of sustained petitions per camp
release age 14 and under (1.37) was significantly higher than for
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those aged 15 and 16 (1.16); this, in turn, was significantly higher
than the average for releases 17 and over (0.84). (App. F10.6)

e No significant difference existed in average length of time to first
sustained petition. (App. F10.7)

e There were only small differences in the percentages of the various
types of sustained petitions accumulated during follow-up. One siza-
ble difference, however, was found for the percentage of petitions
for probation violation: 20.7% for 14 and under, 11.6% for 15 and
16, and 8.0% for 17 and over. (App. F10.8)

® Younger youths were more often terminated from probation and committed
to CYA or CDC: 4/ During the 24-month follow-up, 27.2% of those 14
and under and 22.4% of the 15- and 16-year olds were committed, com-
pared to 6.0% of those 17 and over. (App. F10.9)

o By the end of 24-month follow-up from camp release, 29.0% of the 14
and under group were committed to the state, as were 29.2% of the 15
and 16 group. 0f those 17 and over, 18.6% were committed.
(Table 10.1D)

e lWhen considering all camp releases (satisfactory plus unsatisfactory
releases), the state commitment rates were, from younger to older:
33.0%, 33.8%, and 22.6%. (Table 10.1D)

Additional outcome data are contained in Appendix F, Tables F.10.1 to F.10.9.

4/ California Youth Authority and California Department of Corrections.
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TABLE 10.1A

Number and Percentage of Males With Specified
Releases or Removals From Camp,
by Age at Admission

Type of Release or Removal

X0

8

) To Probation Termination Removal Transfer
Age Supervision/ of During to Other
at Total Foster Care Wardship Escape Custody
Admission N % N % N. % N % N %
14 and Under 436 16.9 341 78.2 4 0.9 24 5.5 67 15.4
15 - 16 1,357 52.6 1,084 79.8 21 1.6 106 1.8 146 10.8
17 and Qver 785 30.5 600 76.4 65 8.3 64 8.2 56 1.1
Totai 2,578 100.0 2,025 178B.6° QQ 3.5 194 1.5 269 10.4
TABLE 10.18

Recidivism Outcomes: Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions During Four Follow-Ups,
. by Age at Admission

Total Length of Follow-Up and

Age Satisfactory Number/Percentage of Recidivists

at Releases 6 Mos. 12 Mos. - 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
Admission N N % N % N % N %
14 and Under (A) 345 145 42.0 200 58.0 231 67.0 251 172.8
15 - 16 (B) 1,105 374 33.8 582 52.7 681 61.6 723 65.4
17 and Over (C) 665 170 25.6 258 38.8 308 46.3 342 51.4
Total 2,115 689 32.6 1,040 49.2 1,220 57.7 1,316 62.2

Note: Significant differences:
6 mos. - A vs, Band C, B vs. C.

12 and 18 mos. - A and B vs. C.
24 mos. - A vs, B and C, B vs. C.
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TABLE 10.1C

Males With One or More Sustained Petitions for a
Violent Offense During 12~ and 24-Month Follow-Ups,
for Youths With and Without Prior History of Violence
by Age at Admission

)- - - ‘- -‘ - - -
.

Length of Follow-Up and

Prior Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Age History Satisfactory With Violent Offense
at of Releases 12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Admission Violence N N % N %
14 and Under (A) Yes 99 17 17.2 21 21.2
No 246 21 11.0 4?2 17.1
Total 345 44 12.8 63 18.3
15 - 16 (B) Yes 389 55 14 .1 80 20.6
No 716 IR 9.9 104 14.5
Total 1,105 126 11.4 184 16.6
17 and Over (C)‘ Yes 255 22 8.6 34 13.3
No 410 217 6.6 37 9.0
Total 665 49 7.4 N 10.7
Total Yes 743 94 12.6 135 18.2
No 1,372 125 9.1 183 13.3
Total 2,115 219 10.4 318 15.0

Note: Significant differences: at 12 and 24 months, for the Total groups - A
and B vs. C. For the Yes groups, differences were significant across
all three groups but not when any two groups were compared. For the No
group at 24 months - A and B vs. C.
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TABLE 10.1D

Commitments to State Institutions
During 24-Month Follow-Up Period,
by Age at Admission

Number and Percentage of

Total Youths Committed to State Total

Age » Male At Probation Following State

at - Releases Termination  Termination Commitments
Admission N N % N % N %
Satisfactory Completions
14 and Under (A) 345 94 27.2 6 1.1 100 29.0
15 - 16 (B) T.]OS 247 22.4 16 6.9 323 29.2
17 and Over (C) 665 40 6.0 84 12.6 124 18.6
Total 2,115 381 18.0 166 7.8 547 25.9
Total Camp Youths
14 and Under (D) :' 436 136 31.2 8 1.8 144  33.0
15 - 16 (E) 1,357 367 27.0 92 6.8 459  33.8
17 and Over (F) 185 83 10.6 94 2.0 177 22.6
Total 2,578 586 22.7 194 1.5 780 30.3

Note: Significant differences for Total State Commitments:

Satisfactory Completions - A and B vs. C

Total Camp Youths - D and E vs. F
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PRIOR COMMITMENT HISTORY

INTRODUCTION

Another characteristic frequently used to prédict recidivism is number of

prior institutional commitments. 5/ Pritchard (1979) found this variable to

be statistically related to recidivism in 45 of 58 (76%) research samples.

In the present study, prior commitment was dichotomized as follows: no
prior commitments vs. one or more prior commitments. 6/ The study sample
includes males wilh satisfactory program completions: 1,600 (75.6%).with ne

prior commitment and 515 (24.4%) with one or more.

GENERAL SUMMARY

Youths with one or more prior institutional commitments generally had more
negative outcomes than those with no.such priors. Fewer of these youths satis-
factorily comp]etedktheir program. In addition, those with one or more priofﬁ:
(1) had a higher recidivism rate, (2) recidivated sooner after release, (3) had
more sustained petitions during follow-up, 14) had a higher rate of probation
terminations resulting from state commitment, and (5) overall, were more often
éommitted to the state within the 24-month follow-up period. Though the dif-

ferences were not statistically significant, those with no priors included a

5/ Prior commitment history is one of three variables comprising the recidi-
vism risk scale used in this study. 1Its correlation with recidivism at
24 months was .11, Prior commitment contributed modestiy to the
regression prediction of recidivism (see Appendix D).

6/ Though problems were discovered in the coding of this variable on the
follow-up forms, dichotomizing the variable eliminated possible errors.
No predictive power was 1lost by this procedure since recidivism rates
hardly varied among wards with more than one prior commitment.
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slightly higher percentage whose recidivism offense was rated at the high seri-

ousness level.

MAIN FINDINGS FOR_NUMBER OF PRIOR COMMITMENTS

e Significantly more youths with no prior commitments satisfactorily
completed the program: 85.6% vs. 72.7% of those with one or more
priors. (Appendix Table F10.10)

e VYouths with one or more priors were more often transferred out of the
program to other custody situations: 16.8% vs. 8.0% of those with no
priors. 1/ (Table 10.2A, in this chapter)

e There was no significant difference between ithe two groups in average
length of camp stay. (App. F10.11) ‘

¢ Youths with no prior commitments had lower recidivism rates.
(Table 10.28)

Recidivism Rates

Prior Commitments 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
None . ¢8.9 46.4 55.1 59.8
One or More 43.9 51.17 65.6 69.9

e Youths with one or more priors had more sustained petitions during
both 12- and 24-month follow-up. At 24 months, the average number
per recidivist was 1.89 for the one or more priors group vs. 1.71 for
the no priors group. (App. F10.15)

e Youths with no priors remained in the community 7.8 months before
their first sustained petition; the figure for those with one or more
priors was 6.5 months. (App. F10.16)

e Of those whose probation was terminated during the 24-month follow-up,
slightly more with no priors achieved successful termination: 56.5%
vs. 52.4%. Conversely, more-youths with one or more priors were
terminated as a resuit of a state commitment: 21.6 vs. 16.9%.
(App. F10.18)

e By the end of 24-month follow-up, 30.5% of those with one or more
priors had been committed to the state, compared to 24.4% of those
with no priors. (Table 10.2D)

Additional outcome data are contained in Appendix F, Tables F.10.10 to F.10.18.

1/ 0f all characteristics analyzed in this chapter, the present one--youths
with one or more prior commitments--had the highest rate of transfers out
of the camp program.
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TABLE 10.2A

Prior Commitments

Number and Percentage of Males With Specified
Releases or Removals From Camp

al T -l aE e Gl = == . a T oW o =N a8 o - O

Type of Release or Removal
To Probation Termination Removal Transfer
Supervision/ of During to Other
Prior Total Foster Care Wardship Escape Custody
Commitments N % N % N % N % N %
No Priors 1,870 72.5 1,548 82.8 52 2.8 120 6.4 150 8.0
One or More 708 27.5 477 67.4 38 5.4 74 10.4 119 16.8
Total 2,578 100.0 2,025 178.6 90 3.5 194 7.5 269 10.4
TABLE 10.28B
Recidivism Outcomes: Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods,
by Prior Commitments
Total Length of Follow-Up and
Satisfactory Number/Percentage of Recidivists
Prior Releases 6 Mos. | 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
Commitments N N_ % N % N % N %
No Priors 1,600 463 28.9 743 46.4 882 55.1 956 59.8
One or More 515 226 43.9 297 57.7 338 65.6 360 69.9
Total 2,115 689 32.8 1,040 49.2 1,220 57.7 1,316 62.2
Note: Significant differences were found at 6, 12, 18, and 24 months.
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TABLE 10.2C

Males With One or More Sustained Petitions for a
Violent Offense During 12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups,
for Youths With and Without Prior History of Violence:
by Prior Commitments

Length of Follow-Up and

Prior Total Number/Percentage of Youths
History Satisfactory With Violent Offense
Prior of : Releases 12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Commitments Violence N N % N %
No Priors Yes 568 79 13.9 113 19.
No 1,032 87 8.4 131 12.7
Total 1,600 166 10.4 244 15.
One or More Yes 175 15 8.6 22 12.
No 340 38 11.2 52 15.3
Total 515 53 10.3 74 14.
Total Group Yes <743 94 12.6 135 i8.
No ' 1,372 125 9.1 183 13.
Total 2,115 219 10.4 318 15.0

Note: No significant differences.
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TABLE 10.20

Commitments to State Institutions
During 24-Month Follow-Up Period,
by Prior Commitments

Number and Percentage of
Youths Committed to State
Total Total
Male At Probation Following State
Prior Releases Termination  Termination Commitments

Commitments N N % N % N X

Satisfactory Completions

No Priors 1,600 270  16.9 120 7.5 390 24.4
One or More 515 11 21.6 46 8.9 157  30.5
Total 2,115 3s1  18.0 166 7.8 547  25.9

Total Camp Youths

No Priors 1,870 g7 20.7 136 7.3 523 28.0
One or More 708 199 28.1 58 8.2 257 36.3
Total ' 2,578 586 22.7 194 7.5 780 30.3

Satisfactory Program Completions and Total Camp Youths.
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~ Prior Sust. Petitions .

NUMBER OF PRICR SUSTAINED PETITIONS

INTRODUCTION

Numbef of prior susfained petitions is yet another offender characteristic
“that has proven reliable in predicting recidivism. 8/ It was significantly
related to recidivism in 99 of 116 (85%) research samples. (Pritchard, 1979)

Number of prior suétained petitions for the camp sample ranged from none
(for first commithents) to 11. However, for those with three or more priors,
recidjvish rates were quite similar. For this reason, and in order to create
fairly egqual-sized gfoups for analysis, the number of priors was divided into
the following levels: 'none (485 youths, 22.9%); one prior (693, 32.8%), iwo
priors (449, 21.2%), and three or more priors (488, 23.1%). Again, findings

are for male yodths Wﬁth satisfactory program completions.

GENERAL SUMMARY

A higher number .of prior sustained petitions was related to negative out-
comes. For‘example,‘at 24-month follow-up, youths with no priors had a 51.8%
recidiviém rate, while those with three or more priors had a rate of 70.3%.
Simitarly, youths‘with no priors, as qompared to fhose with priors, (1) had
fewer dnsatisfactory program removals, (2) had fewer sustained petitions
during follow-up, (3) spent more time in the community prior to their first

sustained petition, (4) had a lower percentage of probation terminations as a

8/ Number of prior sustained petitions, along with an age variable and
presence of one or more prior institutional commitments are the three
variables that comprise the recidivism risk scale used in this study (see
Appendix D). Number of prior petitions had a .16 correlation with recidi-
vism at 24-month follow-up.
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result of state commitment, and (5) overall, proportionately fewer such youths

were committed to the state within the 24-month follow-up period.

MAIN FINDINGS FOR NUMBER OF PRIOR SUSTAINED PETITIONS

‘9 Significantly fewer youths with three or more priors satisfactorily
completed the camp program; 73.1% vs. 80.3% with two priors, B85.6%
with one prior, and B89.6% for those with -no priors. (Appendix
Table F10.19)

¢ There were no significant differences as to length of stay in the
program. (App. F10.20)

e Number of priors was related to recidivism at ail four follow-up
periods. (Table 10.3B, in this chapter)

Recidivism Rates

Prior Petitions 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
None 24.7 39.8 47.6 51.8
1 30.7 47.8 55.3 60.8
2 33.6 50.6 62.4 67.0
3 or more 42.0 59.2 66.8 70.3

e Number of prior petitions was also related to number of petitions
during follow-up. The average number of petitions per camp release
during 24-month follow-up were: no priors - 0.86, one prior - 1.05,
two priors - 1.14, and three or more priors - 1.34. (App. F10.24) ‘

® Youths with three or more priors recidivated sooner after release:
6.4 months vs. 7.7 to 7.9 months for the three groups with fewer than
three priors. (App. F10.25)

@ Few differences existed across the four groups as to the percentage
of specified types of offenses committed during follow-up. However,
a slight difference was found in the case of burglary: for those
with no priors and one prior, 17.8% and 17.4% of all sustained peti-
tions were for burglary, respectively; for those with two priors and
three or more priors, the figures were 21.0% and 20.2%. (App. F10.26)

e Youths with no priors had fewer negative terminations from probation
(i.e., state commitment). The no-priors group had 12.2% with such
terminations, compared to a range of 17.5% to 21.5% for those with
priors. (App. F10.27)
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Within 24 months from release, significantly fewer youths with no
prior sustained petitions were committed to the state: 18.1% vs.
25.0% to 31.4% for those with priors. (Table 10.3D)

For all camp releases (satisfactory plus unsatisfactory), the state
commitment rates were: no priors - 20.5%, one prior - 27.6%, two
priors - 35.1%, three or more priors - 37.3%. (Table 10.3D)

Additional outcome data are contained in Appendix F, Tables F10.19 to F.10.27.
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TABLE 10.3A

Number and Percentage of Males With Specified

Releases or Removals From Camp
by Number of Prior Sustained Petitions

Type of Release or Removal

To Probation Termination Removal Transfer
No. of ; Supervision/ of During to Other
Prior Total Foster Care Wardship Escape Custody
Petitions N % N % N X N N %
None 547 21.0 465 86.0 20 3.7 21 35 6.5
1 810 3i.4 662 81.7 31 3.8 42 75 9.3
2 559 21.17 436 78.0 13 2.3 42 68 12.2
3 or More 668  25.9 462  69.°2 26 3.9 89 97 13.6
Total 2,578 100.0 2,025 178.6 90 3.5 194 7.5 269 10.4
TABLE 10.38
Recidivism Outcomes: Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions During Folr Follow-Up Periods,
by Number of Prior Sustained Petitions
Total Length of Follow-Up and
No. of Satisfactory Number/Percentage of Recidivists
Prior Releases 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
Petitions N N % N % N N
None (A) 485 120 24.7 193 39.8 231 251 51,
1 (B) 693 213 30.7 331 47.8 @ 383 421 60.8
2 (C) 449 151 33.6 227 50.6 280 301 67.0
3 or More (D) 488 205 42.0 289 59.2 326 343 70.3
Total 2,115 689 32.6 1,040 49.2 1,220 1,316 62.2
Note: Significant differences:
6 mos. - Avs. C, Avs. D, Bvs. D, Cvs. D.
12 mos. - A vs. B, Avs. £, Avs. D, B vs. D.
18 mos. - A vs. B, Avs., C, Avs. D, Buws. D, Cwvs. D
24 mos. - A wvs. B, Avs, C, Awvs., D, B vs. D.
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TABLE 10.3C

Males With One or More Sustained Petitions for a
Violent Offense During 12- and 24-Month follow-Ups,
for Youths With and Without Prior History of Violence
by Number of Prior Sustained Petitions

Length of Fo11ow—Up and

Prior Total Number/Percentage of Youths
No. of History Satisfactory With Violent Offense
Prior of Releases 12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Petitions Violence N N % N %
None Yes 174 18  10.3 21 15.5
No 3N 22 7.1 3717 11.9
Total 485 ‘ 40 8.2 64 13.2
1 Yes 222 32 14.4 47 21.2
No an 51 10.8 65 13.8
Total 693 83 12.0 112 16.2
2 Yes 154 21 13.6 28  18.2
No 295 22 1.5 38 12.9
Total 449 43 9.6 66 14.7
3 or More Yes 193 23 11.9 33 17.17
No 295 30 10.2 43  14.6
Total 488 53 10.9 76 15.6
Total Group Yes 743 94 12.6 135 18.2
No 1,372 '125 9.1 183 13.3

Total 2,115 219 10.4 318 15.0

Note: No significant differences.
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TABLE 10.3D
Commitments to State Institutions
During 24-Month Follow-Up Period,
by Number of Prior Sustained Petitions
Number and Percentage of
Total Youths Committed to State Total

No. of Male At Probation Following State

Prior Releases Termination Termination Commitments
Petitions N N % N % N %
Satisfactory Completions
None (A) 485 59 12.2 29 6.0 88 18.1
1 (B) 693 121 17.5 52 1.5 173 25.0
2 (C) 449 96 21.4 37 8.2 133 29.6
3 or More (D) 488 105 21.5 48 9.8 153 31.4
Total 2,115 381 18.0 166 7.8 547 25.9
Total Camp Youths
None (A) 541 80 14.8 31 5.7 M1 20.5
1 (B) 810 167 20.6 57 7.0 224 27.6
2 (C) 559 148 26.5 48 8.6 196 35.1
3 or More (D) 668 191 28.6 58 8.7 249 37.3
Total 2,578 586 22.1 194 1.5 780 30.3

Note: Significant differences for Total State Commitments:

Satisfactory Completions - A vs. C and D

Total Camp Youths - A vs. C and D
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RISK OF RECIDIVISM

INTRODUCTION

Risk.of féc?divism is-represented by a score on a scale tomprised of three

variables: age at first sustained petition, number of prior institutional
_commitments, and number of prior sustained petitions. The selection of these
variables and the overall construction of the scale are described in
Appendix D.

This Sca]g has been used to control for risk of recidivism when comparing
outcames.among youths grouped in differing categories--{or example, open vs.
closed camps. In the present séction, outcomes are compared among youths
grouped by scores on the risk scale. To simp?ifyAthis comparison, the risk
scores have béen‘divided into three levels: Jower risk (601 youths, 28.4%),
medium risk (1.148,:54;3%), and higher risk (366, 17.3%). Results are based
on males with satisfactory program complietions.

Characteristics are shown be]ow;>separately by risk level. As can be seen,
risk category has a.linear relationship to each characteristic except minority

status and history of vialence.

Youth Recidivism Rates

.Characteristics Lower Risk Medium Risk Higher Risk
Minority Status 62.2% 61.0% 65.6%
Age at 1st v
Sustained Petition 15.8 14.4 12.2
Age at Admission 6.2 15.7 15.1
No. of Prior
Petitions 0.3 1.9 3.4
One or More Prior
Commitments 0.0% 29.5% 48.1%
History of Violence 37.6% 32.7% 38.8%
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Recidivism Risk

GENERAL SUMMARY

Risk of recidivism was, as expected, related to recidivism and to frequency

of offending; however, it was not related to type or seriousness of recidivism

offense. Satisfactory program completion was more often achieved by lower
risks than by either medium or higher risks. In addition, lower risks
(1) remained in the community longer before first sustained petition, (2) had
fewer terminations from probation as a result of a state commitment, and
(3) overall, proportionately fewer such youths were committed o the state
during the 24-month follow-up. Although lower risks in general had more posi-
tive outcomes, recidivism offenses committed by lower risks were not appreci-
ably different than those committed by higher risks. Additional analysis
indicated that commitment to the state was related as much to the three prior

record-risk variables as it was to seriousness of recidivism offense.

MAIN FINDINGS FOR RISK OF RECIDIVISM

e Lower risks had the highest percentage of satisfactory program com-
pletions: 88.5%, compared to 82.2% for medium risks and 72.9% for

higher risks. (App. F10.28)

o No significant differences were found as to length of stay in the
program. (App. F10.29)

e Recidivism rates for the three risk groups were as follows: 9/
(Table 10.4B)

Recidivism Rates

Risk Group 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
Lower 25.3 39.6 46.8 51.4
Medium 32.9 49.9 58.7 63.6
Higher 43.4 62.6 72.4 75.1

9/ Risk of recidivism involves an eight-point scale. From lower to higher
risk, the 24-month recidivism rates for wards at each scale point were:
risk score 1-45.9%, 2-59.8%, 3-63.2%, 4-64.8%, 5-70.2%, 6-74.2%, 7-11.5%,

8-82.6%.
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o There were no significant differences found when comparing seriousness
level of post-release offenses across risk groups. Lower risks had
the highest percentage of high seriousness offenses (22.6%), but also
the highest percentage of low seriousness offenses (15.0%).
(App. F10.31) )

o There were also no significant differences in the percentage of vio-
lent offenses committed by recidivists of various risk levels. How-
ever, higher risks did commit a slightly higher percentage of violent
recidivism offenses (18.3%) than either medium risks(14.9%) or lower
risks (13.3%). (Table 10.4C)

o Higher risks had a higher average number of post-release petitions:
at 24 months, there were 1.38 vs. 1.13 (medium) and 0.85 (lower) peti-
tions per release. No significant differences were found, however,
in the average number of petitions per recidivist. (App. F10.32)

e Higher risks recidivaled sconer (6.6 months) than zither medium risks
(7.6) or lower risks (7.3). (App. F10.33)

e More higher risks were terminated from probatior as a result of a
state commitment: 31.4% vs. 17.6% for medium risks and 10.6 for lower
risks. (App. F10.35)

e Within the 24-month follow-up period, 39.0% of the higher risks were
committed to the state, compared to 25.7% of the medium risks and
18.8% of the 1lower risks. 10/ The corresponding figures for all
releases (satisfactory plus unsatisfactory) were: 42.4%, 30.6%, and
20.5%, respectively. (Table 10.4D)

Additional outcome data are contained 1in Appendix F, Tables F10.28 to

F10.35.

10/ Further analysis addressed the question of why more higher risk youths
received state commitments than lower risks. Findings have shown that the
percentage of recidivists was greater for higher risks: 75.7% vs. 51.4%
for lower risks. Also, data (not shown) indicate that, of the recidi-
vists, more higher risks were committed to the state: 50.2% vs. 34, 3%.
However, no statistical differences were found as to the type of post-
release offenses; in fact, Tlower risks committes slightly more offenses
than higher risks in the higher seriousness category. On the other hand,
slightly more higher risks committed violent offenses. Thus, it appears
that the decision to commit to the state reflected both the type of reci-
divism offense and the prior record: Higher risks who committed a serious
or violent offense were committed more often than lower risks because of
their longer prior records. Lower risks, who committed serious or violent
offenses nearly as often as higher risks, seem to have been less fre-
quently committed, in part because of their less serious prior record.
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TABLE 10.4A

Number and Percentage of Males With Specified
Releases or Removals From Camp,
" by Recidivism Risk Group

Type of Release or Removal

To'Probation Termination Removal Transfer
Supervision/ of During to Other
Recidivism Total Foster Care  Wardshin Escape Custody
Risk Group N % N %X - N % N % N %
Lower (L) 679 26.3 568 83.6 33 4.9 32 4.1 46 6.8
Medium (M) 1,397 54.2 1,102 178.9 46 3.3 101 7.2 148 10.6
Higher (H) 502 19.5 355 70.7 1 2.2 61 12.2 75 4.9
Tolal 2,578 100.0 2,025 78.6 90 3.5 194 7.5 269 10.4
TABLE 10.4B
Recidivism Outcomes: Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods,
by Recidivism Risk Group
Total Length of Follow-Up and
Satisfactory Number/Percentage of Recidivists '
Recidivism Releases 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos
Risk Group N N % N % N % N %
Lower (L) 601 152  25.3 238  39.6 281 46.8 309 51.4
Medium (M) 1,148 3718 32.9 573 49.9 674 58.7 730 63.6
Higher (H) 366 159 43.4 229 62.6 265 72.4 2711 15.1
Total 2,115 689 32.6 1,040 49.2 1,220 57.7 1,316 62.2
Note: Significant differences were found to exist at all four follow-up

periods for L vs. M and H, M vs. H.
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TABLE 10.4C

Males With One or More Sustained Petitions for a
Violent Offense During 12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups,
for Youths With and Without Prior History of Violence
by Recidivism Risk Group

Length of Follow-Up and

Prior Total  Number/Percentage of Youths
History Satisfactory With Violent Offense
Recidivism of Releases ‘ .12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Risk Group Violence N N % N X
Lower Yes 226 22 9.7 36 15,
No 375 ‘ 28 1.9 44 1.7
Total 601 ) 50 8.3 80 13.
Medium Yes 375 53 14.1 70 18.
No 713 73 9.4 101 13.
Jotal 1,148 126 11.0 171 14.
Higher Yes 142 19 13.4 29 20.4
No 224 _ 24 10.7 38 17.
Total 336 43 11.8 67 18.3
Total Group Yes 743 94 12.6 135 18.2
No 1,372 125 9.1 183 13.3
Total 2,115 - 219 10.4 318 15.0

Note: No significant differences.

—
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TABLE 10.4D

Commitments to State Institutions
During 24-Month Follow-Up Period,
by Recidivism Risk Group

Humber and Percentage of

Total Youths Committed to State Total

Male At Probation Following State
Recidivism Releases Termination Termination Commitments
Risk Group N N % __N % N X

Satisfactory Completions

Lower (L) 601 64 10.6 49 8.2 113 18.8
Medium (M 1,148 202 17.6 93 8.1 295 25.1
Higher (H) 366 115 31.4 24 6.6 139 38.0
Total 2,115 381 18.0 166 7.8 547 25.9
Total Camp Youths

Lower (L) 679 87 12.8 52 7.7 139 20.5
Medium (M) 1,397 314 22.5 14 8.2 428 30.6
Higher (H) 502 185 36.8 28 5.6 213 k 42.4
Total 2,578 586 22.7 194 1.5 780 30.3

Note: Significant differences for Total State Commitments:

Satisfactory Completions - L vs. M and H, M vs. H

Total Camp Youths - L vs. M and H, M vs. H
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TYPE OF PRIOR OFFENSE HISTORY

INTRODUCTION -

Two methods were considered for ahalyzing outcomes by type of offender.
The' first method, often used in research,‘ was to classify each offender
according to his instant offense--in this case, his commitment offense. 11/
The second method involved classifying by type or pattern of offenses in the
prior criminal record aslwe11 as the commitment offense. The second method
was chosen beéause it utilized more information and enhanced the identification
of cértain offenders, such as those who had committed offenses against persons.
Four calegories of offender type were thus distinguished: person (767 youths,
36.3%); bropekty oniy (1,139, 53.8%), property/drhg (141, 6.7%), and other
(68, 3.2%). 12/ Results are for males who satisfactorily completed their

program.

/ Pritchard (1979) found type of instant offense to be signifﬁcaﬁi1y related
to recidivism in 118 of 145 research studies. However, in none of this
study's analyses was offender type shown to be predictive of recidivism.

I.—l

/ Classification was as follows: person - any youth with at least one per-
son offense; property only - excluding person offenders, -4ny youth with a
property offense, but also excluding any who additionally had a drug
offense; property/drug - any youth with a drug offense {excluding person
offenders); other - all remaining unclassified offenders (those with no
person, property, or drug offenses). See Chart 10.5 for further informa-
tion-on offender types. The property/drug group includes 60 youths with
a mix of prior property and drug offenses, and 81 with drug-only offenses.

-
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CHART 10.5

Type of Prior Offense

Specific Person, Property, Drug, and Other Offenses

PERSON OFFENSES

a’b/ Murder

-a/b/ Manslaughter

a/b/ Robbery, Armed

a/b/ Robbery, Other

a/b/ Assault With Deadly Weapon
Discharge/Display Firearms

b/ Assault; Battery; Resisting Arrest
b/ Destructive Devices
b/ Misc. Assault Offenses
a’b/ Forcible Rape
a/b/ Assault to Rape/Rob
a/b/ Kidnapping
DRUG OFFENSES

Possession Hard Narcotic

a/ Sale Hard Narcotic
Possession Marijuana
Sale Marijuana

Possession Dangerous Drugs

a/ Sale Dangerous Drugs
Driving under the Influence

Misc. Drugs and Narcotics Offenses

a’/ High seriousness offense
/ Violent offense.
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PROPERTY OFFENSES

Burglary

Burglary, Attempted
Grand Theft

Petty Theft

Receiving/Possession Stolen
Property '

Auto Thefti/Joyriding
Forgery
Check Offenses

OTHER OFFENSES

Statutory Rape
Sex Delinquency; Prostitution
Indecent Exposure

Lewd and Lascivious Conduct
With Children

Sex Perversion
Carrying Concealed Weapon

Drunk Driving, Felony and
Misdemeanor

Arson

Misc. Felonies

Sniffing (e.g., glue)
Loitering; Distrubing Peace
Malicious Mischief

Alcohol Offenses

Probation Violation; Placement
Fajlure




Type of Prior Offense

GENERAL SUMMARY

There were few substantial or statistically significant differences in
’outcomes across the foﬁr offense types, i.e., among youths grouped by type of
offense history. 13/ Although the differences were not statistically signifi-
cant, person offenders had the lowest recidivism rates whereas property/drug
offenders the highest rates. A slight tendency for offense specialization was
found; that is, person offenders often committed further person offenses, pro-
perty offenders committed the largest percentage of post-release property
offenses, and property/drug offenders had the highest rate of petitions for
drug offenses during fo]]ow—up.' Fiha11y, no relationship was found between

prior of fender type and likelihood of commiimenl to the state.

MAIN FINDINGS FOR TYPE OF PRIOR OFFENSE HISTORY

¢ There was no significant difference in the percentage of program com-
pletions across the four types of offenders. (App. F10.36)

® Person offenders remained in the camp program Jlonger than other
offenders. However, it is likely that person offenders were committed
for longer periods in the first place. (App. F10.37)

® Recidivism rates for the four offender types are shown below. There
were no significant differences between any of the groups at any
follow-up period. (Table 10.5B)

13/ A separate analysis was made by type of commitment offense alone.
Although using this definition of offender type resulted in slightly
different findings, the relationship of outcomes among commitment offense
types remained essentially the same as those found for offender types
based on prior record.
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Recidivism Rates

Offender Type 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
Person 29.9 46.17 56.2 59.8
Property Only 33.4 49.9 58.2 63.4
Property/Orug ) 39.7 57.4 61.7 66.0
“Other 33.8 48.5 57.4 61.8

¢ When offender type and recidivism risk score were considered together,
significant outcome differences were scattered. Lower-risk property/
drug offenders had Tlower recidivism rates than other lower-risk
offender types. 1In contrast, medium-risk property/drug offenders had
higher recidivism rates than other medium-risk offender types.
(App. F10.38)

¢ No significant differences were found as to seriousness level of
recidivism offenses. (App. F10.40)

® Although the differences were not statistically significant, property/
drug offenders tended to recidivate earlier than other offender types.
(App. F10.42)

® A siight relationship was also found between type of offender and type
of follow-up offense. For instance, person offenders had slightly
more robberies and assaults than did any other offender type. Simi-
larly, property offenders went on to commit the largest percentage of
burglaries, and property/drug offenders had the Targest percentage of
drug offenses during follow-up. (App. F10.43) .

e Among satisfactory program completions, no significant differences
were found in the percentages of each offender type committed to the
state during the 24-month follow-up. (Table 10.5D)

Additional outcome data are contained in Appendix F. Tables F10.36 to F10.44.
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TABLE 10.5A

Number and Percentage of Males With Specified

Releases or Removals From Camp,
by Type of Prior Offense History

Type of Release or Rzmoval

. To Probation Termination Remowal Transfer

Type of Supervision/ of During to Other
Prior Offense Total Foster Care Wardship Escape Custody

History N % N % N . % N % N %
Person 921 35.7 732 179.5 35 3.8 53 5.8 100 1.0
Property 1,472 54.7 1,091 77.3 48 3.4 127 9.0 146 10.3
Propertiy/Drug 166 6.4 136 81.9 . 5 3.0 6.6 14 8.4
Other 79 3.1 66 B3.5 .2 2.5 - 3.8 8 10.1
Total 2,578 100.0 2,025 178.6 90 3.5 194 7.5 269 10.4

TABLE 10.58B
Recidivism Qutcomes: Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods,
by Type of Prior Offense History
Total Length of Follow-Up and

Type of Satisfactory Number/Percentage of Recidivists
Prior Offense Releases 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.

History N N % N % N % N %
Person 767 229 29.9 358 46.1 431 56.2 459 59.8
Property 1,139 381 33.4 568 49.9 663 58.2 722 63.4
Property/Drugs 141 56 39.7 81 57.4 87 61.7 93 66.0
Other 68 23 33.8 33 48.5 38 57.4 42 61.8
Total 2,115 689 32.6 1,040 49.2 1,220 57.7 1,316 62.2
Note: No significant differences.
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TABLE 10.5C

Males With One or More Sustained Petitions for a
Violent Offense During 12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups,
for Youths With and Without Prior History of Violence
by Type of Prior Qffense History

Length of Follow-Up and

Prior Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Type of History Satisfactory With Violent Offense
Prior Offense of Releases .12 Mos. 24 Mos.
History Violence N N % N %
Person Yes 743 94 12.6 135 18.2
No 24 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total 767 94 12.3 135 17.6
Property Yes a/ 0 - - - -
No 1,139 102 9.0 150 13.2
Total 1,139 120 9.0 150 13.2
Property/Drugs Yes a/ 0 - - - -
No 141 17 12.1 23 16.3
Total 141 17 12 23 16.3
Other Yes a/ 0 - - - -
No 68 6 8.8 10 14.7
Total 68 6 8.8 10 14.7
Total Yes 743 94 12.6 135 18.2
No 1,372 125 9.1 183 13.3
Total 2,115 219 10.4 318 15.0

Note: No significant differences.

a/ By definition of offender-type, youths in these categories had no prior
violent offenses.
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TABLE 10.5D

Commitments to State Institutions
During 24-Month Follow-Up Period,
by Type of Prior Offense History

Number and Percentage of

Total Youths Committed to State Total
Type of _ Male At Probation Foilowing State
.Prior Offense Releases Termination Termination Commitments
History N N % N % N %
Satisfactory Completions
Person 767 152 19.8 52 6.8 204 26.6
Property | 1,139 204 17.9 97 8.5 301 26.4
Property/Drugs 141 17 12.1 13 9.2 30 21.3
Other 68 8 1.8 4 5.9 12 17.6
Total 2,115 387 18.0 166 7.8 547 25.9
Total Camp Wards R
Person 921 238 25.8 59 6.4 297  32.2
- Property 1,412 an 22.0 116 8.2 427 30.2
Property/Drug 166 - 26 15.7 15 9.0 41 24.17
Other 79 11 13.9 4 5.1 15 19.0
Total 2,518 586 22.7 194 1.5 3

180 30.

Note: No significant ‘differences were found for Total State Commitments among
of fender types. :
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PRIOR HISTORY OF VIOLENCE

INTRODUCTION

Violent crimes include murder, manslaughter, assault with a deadly weapon,

forcible rape, kidnapping, armed robbery, and other robberies. It was not

~ expected that a history of violence would be predictive of recidivism, and this

turned out toc be the case. 14/ Nevertheless, it was important to learn what
proportion of youths with such a history committed violent crimes after release
from camp and, in addition, whether a history of violence had any affect on
other outcome measures. Of the sample of 2,115 male youths who satisfactorily
compleied iheir camp program, 743 or 34.6% had one or more violenl offenses in

their prior record (including commitment offense).

GENERAL SUMMARY

Youths with a prior history cf violence ("violent offenders") did, in faci.
commit more violent and--in general, more high seriousness--crimes during
follow-up than did those without such histor%es ("nonviolent offenders"). How-
ever, these differences were moderate: at 24 months, 18.2% of violent offend-
ers vs. 13.3% of the nonviolent offenders had committed violent follow-up
offenses; 25.5% of the recidivism offenses of violent offenders were rated in
the high seriousness category, compared to 17.0% of those for nonviolent
offenders; and, of all the offenses committed during follow-up, robbery and
assault (combined) accounted for 20.1% among violent and 12.8% among nonviolent

offenders. On the other hand, during the 24-month follow-up, nonviolent

14/ As discussed in Appendix D, history of prior violence did not contribute
significantly to the recidivism risk scale.
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offenders had slightly (but not significantly) higher recidivism rates and
higher average number of post-release sustained petitions.

As stated above, 16.2% of all youths with a history of violence committed
one or more violent follow-up offenses. Elsewhere in this chapter, data have
shown slightly to moderately higher rates for violent offenders with specified
characteristics. For instance, higher rates of violent offending were found
for violent offenders who: (1) were 14 and under at admission, 21.2%; (2) were
ages 15 and 16 at admission, 20.6%; (4) were at higher recidivism risk, 20;4%;

and {5) were of Black ethnicity, 24.1%.

MAIN FINDINGS FOR PRIOR HISTORY OF VIOLENCE

e Violent offenders satisfactorily completed their program as often as
nonviolent offenders: 83.2% vs. 81.4%. (App. F10.45)

e However, violent offenders remained in camp 1longer than others:
198.6 vs. 169.2 days. (App. F10.46)

e No significant differences were found between recidivism rates of
violent and nonviolent offenders. (Table 10.6B)

o At 24-month follow-up, a higher percentage of violent offenders com-
mitted recidivism offenses in the higher seriousness category: 25.5%
vs. 17.0% for nonviolent offenders. The differences were significant
at both 12- and 24-month follow-up. 15/ (App. F10.49)

e A higher percentage of youths with a prior history of violence com--
mitted violent offenses during follow-up. These differences were
small--but statistically significant--at 12 months 12.6% vs. 9.1% for
nonviolent offenders and at 24 months, 18.2% vs. 13.3%. (Table 10.6C)

o During the 24-month follow-up, nonviolent offenders committed more
post-release offenses, 1.14 vs. 1.07. (App. F10.50)

e Of all post-release offenses committed, robbery and assault (combined)
accounted for 20.1% among violent offenders vs. 12.8% among nonviolent
offenders. (App. F10.52) '

15/ The high seriousness category includes some offenses not counted as vio-
lent. See Chart 10.5 in preceding section on type of offender.
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e Among the satisfactory completion group, a somewhat unexpected finding
was that there were no significant differences in type of probation
terminations. (App. F10.53) However, for all camp youths (satisfac-
tory plus unsatisfactory releases), a small but statistically signifi-
cant difference was found in -the state commitment rate at 24-month
follow-up: 32.9% of all violent offenders were committed vs. 28.8%
of all nonviolent offenders. (Table 10.6D)

Additional outcome data are contained in Appendix F, Tables F10.45 to F10.53.
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TABLE 10.6A

Number and Percentage of Males With Specified
Releases or Removals From Camp,
by Prior History of Violence

Type of Release or Removal

_ To Probation  Termination Removal Transfer
Prior History Supervision/ of During to Other
of Total Foster Care Wardship Escape Custody
Violence N % N % N % N % N %
Violence 893 34.6 770 79.5 33 3.7 53 5.9 97 10.9
No Violence 1,685 65.0 1,315 78.0 57 3.4 141 8.4 172 10.2
Total 2,578 100.0 2,025 78.6 . 90 3.5 194 7.5 269 10.4
TABLE 10.68

Recidivism OQutcomes:

Males With One or More Sustained

Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods,
by Type of Prior Offense History

Total Length of Follow~-Up and
Prior History Satisfactory Number/Pr ~centage of Recidivists
of Releases 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.

Violence N N % N % N. % N %
Violence 143 223 30.0 348 46.8 418 56.3 445 59.9
No Violence 1,372 466 34.0 692 50.4 802 58.4 871 63.5
Total 2,115 689 32.6 1,040 49.2 1,220 57.7 1,316 62.2
Note: No significant differences.
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TABLE 10.6C

Males With One or More Sustained Petitions for a
Violent Offense During 12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups,
for Youths With and Without Prior History of Violence

Length of Follow-Up and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Prior History Satisfactory With Violent Offense
of Releases 12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Violence N N . X N %

Violence 743 94 12.6 135 18.2
X X

No Violence 1,372 125 9.1 183 13.3

Total 2,115 219 10.4 318 15.0

Note: Significant differences exist between percentage of youths with a

violent offense at 12 and 24 months.

TABLE 10.6D

Commitments to State Institutions
During 24-Month Follow-Up Pericd,
by Prior History of Violence

Number and Percentage of

Total Youths Committed to State Total
Type of Male At Probation Following State
Prior Offense Releases Termination Termination Commitments
History N N y 4 N % N %
Satisfactory Completions
Violence 743 151 20.3 52 7.0 203  271.3
No Violence 1,372 230 16.8 114 8.3 344 25.1
Total 2,115 381 18.0 166 7.8 5417 25.9
Total Camp Youths
Violence 893 235  26.3 59 6.6 294  32.9
No Violence 1,685 351 20.8 135 8.0 486 .28.8
Total 2,578 586 22.1 194 1.5 180 30.3

Note: Significant difference between Total State Commitments was found for
Total Camp Youths.
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ETHNICITY

INTRODUCTION
Ethnicity represent§ an equivocal variable in the prediction of recidivism.
Pritchard,rfor example, found "race" predictive in 65 research studies and

nonpredictive in 59 studieﬁ. 16/ 17/ 1n California, which has a large Hispanic
population, most correctional research uses ethnicity rather than race, and it
is used essentially as a socio-cultural variable. Accordingly, ethnicity was
used in the présent study. Of the sample of males who satisfactiorily completed

their program, 801 (37.9%) were Whites, 615 (29.1%) were Hispanics, 654 (30.9%)

were Blacks, and 45 (2.1%) were of other minority ethnic groups.

GENERAL SUMMARY

Statistically significant differences were found among the ethnic groups
on 11 of 13 outcome variables tested. No differences were found with regérd
to percentage of satisfactory program completions and number of days to first
sustained petition during follow-up. Outcomes for Blacks were usually the most
negative; followed by “Hispanics, ‘"others," and Whites. Whites had the
(1) shortest average program stay (LOS), (2) lowest récidivism rate, (3) lowest
percentage of high‘seriousness recidivism offenses, (4) fewest violent offenses
during follow-up, and (5) lowest average number of follow-up offenses, (6) were

least often (except for "other" minorities) tefminated from probation as a

16/ Pritchard used the term "race." It is not clear if the variable referred
to Caucasian vs. Negroid vs. Mongoloid, or to ethnicity as defined in the
present study: White vs. Black vs. Hispanic vs. Others.

11/ 1In the development of a recidivism risk scale (see Appendix D), ethnicity

showed  mixed results in the prediction of recidivism. It was decided not
to include ethnicity as a predictor variable, despite 1its possible
relevance to this outcome measure.
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result of a ;tate commitment, (7) had the lowest percentage of youths committed
to the state for their first fime after probation termination, and (8) overall,
had the 1lowest percentage of commitments to the state within 24-month
follow-up. Minorities, on the other hand, tended to commit disproportionately
.more of the following serious offenses during follow-up: Blacks committed
more robberies; Hispanics committed more drug/narcotic offenses; and minorities
(as a group) accounted for 16 of 17 homicide and manslaughter offenses.

To better understand the preceding differences, characteristics_ of the
ethnic groups were examined. (Since the "other" c¢-oup contained only 45
youths, this group was excluded.) Data on characteristics are listed by ethnic
group ih Chart 10.7. Ethnic groups did not differ statistically on age at
first sustained petition, age at admission to camp, or on percentage with one
or more prior institutional commitments; and, though statistically relijable
differences were found on other characteristics (such as average number of
prior sustained petitions), such differences were seldom large. However, a
substantial difference was found in the percentage of youths with prior vio-
lence: Blacks - 46.1%, Hispanics - 38.9%, and Whites - 22.3.

An examination was made of the follow-up petitions charged to youths with
prior histories of person offenses (see Table 10.7€). It was assumed that a
violent offense occurring during follow-up would more likely be sustained and
more likely result in state commitment, particularly if the youth had a prior
history of such offenses. Tﬁe findings indicated that for White person offend-
ers, 11.1% of the follow-up offenses were against persons. The figure was
19.7% for Hispanics and 28.4% for Blacks. These findings, however, provide
only a partial explanation of the more negative outcomes for Blacks and

Hispanics.
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CHART 10.7

Youth Characteristics, by Ethnic Group

Youth Characteristic white Hispanic Black Significance

Number of Youths 801 615 654

Avg. Age of First Sustained Petition 14.4 14.5 14.2 n.s.
Avg. Age at Camp Admissions 15.8 15.8 15.7 n.s.
Avg. Prior Sustained Petitions 2.8 2.6 2.1 *3

% One or More Prior Commitments 271 24.6 21.7 ‘n.s.

% With History of Violence - 22.3 38.9 46.1 *a,b,c
Avg. No. of Prior Viol. Offenses 1/ 0.3 0.4 0.6 *a,b,c
Avg. Recidivism Risk Score 4.2 4.0 4.3 *c

* Significant F-value for analysis of variance across ethnic groups.
Significant group differences:

a/ White vs. Hispanic

b/ White vs., Black N

¢/ Hispanic vs. Black

/ The dverages apply to all youths--those with and those without a violent

history. The averages for only those with a violent history were: Whites
- 1.12, Hispanics - 1.15, and Blacks - 1.29.
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MAIN FINDINGS ON ETHNICITY

e No significant differences were found as to the percentage of satis-
factory program completions achieved by youths of the four ethnic
groups. (App. F10.54)

® Blacks remained in camp the longest (202.5 days) and Whites the short-
est (159.6). Length of stay for Hispanics was in-between (182.0).
(App. F10.55)

e MWhites had the lowest recidivism rates (the differences were signifi-
cant at 12-, 18-, and 24-month follow-up). Few differences were found
across the three minority groups. (Table 10.7B)

Recidivism Rates

Ethnicity 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
White 29.3 43.7 50.7 55.1
Hispanic 34.2 53.0 61.1 66.0
B1ack' 35.0 52.1 . 62.8 67.4
Other 33.3 511 60.0 62.2

When grouped by risk level, some significant differences remained
among the recidivism rates of the ethnic groups. For instance, at 24
months, rates among lower risk youths were lower for Whites than for
Biacks or Hispanics; rates among medium risks were lower for Whites
than for Hispanics. However, among higher risks, no significant dif-
ferences in rates at 24 months existed across ethnic groups.
(App. F10.56) ‘

e Within 24-month follow-up, 30.7 of the Black recidivists had committed
at least one offense in the high seriousness category; this figure was
nearly three times that for Whites (10.6%). The figure for Whites
was in turn lower than that for Hispanics (17.9%). (App. F10.58)

e Essentially the same results were found for violent offenses; in par-
ticular, at 24 months, 23.4% of all Black releases had committed one
or more violent offenses, compared to 15.9% of Hispanics and 7.6% of
Whites. This cross-ethnic relationship also existed when youihs were
grouped by prior history of violence. However, within each ethnic
group, only marginal differences existed in the percentage of violent
recidivism offenses for youths with or without a history of violence.
(Table 10.7C)

e No significant differences were found across ethnic groups in length
of time to first sustained petition.
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(] Duriné the 24-month follow-up, ﬁ3.1% of all sustained petitions filed
on Blacks were for robbery; among Whites and Hispanics, robbery
accounted for 2.2% and 3.9%.

e The combination of drugs/narcotics and other drug offenses accounted
for 19.0% of all petitions for Hispanics and 3.7% and 3.6% for Whites
and Blacks. '

e Probation violation accounted for 18.2% of all petitions for Whites,
11.9% for Hispanics, and 7.3% for Blacks.

e Of 17 sustained petitions for murder/manslaughter, eight were
accounted for by Blacks, seven by Hispanics, Whites and others
accounted for one each. See Appendix Table F10.61 for data on
of fenses committed by ethnic groups.

e Significant differences were found among the percentages in each
ethnic group terminated from probation as a result of a state commit-
ment: Blacks - 25.1%, Hispanics - 19.2%, Whites - 11.9%, and others
- 8.9%. (App. F10.62)

® By the end of the 24-month follow-up, 34.1% of the Blacks, 28.8% of
the Hispanics, 17.5% of the Whites, and 15.6% of other ethnic group
were committed to the state. (Table 10.7D)

o For all camp releases (satisfactory plus unsatisfactory releases), the
24-month state commitment rates were: Blacks - 38.3%, Hispanics -
33.8%, Whites - 21.7%, and others -.21.2%. (Table 10.7D)

A

Additional outcome data are_contained in Appendix F, Tables F.10.54 to F.10.62.
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TABLE 10.7A

Number and Percentage of Males With Specified
-Releases or Removals From Camp,
by Ethnicity

Type of Release or Removal

To Probation Termination Removal Transfer
Supervision/ of During to Other

: Total Foster Care Wardship Escape Custody
Ethnicity N % N % N % N % N %
White 994 38.6 756 76.1 45 4.5 95 3.6 98 9.9
Hispanic 743 28.8 597 79.5 24 3.2 47 6.3 81 10.9
Black 634 80.4 20 2.5 48 6.1 87 11.0 634 80.4
Other 52 21.0 44 84.6 1 1.9 4 7.7 . 3 5.8
Total 2,578 100.0 2,025 78.6 90 3.5 194 7.5 269 10.4

TABLE 10.7B
Recidivism Outcomes: Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods,
by Ethnicity
Total Length of Follow-Up and
Satisfactory ‘ Number/Percentage of Recidivists

Releases 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.

Ethnicity N N % N % N % N . %

White 801 235 29.3 350 43.7 406 50.7 441 551

Hispanic 615 210 34.2 326 53.0 376 61.1 406 66.0

Black 654 229 35.0 341. 52.1 411 62.8 441 67.4

Other 45 15 33.3 23 51 27 60.0 28 62.2

Total 2,115 689 32.6 1,040 49.2 1,220 57.7 1,316 62.2
Note: Significant differences. 6 mos. - none; 12, 18, and 24 months - White

vs. Hispanic, White vs. Black.
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TABLE 10.7C

Males With One or More Sustained Petitions for a
Violent Offense During 12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups,
for Youths With and Without Prior History of Violence:
by Ethnicity

Length of Follow-Up and

Prior Total Number/Percentage of Youths
History Satisfactory With Violent Offense
. of Releases 12 Mos. 24 Mos.

Ethnicity Violence N N % N %
White Yes 179 13 7.3 17 9.5
No 622 28 4.5 44 7.1
Total 801 ) 41 5.1 . 61 7.6
Hispanic Yes 239 . 28 1.7 42 17.6
‘ No 376 40 10.6 56 14.9
TJotal 615 68 11.1 98 15.9
Black Yes 307 51 16.6 74 241
No 347 55 15.8 79 22.8
Total 654" 106 16.2 153 23.4
Other Yes 18 2 1.1 2 1.1

: No 27 2 1.4 4 14.8°
Total 45 4 8.9 6 13.3
Total Groups Yes 743 94 12.6 135 18.2
No o 1,372 125 9.1 183 13.3
Total 2,115 219 10.4 318 15.0

Note: Significant differences. For Total, all groups (excluding "other")

differ at 12 and 24 months. Ffor lﬁi: W vs. B at 12 and 24 months. For
No, W vs. B and W vs. H at 12 months, and W vs. B, W vs. H, H vs. B at
24 months. ' '
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TABLE 10.7D

Commitments to State Institutions
During 24-Month Follow-Up Period,
by Ethnicity

Number and Percentage of

Total Youths Committed to State Total

Type of Male At Probation Following State
Prior Offense Releases Termination Termination Commitments

History N N % N % N %
Satisfactory Completions
White 801 95 11.9 45 5.6 140 17.5
Hispanic 615 118 19.2 59 9.6 177 28.8
Black 654 164 25.1 59 9.0 223 4.1
Other 45 4 8.9 3 6.7 7 15.6
Total 2,115 381 18.0 166 7.8 547 25.9
Total Camp Youths )
White 994 160 161.1 56 5.6 216 21.7
Hispanic 743 185 24.9 66 8.9 251  33.8
Black 789 235 29.8 67 8.5 302 38.3
Other 1,685 351 20.8 135 8.0 486 28.8
Total 2,578 586 22.7 194 S 7.5 780.  30.3

Note: Significant differences for Total State Commitments:

Satisfactory Completions - White vs. Hispanic, White vs. Black, Other
vs. Black

Total Camp Youths - same
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TABLE 10.7t

Average Number and Type of Sustained Petitions During Follow-Up,
- by-Offender Type and Ethnicity

Offender ‘ Post- :

and Type Recid- Peti-  Avg. Post- Percent Post-Release Petitions

Ethnicity - jvists tions Petitions . = Person Property Drugs Other

Person W 94 162 1,72 11 44 .4 4.9 39.6
141 254 1.80 19.7 36.6 15.8 " 27.9
200 327 1.64 28.4  41.9 7.6 22.1

Property W 299 567 1.90 ' 8.1 48.3 4.6  39.0

Only‘ H 188 336 -1.79 14.0 41.3 19.9 24.8

B 209 351 : 1.68 23.9 54.1 5.4 16.6

Property/ W 24 34 1.42 5.9 44 .1 1.

7 38.3
Drugs H 49 - 102 2.08 13.7 32.4 31.3 22.6
B 16 35 2.19 31.4 371 16.2 15.3

Other W
19 31 1.63 16.1 38.0 19.4 26.5
8 12 1.50 33.3 16.7 0.0 50.0
Total W 432 . 789 1.83 8.5 47.8 5.1 38.6
397 123 1.82 16.1 37.9 20.1 25.9

433 725 1.67 26.5 47.2 6.9  19.4

-
(o)
>

15 26 - 1.73 3.8 61.5 1.7 27.0 '




SECTION FOUR
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CAMPS
Section Four summarizes information on the characteristics of camps. Data are
presented on the relationship between each camp feature and probation outcomes
for all males satisfactorily released from camps. In Chapter 15, these rela-
tionships are examined for youths grouped by recidivism risk level. Throughout
this section, camp features are analyzed individually, that is, in isolation
from each other. Results of these analyses cannot lead to conclusions that any
single feature, by itself, "caused" a particular outcome. Outcomes'are the
result of combinations of variables (effects), interacting with each other and
with youth characteristics. The "univariate" analyses in Section Four were
conducted as necessary background development to be used in the identifica@ion
of "camp-types" presentéd in Chapters sixteen and seventeen. 1In all subsequent

chapters, following the highlights Section is a Table of Contents Chapter.

Section Four Contents

Chapter 11 - Describes general features (capacity, number of Tliving units,
etc.) and their relationship to outcomes.

Chapter 12 - Describes program features (hours of counseling, frequency of
recreation, etc.) and their relationship to outcomes. .

Chapter 13 - Describes staff variables and their relationship to outcomes.

Chapter 14 - Describes case processing and afteréare -variables and their

relationship to outcomes.

Chapter 15 - Examines the relationship of each camp feature or variable to
outcomes, by youth level of risk.
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CHAPTER 11

GENERAL CAMP FEATURES AND OQUTCOME

HIGHLIGHTS

This chapter examines the relationship between general camp features and
probation outcomes. Camp personnel completed a detailed questionnaire describ-
ing physical and program aspects of their respective camps. This chapter
focuses on physical or general features. These features are:

Camp Setting (rural, nonrural)

Camp Capacity (smaller, medium, larger)

Camp Capacity Used (lower, medium, higher)
Living Unit Capacity (smaller, larger)

Number of Living Units (single, multiple)

Living Unit Arrangement. (dorms, rooms)

Average Length of Stay (shorter, medium, longer)

~NOoTUT D WA —

For each feature, camps were grouped into one of two or sometimes three cate-
gories. Probation outcomes for these various groupings of camps were then
analyzed. Results for three major outcomes were as follows:

Recidivism Rates. A significant difference in recidivism rate was found

on two of the seven general features:
o Rural camps had a lower recidivism rate than nonrural camps.

e Camps with single 1living units were Jower than those with multiple

units.
Actual Recidivism Rates
Camp Setting 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
Rural 27.4% 44 2% 52.3% 56.8*%
Nonrural 35.3 51.8 60.5 65.1

No. of Living Units

Single . 29.9* 47.4% 55.7% 60.2%
Multiple : 36.1 51.5 60.2 64.8

(*Denotes significant difference)

~197-




CHAP 11.2

o Though lower recidivism was found for camps with larger 1iving units,
this applied at six-month follow-up only. A similar (six-month only)
.outcome was also observed for camps with longer lengths of stay (LOS).

Violence Rates and Commitment Rates. A significantly lower percentage of

youths with one or more sustained petitions for violent offenses during
24-month follow-up was found for three features. These three features were
also associated with lower state commitment rates.

e Camps with smaller Tiving unit capacities lower than those with 1ar§er
unit capacities.

e Camps with rooms lower than those with dorms.

e Camps with shorter lengths of stay lower than those with medium or
longer lengths of stay.
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CHAP 11.4

INTRODUCTION

Tﬁi§ chapteér focuses on the relationship between seven general camp fea¥
tures and probation outcomeS: The basic question was: Did youths from camps
with a given feature (e.g., camps in rural settings) perform better or worse
(e.g., have lower or higher recidivism rates) than those from camps with a
different feature (e.g;, those which were nonrural)?

In Ju]y"1984, camp directors or other knowledgeable staff. completed a
detaj]ed caﬁp description questionnaire.k This instrument proVided information
for classifying cambs along sevéra1 dimensions, 1including general camp fea-
tureé or physical characteristics. For each feature (also referred to as
"descriptor" or variable), each camp was grouped into one of two or sometimes
three categoriés (aiso‘ca]]ed "levels") of the given feature. The decision as
to where to establish the cutting-points that would identify various categories
within variables was based on either the (1) practical aspects and apparent
1ogi; of the situation (e.g., camps usually had either dorms, individual rooms,
or double Fooms), of on the (2) frequency distributions (e.g., camps ranged in
capacity from 18 to 12 beds). The following section describes these camp fea-

tures and explains how each feature was divided into categories.
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DEFINITIONS OF CAMP FEATURES

SETTING

The geographic setting of a camp was first categorized as either urban,
suburban, rural, mountain, or a mixture of these locales. Then, urban and
suburban camps were combined as "nonrural," and the remaining'cateéories were
grouped as "rural." The result was:

1. Nonrural (3D camps)

2. Rural (16 camps).

CAMP CAPACITY

This feature, often called "maximum rated capacity," indicates how many
beds were available in the given camp. (Typically, a camp's rated capacity
reflects the .population and perhaps budget of the site county.) Capacity was
analyzed in order to compare the effectiveness of camps capable of housing a
relatively large number of youths with that of camps only capable of housing
fewer youths. Three categories of camp capacity were distinguished:

1. Smaller: up to 50 beds (12 camps)

2. Medium: 51 to 99 beds (16 camps)
3. Llarger: 100 or more beds (18 camps).

CAMP_CAPACITY USED

This was the camp's average daily population (ADP) divided by its rated
capacity. (Calendar 1982 was used.) ~ Thus, if a camp's ADP were 75 and its
rated capacity were 100, its "capacity used" wou}d be 75%. This feature was
used to examine the relationship between capacity used (also called population

"density") and various outcomes. Three levels were distinguished:
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. Lower: ADP up to 80% of rated capacity (14 camps)
Medium: ADP 81% to 94% (19 camps)
Higher: ADP 95% or higher (13 camps).

G N =2

LIVING UNIT CAPACITY

Prior research on Youth Authority institutions has indicated that youths’

assigned to smaller rather than average-sized 1iving units performed better on
parole. (Jesness, 1965) In the present study, "smaller" units were defined
as those with 32 or fewer beds--whether or not the camb as a whole had either
a single 1ivihg unit or multiple units and regardless of the camp's overall
capacity. Two categories were used:

1. Smaller capacity: up to 32 beds per unit (16 camps)
2. larger capacity: over 32 beds per upit (30 camps)

(Note: Some camps with multiple units had both smaller and larger capacity

T1iving units. If most youths lived in units of 32 beds or less, the
camp was categorized as having smaller units--and vice versa.)

NUMBER OF LIVING UNITS

Heré, camps were grouped into thbdse consisting of a single living unit and

those with two or more. It might be hypothesized that--other factors being

equal--the iatter camps might be better able to diversify their overall
program, for examp]é, by assigning youths to the particular unit that would
best deal with their characteristics, problems, or needs; diversificatibn, in
turn, might bear on outcome. (This assumes thatvapproaches or atmospheres
varied from one living unit to another.) The two categories were:

1. Single living unit (17 camps)

2. Multiple living units (29 camps).

LIVING UNIT ARRANGEMENT

Camps were categorized as to whether most youths lived in dorms or rooms

(rooms were sometimes occupied by two or more wards):
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1. Dorms (36 camps)

2. Rooms (9 camps). (One camp could not be clearly categorized and
was therefore excluded.)

LENGTH OF STAY (10S)

Time spent in camp (1ength of stay) was included in this chapter because
it was often a reflection of external factors and focuseq neither on program
content, specifics of case processing, nor staff. In addition, a shorter
length of stay might be more cost-efficient. Each camp was categorized accord-
ing to the average L0OS of youths who were satisfactorily released. (Operation-
ally, these were all youths who completed the camp's program and were ndt
removed for unsatisfactory reasons.) Three LOS categories were distinguished:

1. Shorter: up to 121 days (0-4 mos.) (10 camps)
2. Medium: 122 to 212 days (5-7 mos.) (19 camps)
3. Longer: 213 or more days (7+ mos.) (17 camps).
(Note: Variations existed in the LOS of individual youths within any given

LOS category. For instance, camps with an average LOS of 0-4 months
had some youths with an LOS of over four months. 1/)

1/ Below are the number of youths with a shorter, medium, or longer LOS, in
camps that were calegorized by average LOS.

Camp's LOS
Youth's LOS Shorter Medium Longer
N % N % N %
Shorter 419 83.0 202 23.8 38 5.0
Medium 76  15.1 485 57.1 251 33.0
Longer 10 2.0 163 19.2 471 62.0

This indicates that youths whose actual LOS fell within the "shorter" cate-
gory (0-4 months) wusually did come from camps that were classified as
"shorter." The same applied, though to a lesser extent, to youths with
medium and longer LOS's. The correlation (corrected contingency coeffi-
cient) between youths and camps with regard to grouped LOS was .81.
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METHOD

As dindicated, all camps were first categorized in terms of several fea-
tures or descriptors. Statistical analyses were then performed to see if the
differences in. outcomes between the camps thus categorized (e.g., between
siﬁg]e vs. multiple-living-unit camps) were statistically significant, rather
than based on chance alone. Each outcome result was statistically adjusted for
preexisting differences among youths in risk of recidivism: a scale composed
of several factors known to be associated with better or worse outcomes (see
Appendix D).

Since previous analyses indicated that statistically significant differ-

ences existed on various outcome measures for youths from open vs. closed camps

(Chapter 8) and from Los Angeles vs. non-LA camps (Chapter 9), these "camp

status conditions" were also included as covariates in the statistical adjust-
ment process. That is, their effects on each outcome measure were compensated
for--in effect, equalized--to the extent possible. In addition, adjustment

was made for youths' age at release from camp. This was done because of the

recognized tendency for arresi rates to drop with increasing age (See
Chapter 10). Moreover, differing justice system dispositions may themselves

have been related to age. Finally, since the length of time a youth spends in

camp may broadly reflect the seriousness of his committing offense and even
priér of fenses, length of stay was also included as a covariate.

Thus, unless otherwise specified, all analyses in this and remaining chap-
ters involved the simultaneous adjustment of outcome scores o6r rates with
respect to the following variables (coVariates):

Risk of recidivism

Open vs. closed camp

Los Angeles camp vs. non-LA camp
Age at release from camp

Number of months in camp (LOS).

S Wy -
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GENERAL DISCUSSION OF MAIN FINDING%

For each of the seven features, camps that fell within respective catego-
ries (e.g., rural or nonrural) were compared to each other on nine. outcome
measures. In all comparisons the basic question was: Did youths from camps
with feature "X" (e.g., camps which were rural) perform better or worse than
those from camps with feature "Y" (those which were nonrural)? A1l results of
these comparisons that were statistically significant after "covariance adjust-
ment" are shown in Chart 11.1. Given the statistical adjustments described
earlier, these findings cannot be explained by differences that may have
existed between groups of camps with respect to youth's risk of recidivism,
open vs. closed type of camp, Los Angeles vs. non-LA camp location, youth‘s‘
age at release from camp, and youth's LOS in camp. This applies to all %ind—

ings--that is, to all significant adjusted findings--in this and subsequent

chapters.

I. FINDINGS, BY CAMP FEATURE

Section 1 presents findings by camp feature. 1Its purpose is to list those
outcomes related to each individual camp feature. In Section II, findings are
presented by outcome, in order to specify which features impacted outcomes.
Section 1I presents actual outcome sources. Adjusted scores are presented only

when necessary to explain a significant difference in outcomes.
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CHART 111

S1gn1f1cant D1fferences on Qutcome Measures
for General Camp Features

Camp Features and Categories within Features

Living
Camp Living No. of Unit
Camp Capacity unit Living Arrange- Length
Cutcome : Sett]ng Capacity Used Capacity Units ment of Stay
Measure Rural  Small vs. Low vs.  Smaller Single Dorms Short vs.
VS, Medium vs. Medium vs. Vs, Vs. vs. Medium vs.
Nonrural Large High Larger Multiple Rooms Long

More Satisfactory N H M S,M
Completions ‘
Shorter Length
of Stay : L M S M (N/A)
Lower 6 mos. R L S L
Recidivism 12 mos. R S
Rate 18 mos. R S

24 mos. R S
Less Serious 12 mos.
Recidivism
Offense 24 mos.
Fewer Violent 12 mos. . : S
Offenders 24 mos. S R S
Lower Avg. 12 mos. : H S M, L
No. of :
Petitions 24 mos. , H S M,L.
More Days to 1st ‘ ‘
Sust. Petition _ : L
More Positive
Probat. Termin. L S,L

Uower State

Commit. Rate 24 mos. ) S R S

"HOW_TO_READ CHART. Camp features are represented in the columns, outcomes in the
rows. A letter (or letters) appearing where a column and a row intersect jindicates a
statistically significant difference between outcomes scores for camps grouped on that
particular camp feature (e.g., rural vs. nonrural). The letter specifies which type of

camp had more positive scores on that particular outcome. A blank space indicates no
significant differences.

N/A = not applicab]e to present analysis.
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SETTING

As seen in Chart 11.1, youths released from nonrural camps performed sig-
nificantly better than those from rural camps on one outcome measure: percent-
age of satisfactory camp releases. 1In contrast, rural camps outperformed the
nonrural on recidivism rate at 6-, 12-, 18-, and 24-month follow-up. No sig-

nificant differences for this feature were found on any of the other outcomes.

CAMP CAPACITY

Youths from Jlarger camps had a shorter length of stay than those from
smaller- and medium-sized camps. Also, individuals from larger camps had a
higher percentage of positive probation terminations than those from smaller

camps.

CAMP CAPACITY USED ("DENSITY")

Mixed results were obtained for'this feature:

1. Higher density camps (camps with higher capacity usage) had more
satisfactory releases than medium and Tower density camps.

2. Medium density camps had a shorter length of stay than Tower
density camps; however, they did not differ from higher density
camps in this regard. '

3. Higher density camps had fewer sustained petitions than medium
density camps at 12- and 24-month follow-up; however, they were
no different than lower density camps in this respect.

LIVING UNIT CAPACITY

Youths from camps with smaller 1iving units outperformed those from camps
with larger units on the following outcomes: shorter length of stay, fewer
violent offenders at 24-month follow-up, and lower state commitment rate. How-

éver, youth from camps with larger 1iving units outperformed those from camps
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with smaller units in terms of: Jlower recidivism at 6-month follow-up, and
more days in -the community prior to first sustained petition. Thus, findings

on this feature were mixed.

NUMBER OF LIVING UNITS

Camps with a single living unit had a lower recidivism rate at all four
follow-up perijods. They also had fewer sustained petitions at 12 and 24

months. Multiple-unit cambs had a higher percentage of satisfactory camp

releases and a shorter length of stay.

LIVING UNIT ARRANGEMENT

Two significant outcomes were found for this measure: Camps comprised
primarily of rooms rather than dorms had fewer violent offenders and fewer

youths who receijved state commitments--during 24-month follow-up in each case.

LENGTH OF STAY

1. Longer LOS camps had lower recidivism rates at six months than
shorter and medium LOS camps.

2. Longer and medium I.OS camps had fewer sustained petitions than
shorter LOS camps at 12 and 24 months.

3. Medium and shorter LOS camps had more satisfactory camp releases
than did longer LOS camps.

4. Shorter LOS camps had fewer violent offenders than medium LOS
camps at 12 and 24 months.

5. Shorter LOS camps had fewer state commitments than either medium
or longer LOS camps.

6. Shorter and longer LOS camps had more positive probation termi-
tions than medium LOS camps.
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T1. FINDINGS, BY OUTCOME MEASURE

OUTCOME: TYPE OF CAMP RELEASE

Those camps with a higher percentage of youths who satisfactorily

completed their program were associated wih four features:

1. Setting. A higher percentage of youths from nonrural camps sat-
jsfactorily completed their programs than those from rural camps:
nonrural -82.1%, rural - 8Y.8%. (These actual percentages are
hardly different. However, after adjustment, the difference was

larger: nonrural - 83.4%, rural - 79.4%.)

2. Camp Capacity Used. Regardless of their overall capacity, camps
with a higher density--that is, those closer to full capacity--
had a higher percentage of youths who satisfactorily completed
their camp program: B89.6% for higher density camps, 80.1% for
medium density, and 74.4% for lower-density. 2/

3. Number of Living Units. The percentage of satisfactory comple-
tions was higher in camps with two or more 1iving units--85.0%--
than in those with a single unit--79.3%.

4. Length of Stay. Camps with a shorter or medium length of stay
had slightly more satisfactory completions than those with a
longer  LOS: shorter - 83.2% completions, medium - 83.0%,
longer - 80.2%. (The differences between these three camp groups
were noticeably 1larger after adjustment: 87.8%, B84.7%, and

15.5% respectively.)

2/ Nine of the 13 camps with higher density were in Los Angeles County; and
Chapter 9 indicated that LA camps had a higher completion rate than non-LA
camps. Though LA/non-LA camp-status was included here as a covariate,
this statistical approach may not have been able to fully adjust for the
heavy concentration of LA camps in one particular category of the Camp
Capacity Used variable. ’
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OUTCOME: LENGTH OF STAY

Other things being equal, a shorter length of stay might possibly be con-

sidered more cost-efficient. Significant differences were found on LOS for

four camp features:

1. Camp Capacity. Actual (statistically unadjusted) LOS was longer
in . larger-sized camps (195 days) than in medium- and smaller-
sized camps (161 and 157 days.) However, after adjustment,
larger camps had the shorter LOS: 171 days vs. 189 for medium-
sized and 192 for smaller-sized camps. 3/ -

2. Camp Capacity Used. After adjustment, the difference in LOS
remained significant only between medium- (173 days) and lower-
density camps (183 days).

3. Living Unit Capacity. Youths from camps with smaller 1living
unit capacities had a shorter LOS than those from camps with
larger capacities (150 vs. 188 days).

4. Number of Living Units. While the actual LOS for youths from
single and multiple 1living unit camps was equal (179 days),
after adjustment those from multiple unit camps had a signifi-
cantly shorter LOS: 154 days vs. 199 days.

3/ Here, the rare circumstance existed in which a covariance adjustment
reversed the direction of scores. Whereas larger camps first had the long-
est actual LOS, after adjustment they had the shortest LOS. The LA/non-LA
and open/closed covariates were strongly associated with LOS. LA camps,
which were generally among the larger ones, had a longer LOS. Closed camps

generally had a longer LOS; and some of these camps were among the larger
ones in LA County.
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QUTCOME: RECIDIVISM RATE

Recidivism rates are shown in Table 11.1 for all seven camp features.
After statistical adjustment, significantly lower rates were found for:
1. Rural camps, at all four follow-ups;
2. larger unit capacity camps, at six months only;
3. Single living unit camps, at all four follow-ups; and,
4. Longer length of stay camps, at six months only.

In each follow-up period the two lowest and highest recidivism rates were:

Follow-Up Lowest Rate and Feature Highest Rate ahd Feature
6 mos. 27.4 - rural camp 39.7 - smaller camp capacity
27.5 - longer LOS 37.4 - smaller living unit capacity
12 mos. 43.7 - higher density 54.8 - smaller camp capacity
44.1 - longer LOS 52.9 - lower density
18 mos. 52.2 - longer LOS 62.0 - smaller camp capacity
52.3 - rural camp 61.3 - individual rooms
24 mos. 56.8 - rural camp 66.5 - individual rooms
57.5 - longer LOS 65.1 - nonrural camp

QUTCOME: SERIOQUSNESS OF OFFENSE

No significant differences were found on this outcome measure for any of

the general camp features.

QUTCOME: VIOLENT OFFENSES

Regarding the percentage of youths with one or more violent offenses diring
follow-up, significant differences were found on three features. These and
other results are shown in Table 11.2. Specifically, lower violence rates were
associated with:

1. Smaller living unit capacity (24-month follow-up);
2. Individual rooms (24 mos.);

3. Shorter LOS (12 and 24 mos.). Violence rates were lower for
shorter--compared to medium--LOS, but not compared to longer LOS.
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Recidivism Rates:

TABLE 11.1

Males with One or More Sustained Petitions
during Four Follow-Up Periuds, by Camp Feature

Camp Camp Total Fol]ow—Up/Percent with Petition
Feature Type Releases 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
Setting Nonrural 1,385 35.3 51.8 60.5 65.1
X X X X
Rural ~ 730 27.4 44,2 52.3 56.8
Camp Capacity Smaller 237 39.7 54.8 62.0 65.0
. , Medium 700 33.0 51.3 58.7 64.3
Larger 1,178 30.9 a/ 46.8 56.2 60.4
Camp'Capacity Lower 467 36.2 52.9 59.7 64.9
Used (Density) Medium 843 34.3 52.3 60.8 64.6
, Higher 805 28.7 b/ 43.7 b/ 53.2 b/ 58.1 b
Living Smaller 476 37.4 50.4 58.4 61.8
Unit Capacity o : X
. Larger 1,639 31.2 48.8 57.5 62.4
No. of Living Single 1,195 29.9 417.4 55.7 60.2
Units |, : : X z X X
Multiple 920 36.1 51.5 60.2 64.8
Living Unit Dorms 1,842 31.9 48.9 57.2 61.8
Arrangement .
Rooms 212 37.3 51.9 61.3 66.5
Length of Stay ‘Shorter 505 36.8 51.5 61.2 64.8
Medium 850 34.6 52.4 60.5 64.9
Longer 760 21.5 ¢/ 44.1 d/ 52.2d/ 57.5d
Note: A1l data in tables and text are actual outcome scores.. Statistical

tests found the following significant differences between group out-
comes, either actual or adjusted.

N X Ao oo
e NN

Actual rates:
Actual rates:
Actual and adjusted rates:
Actual rates:
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larger camp capacity lower than smaller camp capacity.
higher density lower than lower and medium density. -
longer LOS lower than shorter and medium LOS.
longer LOS lower than shorter and medium LOS.

Indicates significance for actual and adjusted rates.
Indicates significance for adjusted rates only.
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At each follow-up the two lowest and highest violence rates were:

Follow-Up Lowest Rate, and Feature Highest Rate, and Feature

12 mos. 7.3 - shorter LOS 11.4 - higher density
7.8 - smaller living 11.4 - longer LOS
unit capacity 11.2 - medium LOS
24 mos. 10.7 - shorter LOS 16.7 - longer LOS
10.9 - smaller living 16.2 ~ higher density
unit capacity 16.2 - larger living

unit capacity

OUTCOME: NUMBER OF SUSTAINED PETITIONS

Significant differences in average number of sustained petitions were found

on three features:

1. Camp Capacity Used. Youths from higher-density camps had the
fewest petitions, at both 12 and 24 months. The number of peti-
tions per youth was:

Camp Capacity Used 12 Months 24 Months
Lower 0.82 1.25
Medium 0.80 1.19
Higher 0.56 0.90

In other words, during both follow-up periods releases from
higher-density camps had fewer sustained petitions than those
from medium-density camps. Differences between those from
higher- vs. lower-density camps were not significant.

2. Number of Living Units. Youths from camps with single 1living
units had fewer sustained petitions than those from camps with-
multiple units (12 months: 0.66 petitions vs. 0.78. 24 months:
1.02 petitions vs. 1.19).

3. Length of Stay. VYouths from camps with & longer and medium aver-
age LOS had fewer sustained petitions than those from camps with
a shorter LOS (12 months: shorter - 0.90 petitions, medium -
0.75, longer - 0.56. 24 months: shorter - 1.38 petitions,
medium - 1.71, longer - 0.88).

- -213-




CHAP 11.18

TABLE 11.2

Violent Offenses Rates: Males with One or More
Sustained Petitions during Follow-up, by Camp Feature

Foliow-up/Percent

Camp Feature Camp Total with Petition
Type Releases 12 mos. . 24 mos.
Setting Nonrural 1,385 10.3 15.5
Rural 730 10.4 4.2
Camp Capacity Smaller 231 8.0 12.2
. Medium 700 10.1 14.4
Larger 1,178 11.0 16.0
Camp Capacity Lower 467‘ 8.6 12.6
Used (Density) Medium 843 10.3 15.3
o Higher 805 , 11.4 16.2
Living-Unit Smaller 476 7.8 10.9
Capacity Y y
Larger 1,639 ' 11.1 16.2
No. of Living Single 1,195 10.8 15,6
Units _ D y X
Multiple 920 9.8 14.4
Living Unit Dorms 1,842 10.6 15.5
Arrangement . ' z
. Rooms 212 v 10.4 13.7
Length of Stay Shorter 505 7.3 a/ 10.7 b/
Medium 850 1.2 16.1
Longer 760 11.4 16.7

' Significant Differences:

a/ Actual rates: shorter lower than longer. Adjusted rates: shorter lower
than medium.

b/ Actual rates: shorter lower than medium and longer. Adjusted rates:
- shorter lower than medium,

x: Indicates significance for actual and adjusted rates.
Indicates significance between actual rates only.
Indicates significance between adjusted rates only.

N &
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OUTCOME: DAYS TO FIRST SUSTAINED PETITION 4/

The only significant difference found on this measure was for living-unit
capacity: Youths from camps with a larger unit capacity had more days prior
to their first sustained petition than those from camps with a smaller capacity

(233 vs. 207 days).

QUTCOME: PROBATION TERMINATION

Regarding the percentage of youths who were terminated from probation under
positive conditions, significant differences were found on two camp features: -

1. Camp_Capacity. Positive termination rates were: 1larger camps,
58.5%; medium, 53.0%; smaller, 48.1%. After adjustment, rates
for larger camps were higher than for smaller camps (smaller,
48.1%; larger, 57.9%).

2. Length of Stay. The highest positive termination rates were
found for camps with a shorter LOS (57.6%) and---secondly--a
longer LOS (59.9%). That is, both shorter and longer termination
rates were significantly higher than that of youths from medium
LOS camps (50.4%).

4/ This variable, applies only to youths who, in fact, had at least one post-
camp sustained petition.
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OQUTCOME: _STATE COMMITMENTS

For each camp feature, the perdentage of youths committed to state institu-
tions during 24-month follow-up is shown in Table 11.4. Significantly lower
commitment rates were found for youths from camps with (1) a smaller Tiving
unit capacity, (2) individual rooms, and (3) a shorter length of stay. As
indicated in Table 11.2, the identical féatures—-and no others--were also
significant in the case of violent-offender rates.

The two lowest and highest state commitment rates were:

l.owest Rates, and Feature Highest Rates, and Feature
15.8 - shorter LOS 31.3 - longer LOS
16.8 - smaller living- 30.2 - larger camp
unit capacity capacity
\
|
1
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State Commitment Rates for Males,
during 24-Month Follow-Up, by Camp Feature

TABLE 1

1.4

CHAP 11.21

Camp Total Percent
Camp Feature Type Releases Committed
Setting Nonrural 1,385 26.4
Rural 730 24.9
Camp Capacity Smaller 2317 19.8
Medium 700 20.6
Larger 1,178 30.2
Camp Capacity Lower 467 17.3
Used (Density) Medium 843 26.7
Higher 805 29.9
Living Unit Smaller 476 16.8
Capacity X
Larger 1,639 28.5
No. of Living Single 1,195 26.3
Units Multiple 920 25.3
Living Unit Dorms 1,842 27.1
Arrangements y4
Rooms 212 22.6
Length of Stay Shorter 505 15.8 a/
Medium 850 26.9
Longer 760 31.3

Significant Differences:

a/ Shorter LOS has lower rate than either -medium or longer LOS (for both
actual and adjusted rates).

x: Indicates significance for actual and adjusted rates.
z: 1Indicates significance for adjusted rates only.
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CHAPTER 12
PROGRAM FEATURES AND OUTCOME

HIGHLIGHTS

The previous chapter focused on the physical or general features of

camps. The camp cquestionnaire also provided descriptive information on pro-

gram features or components, as follows:

Counseling

Vocational Training
Work Activities
Academic Training
Religious Activities
Recreation

Offgrounds Activities
Outside Contacts.

O~ wn -~

Each of the above program components was divided into lower vs. higher
frequency of youths' participation (e.g., ihe number of counseling sessions
per week) and fewer vs. more hours of participation per week. For each
component, camps that scored higher were compared with those scoring Jower to
see if differences in scores were associated with better or worse outcomes.
The results for recidivism, violence, and state commitment rates are 1isted

below:

Recidivism Rates. A significantly lower recidivism rate was found for

three program components:
® More hours of Counseling (24-month follow-up only).

. More hours of Recreation (all four follow-ups).
® More hours of Outside Activity (18-month follow-up only).
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Actual Recidivism Rates

. : ) 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
Counseling :
More Hours 32.2 47.1 55.2 59.0*
Fewer Hours 32.8 50.2 59.0 63.9
Recreation
More Hours 29.4% 45.8% 54 . 5% 58.9%
Fewer Hours 36.2 53.1 61.3 66.0
Outside Contacts
More Hours 32.7 48.4 55.2% 60.1
Fewer Hours 32.5 49.8 59.6 63.8

‘(*Denotes significant difference)

Violence Rates. A significantly lower percentage of youths with one or
more sustained petitions for a violent offense was found for one program

featureA(IZ—monfh follow-up only):

Counseling Pct. Violent Offenders
More Hours 7.2
Fewer Hours . 12.0

State Commitment Rates. A significantly lower rate of state commitment

was found to be associated both with more hours and higher frequency of

Counseling and Vocational Training:

State Commitment Rates

More Hrs. Fewer Hrs. Higher Ffeq. Lower Freq.

Counseling . 19.5% 29.2 22.5% 31.5
Vocational Training 25.3 . 26.5 S 24.7% 28.1

(*Denofes significant difference)

A lower raté of state commitment ‘was associated with fewer hours and

lower frequency of Academic Training and Offgrounds Activities:

State Commitment Rates

More Hrs. Fewer Hrs. Higher Freq. Lower Freq.

Academic Training 27.8 20.9% 26.8 24.0
Offgrounds Activities 22.1 28.5 26.6 - 25.4%

(*Denotes significant difference)
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INTRODUCTION

This chapter focuses on the relationship between program features and
probation outcomes. The basic question was: Did youths from camps that had
more of a given feature, e.qg., Vocationa1 Training, perform better than those
with less of that feature? The methods used for describing and analyzing

these features are described below.

DEFINITIONS OF PROGRAM FEATURES/COMPONENTS

Program features--also called components or activities--refer to content
areas such as Counseling, Vocational Training, and Work Detail. In response
to the camp description questionnaire, camp directors or other knowledgeable
staff provided information on youths' participation in these and five other
components. The 1information they provided included three measures of youth

involvement:

Scope: the percentage of youths who participated in each specified
activity (e.g., Vocational Training) at any time during their camp
stay.

Times: the average number of times that participants were involved
in the specified activity each week.

Amount: the average number of hours that participants spent in the:
specified activity per week. The actual percentages, times and
‘hours were presented in an earlier report. (Palmer and Wedge, 1985)
For the present analysis, indices were developed so that camps could
be compared with each other on the estimated measures of youth
participation in given activities. In this connection, two composite

indices were involved:
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Hours. This index was the average number of hours spent by youths
each week in a specified activity. Since this index referred to
participants and nonparticipants combined, it reflected the hypo-
thetical average or typical camp youth. Statistically, it thus
represented the best available estimated average level of vyouth
invoivement in each activity within the given camp. The Hours Index
was calculated by multiplying Scope by Amount.

Frequency. This index was the average number of times that the
youth participated in the activity each week. Since this index also
referred to participants and nonparticipants combined, it, too,
reflected the hypothetical average or typical camp youth and repre-
sented the best available estimated level of dnvolvement for the
given activity within the given camp. The Frequency Index was cal-
culated by multiplying Scope by Times.

Camps were scored on each composite index. To illustrate the scoring,
figures for a hypothetical camp are shown in Chart 12.1. The chart shows how

the data were used to calculate the hours and frequency index scores.

CHART 12.1

Types and Levels of Program Involvement for
Youths in a Hypothetical Camp

Scope Times Amount

(% of Youths Who (Avg. Freq. of (Avg. Hours of

Program/Component Participated Particip. per Particip. per

or Activity During Camp Stay) Particip. per Wk.) Particip. per Wk.)

Counseling » 100 1.0 1.5
Vocational Training 25 3.0 6.0
Work Activities 85 5.0 3.0
Academic Training 100 1.0 2.0
Religious Activities 30 6.0 12.0
Recreation S 100 0.7 10.0
Offgrounds Activities 85 2.0 3.5
Qutside Contacts 100 1.0 1.0

Note: Using the above data, two program measures (indices) were developed:

1. Hours--defined as Scope x Amount. For instance, in this hypotheti-
cal camp the hours of Work Activities would be 85 (Scope) times 3
(Amount) = 255.

2. Frequency--defined as Scope x Times. Here, the fregquency for Work
Activities would be 85 (Scope) times 5 (Times) = 425.
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The resulting camp index scores were ranked from high to low and divided
roﬁtine1y.at or neahvthg median score. Camps that fell within the "higher"
group—efhatAis}.above the dividing line--were those which placed more emphasié
on the program component or activity (e.g., Counseling) then those which fell
in the "lower" group.

Camps falling in the highér group were those containing an aboye—average
degree of a particu]af componentf As suggested, this categorization did not
necessari1y‘mean that all 'youths in these camps were involved in the given
- program compbnent, or were involved to an above average degrée. For instance,
in the hypothetica]l camp described in Chart 12.7, 30% of all youths were
1nvo1vgd.in religious activities for 12 hours a week. This might have placed
the camp in the higher "Scope" category. However, in this example, 70% of the
youths would héve héd’no religious activities. Therefore, when outcomes for
higher ana lower groups would have been compared, some individuals in the
higher group .might have had no such activities, while some in the Tower group
may in fact have experienced some. Though some overlap thus existed, the hours
and frequency‘indicés still tended to group camps based on the emphasis which

each camp gave to thé particular component in comparison to other camps.

Outcomes’for higher scoring camps were then compared to those for lower
scoring camps on the two indices for each program component. Analysis of
covariance was used to statistically control these outcomes for the same
factors discussed in Chapter 11: risk of recidivism, open vs. closed camp

status, LA vs. non-LA camp statué, Tength of stay, and age at camp release.
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CHAP 12.7

PROGRAM COMPONENT INDICES

As mentioned above, program information was converted into hours and
frequency indices. - Though one might expett these indices to be closely
interrelated, this was not always the case. Specifically, for each program

component the hours vs. frequency correlations were as follows:

Correlation between Hours and Frequency Indices

Component Corr.
Counseling ' .67
Vocational Training .82
Work Activities -.03
Academic Training .29
Religious Activities .35
Recreation .20
Offgrounds Activities .58
Qutside Contacts .56

Thus, one or two correlations were in fact high (.82; .67); a few were
fairly low (.20, .29, .35); and one was essentially zero. The others fell in
between (.58, .56). In any event, for each component (excepl, perhaps,
Vocational Training) hours and frequency comprised rather separate measures.

That is, they did not largely overlap each other.
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CHA® 12.8

GENERAL DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

Nine outcome measures were examined with respect to each of the eight pro-

gram components. Specifically, these outcomes were analyzed for camps that

were scored higher on a given component as compared to those which were scored
lower on that component. Outcome differences (findings) that were statisti-
cally significant after covariance adjustment are shown in Table 12.1. Tﬁese
findings‘are reviewed be]ow, first by program component and then by outcome

measure. 1/

1. FINDINGS, BY PROGRAM COMPONENT

COUNSELING
As shown in Table 12.1, higher scores on frequency and hours (that is,

greater- frequency and more hours of, Counseling per youth per week) were both

associated with each of the following: less serious recidivism offenses, more.

positive probation terminations, and fewer state commitments. That is, youths
from camps that were in the higher group on both frequency and hours were more
likely to have those outcomes than youths from camps which were in the lower

group on each of those indices.

1/ In all, 240 outcome. comparisons were made for camps scoring lower and
higher on the eight program components. (240 = 8 components x 15 outcomes
x 2 indices [hours; frequency]). Fifty-two comparisons (22% of 240) were
statistically significant after covariance adjustment. 1In the 240, as in
any other set of comparisons, about one in 20 (5%) could have been

expected to have produced significant outcomes at the .05 level based on

chance alone. The fact that 22% rather than 54 were significant and that
many findings reached the .01 level or lower is noteworthy in itself.
(Only one comparison in 100 would be expected to reach the .01 level by
chance alone.)

~226-




CHAP 12.9

Higher scores on hours only, that is, more hours of Counseling per youth
per week, were associated with a lower recidivism rate at 24-month follow-up
and fewer violent offenders at 12 months. That is, youths from camps that had
more hours of Counseling had lower recidivism rates than those from camps with

fewer such hours; and, camps with more such hours also had fewer violent

offenders, one year after release.

Lower frequency of Counseling was associated with more--that is, a higher

percentage of--satisfactory program complietions.
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CHAP 12.10

TABLE 12.1

Significant Differences on Qutcome Measures
For Eight Program Features

Program Component and Index

v Vocational Work Academic
Counseling Training Activities Training
Qutcome Measure Hrs. Freq. Hrs. Freq. Hrs. Freq. Hrs. Freq.
More Satisfactory L L
Completions
Shorter Length
of Stay L L H L
Lower 6 mos.
Recidivism 12 mos.
Rate 18 mos.
24 mos. H
Less Serious 12 mos.
Recidivism
Offense 24 mos. H H
Fewer Violent 12 mos. H
Offenders 24 mos.
Lower Avg. 12 mos.
No. of
Petitions 24 mos. H H
More Days to 1st
Sust. Petition
More Positive
Probat. Termin. H H L
Lower State _
Commit. Rate 24 mos. H H H L

(See next page for definition of symbols.)
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CHAP 12.11

Table 12.1 (Continued)

Program Component and Index

Religious 0f fgrounds Outside
Activities Recreation  Activities Contacts
Outcome Measure Hrs. Freq. Hrs. Freq. Hrs. Freq. Hrs. Freq.
More Satisfactory
Completions : L L oL L L
Shorter Length
of Stay L L L L L L
Lower 6 mos. H
Recidivism 12 mos. H
Rate 18 mos. H H
24 mos. H

Less Serious 12 mos. H
Recidivism
Offense 24 mos. H

Fewer Violent 12 mos.

Offenders ?4 mos.

Lower Avg. 12 mos. H L
No. of .
Petitions 24 mos. H L

More Days to 1st
Sust. Petition ' L

More Positive ‘
Prob. Termin. H _ L

Lower State
Commit. Rate 24 mos. L

HOW TO READ CHART. Program components are represented in the columns,
outcomes in the rows. An "L" or and "H" appearing where a column and row
intersect indicates a statistically significant difference in outcome scores.
The more positive outcome may be for camps scoring lower (L) or higher (H) on
the program component, as indicated. ’
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CHAP 12.12

VOCATIONAL TRAINING

" As seen in Table i2.1, Higher scores on hours and frequency of Vocational
Training were associated Qith fewer sustained petitions at 24-month f01low—up;
Other findings for Vocational Training were:

Lower hours: morelsatisfactory completions.
Higher frequencyﬁ lower rate of state commitments.

Lower hours and frequency: shorter length of stay (L0S).

WORK ACTIVITIES

There was one finding for Work Activities: more hours of this activity

per youth per week were associated with a shorter LOS.

ACADEMIC TRAINING

Fewer hours of Academic Training per youth per week was associated with a

lower state commitment rate.

. Lower frequency: shorter LOS and more positive probation terminations.

RELIGIOUS ACTIVITIES :

More hours of Religious Activities per youth per week were associaled with

less serious offenses at 12 and 24 months.

Fewer hours were associated with a higher percentage of satisfactory

program completions and with a shorter LOS.

RECREATION

More hours of Recreation per youth per week were associated'with Tower
recidivism at all four fo]]ow—ups, fewer petitions at 12 and 24 months, and a

higher percentage of positive probation terminations.
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CHAP 12.13

Fewer hours of Recreation were associated with a shorter LOS.
Lower frequency was associated with fewer petitions at 12 and 24 months and

with more days in the community prior to first sustained petition. 2/

- OFFGROUNDS ACTIVITIES

Lower frequency of Offgrourds Activities was associated with a higher

percentage of positive probation terminations and a lower rate of state commit-

ment.

Fewer hours and lower frequency were both associated with a higher percent-

age of satisfactory completions and a shorter LOS.

QUTSIDE CONTACTS

More hours of Outside Contacts were associated with a Tower recidivism rate

at 18 months.

Fewer hours and lower frequency were associated with more satisfactory

completions and a shorter LOS.

Discussion. The above findings indicate that better outcomes were not
1imited to youths from camps that scored higher on'the given indices, that is,
those with more hours or higher frequency of a given component. Instead, a

better outcome was associated with higher-score camps in 28 instances and with

lower-score camps in 24.

2/ The "fewer petitions" finding is the only instance in which opposite
results were obtained for any single outcome measure: more hours of
Recreation was related to fewer sustained petitions, but so was Jower

frequency on this component.
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CHAP 12.14

I1. FINDINGS, BY OUTCOME MEASURE

A1l outcome data shown in this section represent actual scores or rates.

Under each outfome is a 1ist of program features where a significant

difference was found between statistically adjusted outcomes for camps scoring.

lower and higher on the feature.

QUTCOME: TYPE OF CAMP RELEASE

As seen below and in Table 12.1, lower scores on hours and/or frequehcy
were associated with a significantly higher percentage of satisfactory camp
releases on five of the eight prograh components.

1. Higher % of satfsfactory releases in camps scoring lower on:

Counseling (Freg.): lower score - 88.5%; higher score - 78.6%.

Vocational Training (Hrs.): lower - 86.9%; higher ~ 78.1%.

Religious Activities (Hrs.): Tower -~ 81.2%; higher - 82.5%.
(Adjusted: 83.8% vs. 78.6%) *

Offgrounds (Hrs.): lower - 87.7%; higher - 76.2%.

Offgrounds (Freq.): lower - 86}6%; higher - 77.3%.

Outside Contacts (Hrs.): lower - B6.4%; higher - 76.8%.

Qutside Contacts (Freg.): lower - 86.0%; higher - 78.8%.

* A higher'percentage of satisfactory re]eaées appeared for the
lower hours group only after covariance adjustment.

2. No significant ré]ationships existed between a higher frequency

or more . hours of any given program feature and a higher
percentage of satisfactory camp releases.
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CHAP 12.15

QUTCOME: LENGTH OF STAY

As described below, lower and higher hours and/or frequency scores were
associated with significant differences in length of stay (LOS) on almost all

components. A1l but one difference involved lower-scoring camps--camps with

fewer hours or lower frequency:
1. Shorter LOS in camps scoring higher on:

Work Activities (Hrs.): higher score - 161 days;
lower score - 218 days.

%]

Shorter LOS in camps scoring lower on:

Vocational (Hrs.): lower - 164; higher - 194,

Vocational (Freq.): lower - 174; higher - 184.

Academic (Freq.): lower -~ 161; higher - 189,

Religious (Hrs.): T1ower - 170; higher - 207.‘

Recreation (Hrs.): lower - 166; higher ~ 191,

Offgrounds (Hrs.): lower - 181; higher - 178.
(Adjusted: 160 vs. 202)*

Offgrounds (Freq.): lower-181; higher - 178.
(Adjusted: 160 vs. 198)*

Qutside Contacts (Hrs.): Tlower - 164; higher - 201.

Qutside Contacts (Freg.): Tlower - 168; higher - 189,

* A significantly shorter LOS was found for Jlower Offgrounds
Activities only after adjustment.
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CHAP 12.16

OUTCOME: RECIDIVISM RATE

Tables 12.2 and 12.3 present recidivism rates for camps with Jower and
higher scores on each specified component. Significant differences in rates
were found for Counseling, Recreation, and Qutside Contacts. A1l differences

favored the higher-score camps; that is, only higher scores (specifically,

more hours) were associated with significantiy Yower recidivism rates.

1. Lower recidivism in camps scoring higher on:

Counseling (Hrs.):

24-mos. follow-up: higher score - 59.0% recidivists; lower -
63.9%. :

Recreation (Hrs.):

6 mos.: higher - 29.4%; lower - 36.2%.

12 mos.: higher - 45.8%; lower - 53.1%.
18 mos.: higher - 54.5%; lower - 61.3%.
24 mos.: higher - 58.9%; lower - 66.0%.

Qutside Contacts (Hrs.)

18-mos.: higher - 55.2%; lower - 59.6%.

Thus, individuals from camps that had more hours of Counseling per youth
per week had a lower recidivism rate at 24-month follow-up. The same was found

for more hours of Recreation at all four follow-ups, and, at 18 months, for

more hours of Outside Contacts.
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l CHAP 12.17
'1 ' TABLE 12.2
Recidivism Rate: Males With One or More Sustained Petitions,
l by Program Component--Hours
Lower or . Follow-Up/Percent
Program Component  Higher Total with Petition
l (Index = Hours) Score Releases
Camps 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
l Counseling L 1,381 32.8 50.2 59.0 63.9
X
H 734 32.2 47 .1 55.2 59.0
I Vocational L 1,012 33.1 50.5 59.8 65.0
Training y
H 1,103 32.1 48.0 55.8 59.7°
l Work Activities L 690 33.5 52.9 60.7 65.8
y y y
I H 1,425 32.1 47.4 56.2 60.5
Academic L 597 31.3 46.4 54.6 58.8
' Training y
H 1,518 33.1 50.3 58.9 63.6
l Religious L 1,406 34.8 51.6 60.0 4.4
Activities v y y y
H 673 27.3 44.0 52.9 57.1
' . Recreation L 985 36.2 53.1 61.3 66.0
X X X X
. H 1,130 29.4 45.8 54.5 58.9
Offgrounds L 1,150 31.2 47.1 57.1 61.5
Activities
. H 965 34.2 50.9 58.3 63.1
) Outside L 1,212 32.5 49.8 59.6 63.8
l Contacts X
H 903 32.7 48.4 55.2 60.1
l x: Significant difference found for actual as well as adjusted recidivism
rates. '
' y: Significant difference found only for actual recidivism rates.
2: Significant difference found only for adjusted recidivism rates.
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CHAP 12.18

TABLE 12.3

Récidivism Rate: Males with One or More Sustained Petitions,
' by Program Component--Frequency

Lower or Follow-Up/Percent
- ; Higher Total with Petition
Program Component  Score - Releases
{Index = Frequency) Camps b mos. 12 mos. 1B mos. 24 mos.
Counseling L C 79 33.4 50.1 58.7 63.7
H 1,324 32.1 48.6 57.1 ' 61.3
Vocational . L 947 32.2 48.3 58.0 62.8
Training ' ‘ ' ‘
H 1,119 33.5 50.2 57.8 61.8
Work
Activities . L 966 30.1 46.7 55.3 60.8
S : y y y
H 1,149 34.6 51.3 59.7 63.4
Academic t 701 29.2 43.9 53.4 58.1
Training , y y y \
' H ) 1,414 34.2 51.8 59.8 64.3
Religious L 1,437 34.0 51.3 59.1 63.7
Activities . . y y v y
H 642 28.17 44.3 54.5 58.9
Recreation L 1,105 32.4 49.1 57.6 63.1
H 1,010 32.8 49.2 57.7 61.3
0f fgrounds L 1,006 33.8 49.1 57.4 61.6
Activities ,
H 1,043 32.4 50.1 58.9 63.8
Qutside L 998 32.4 50.0 593 63.9
Contacts ‘H 1,117 32.8 48.4 56.4 60.7

y: Significant difference found only for actual recidivism rates.

Note: No rate differences were significant after adjustment.
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CHAP 12.19

QUTCOME: SERIOUSNESS OF OFFENSE 3/
Significant differences were found on two program components--Counseling
and Religious Activities--at 24-month fo]]ow—ﬁp:
1. Lower average offense seriousness in camps scoring higher on:

Counseling (Hrs.): higher - 5.3 avg. seriousness score;
Tower - 6.0.

Counseling (Freq.): higher - 5.5; lower - 6.1.

Religious (Hrs.): higher - 5.8; lower - 5.7.
(Adjusted: 5.5 vs. 5.9)%

* A lower serijousness score resulted for higher-score camps only
after adjustment.

Thus, youths from camps that had more hours of Counseling, greater fre-
quency of Counseling, and/or more hours of Religious Activities had less seri-

ous sustained petitions at 24-months follow-up.

OUTCOME: VIOLENT OFFENSES

As seen in Table 12.4, a significant difference was found on this outcome
measure for only one component: Counseling. Specifically, fewer youths from
camps that had a higher frequency of Counseling had one or more violent
offenses at 12-month foilow-up.

1. Lower % with violent post-offense for camps scoring higher on:

Counseling (Freg.):

12-mo. follow-up: higher score - 7.2% with violent offense;
Tower - 12.0%.

3/ “Seriousness" referred to the most serious sustained petition during
follow-up. See Appendix C for seriousness of offense scale.
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CHAP 12.20

OUTCOME: AVERAGE NUMBER OF SUSTAINED PETITIONS

. - As seen below, significant differences were found for this outcome measure

on two program components.

1.

Lower average sustained petitions in camps scoring higher on:

. Vocational (Hrs.)

24 mos.: higher - 1.02; lower

Vocational (Freqg.)

24 mos.: higher - 1.06; tower

Recreation (Hrs.) *

12 mos.: higher - 0.63; 1oWer
24 mos.: higher - 0.98; lower

i
j—

.18.

i
-

13,

0.81.
1.22.

* Mixed findings were obtained for. Recreation: At 12 and 24

months, lower frequency was associated with fewer petitions.

However, as dndicated,

at 12 and 24 months more hours were

associated with fewer petitions.
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Violent Offernse Rate:

TABLE 12.4

Males With One or More Sustained

Petitians during Follow-Up, by Program Component

CHAP 12

.21

Lower or Follow-Up, Index, Percent

Program Higher with Petition
Component Score 12 mos. 24 mos.

Camps Hours Frequency Hours Frequency
Counseling L 12.0 12.3 16.8 17.4

X y A\ y

H 7.2 9.2 11.7 13.6
Vocational L 11.1 11.4 15.7 16.3
Training -

H 9.7 9.6 14.4 14 .1
Work Activities L 12.8 11.4 18.1 16.17

y ~ y

H 9.2 9.5 13.5 13.17
Academic L 8.7 9.6 11.9 14.0
Training v

H 11.0 10.8 16.3 15.6
Religious L 10.2 9.8 14.8 14.6
Activities

H 11.0 11.8 16.0 16.5
Recreation L 11.2 9.8 15.8 13.9

H 9.6 11.0 14.3 16.2
Offgrounds L 10.8 . 10 15.9 15.2
Activities

H 9.8 10.7 14.0 15.1
OQutside L 10.6 10.4 15.5 15.6
Contacts

H 10.1 10.3 14.4 14.5

x: Significant difference found for actual as well as adjusted violence rates.
y: Significant difference found only for actual violence rates.
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CHAP 12.22

OUTCOME: DAYS TO FIRST SUSTAINED PETITION

Youths from camps whose Recreational Activities were less frequent than in
remaining camps had more days from camp release to first sustained petition: -

1. More days to first petition in camps scoring lower on:

Recreation (Freq.): 1lower - 234 days to petition; higher - 219 days.

QUTCOME: PROBATION TERMINATION

Significant differences were found for this outcome measure on four‘program
components; in most such cases, camps that scored higher performed better.
For instance, youths from camps that had'aﬁy of the fo]1ow%ng were also more
1ikely to have had a higher percentage of positive probation terminations:
more Counseling (hours or frequency), more Religious Activities (hours), or
more Recreation (frequency):

1. More positive terminationé in camps scoring higher on:

Counseling (Hrs.): higher score - 61.5%; lower - 52.4%.

Counseling (Freq.): higher - 57.7%; lower - 51.8%.

Recreation (Hrs.): higher - 60.6%; lower - 49.6%.

2. More positive terminations in camps scoring lower on:

Offgrounds (Freg.): lower - 56.4%; higher - 53.4%.

Academic (Freq.): . lower - 65.8%: higher - 50.4%.
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CHAP 12.23

QUTCOME: STATE COMMITMENTS

As seen in Table 12.5, significant differences in state commitment rates
were found for Counseling, Vocational Training, Academic Training, and
Offgrounds Activity:

1. Lower commitment rate rate in camps scoring higher on:

Counseling (Hrs.): higher score - 19.5%; lower - 29.2%.

Counseling (Freqg.): higher - 22.5%; lower - 31.5%.

2. Lower commitment rate in camps scoring lower on:

Vocational (Freq.): Tlower - 28.1%; higher - 24.7%. (adjusted:
23.8% vs. 28.3%)%*

Academic (Hrs.): lower - 20.9%; higher - 27.8%.

Offgrounds (Freq.): lower - 25.4%; higher - 26.6%.

* A lower state commitment rate was observed for lower-score -
camps after adjustment.
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CHAP 12.24

‘TABLE 12.5

- 'State Commitment Rate for Males
During 24-Month Follow-Up by Program Component

Lower or Higher Percent Committed
Program Score
Component Camps . Hours Freguency
Counseling L » 29.2 31.5
_ ‘ X X

H 19.5 22.5
Vocational L . 26.5 28.1
Training z

H 25.3 T24.7
Work Activities L 31.9 27.3

‘ y

H 23.0 : 24.6
Academic L ' 20.9 24.0
Training X

H 27.8 26.8
Religious L 25.9 24.7
Activities ) y

H 26.9 29.6
Recreation L 24.7 23.3

y

H 26.9 . 28.7
Gffgrounds L 28.5 25.4
Activities y z

H 22.1 , 26.6
Outside L : 27.0 27.0
Contacts *

H 24.4 24.9

x: Significant difference found for actual as well as adjusted state

commitment

N <<

rates.

Significant difference found only for actual state commitment rates.
Significant difference found only for adjusted state commitment rates.
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CHAP 13.1

CHAPTER 13

STAFF VARIABLES AND OUTCOME

HIGHLIGHTS

This chapter examines the relationship between outcomes and certain staff
variables. Three staff variables were studied: ratio of wards to total staff,
ratio of wards to treatment staff, and hours of volunteer services per ward per
month. Camps were grouped according to whether they scored higher or lower on
each variable, and the two camp groups were then compared with each other on
each outcome measure. After statistical adjustment, the following results were
found for recidivism, violence, and state commitment rates:

1. A lower recidivism rate was associated with one of the three
variables: ratio of wards to treatment staff. Specifically,
youths from camps with a higher ratio (1.5 or more wards per
staff) had a lower recidivism rate at 24-month follow-up. Find-
ings were in the same direction for the 6-, 12-, and 18-month
follow-ups hut did not reach statistical significance.

2. lLower violence rates were associated with ratio of wards to
treatment staff. Camps that had a higher ratio (more wards per
staff) had a lower percentage of youths with one or more viclent
offenses at 12- and 24-month follow-up.

3. Lower state commitment rates were associated with ratioc of wards
to total staff. Specifically, youths from camps with a higher
ratio had a lower rate of state commitment at 24-month follow-up.

No significant findings were obtained for the above three outcome measures

in connection with hours of volunteer service.
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CHAP 13.3

DEFINITIONS AND METHOD

WARD/STAFF RATIOS

In developing the ratios described below, staff were identified as being

in one of two categories:

1. "Treatment" steff were persons in direct contact with wards, and
responsible for their ongoing supervision. Included were eight
classifications:

Counselors Teachers and Instructors
Supervising Counselors School Counselors
Deputy Probation Officers School Aides
Probation Aides Psychologists
2. "Total" staff included all the above classifications plus admin-

istrative (superintendents, assistant superintendents), support
(clerical), and service (kitchen, housekeeping) personnei.

The number of employees in each classification was supplied by superinten-
dents or other khow]edgeab]e camp personnel in response to the camp question-
naire. When determining the tota]ﬁﬁumber of staff, Youth Authurity researchers
counted part~time workers as 0.5 each.

For any given camp, the ward-to-staff ratio was dérived by dividing the
camp's average daily population {ADP) for 1982 by the number of staff specified
on the questionnaire. For example, in a camp whose ADP was 60 and number of
staff 30, the ratio would be 2.0 wards to 1 staff--or, simply, "2.0." For
total staff, ratios ranged from 0.5 to 2.6 across the various’camps; for treat-
ment staff they were 0.7 to 4.3. The cutting points that were used to define

lower dand higher ward/staff ratios were:

Treatment Staff: lower = less ~than 1.5 wards per staff member
(26 camps)

higher = 1.5 or more wards per staff member
(20 camps)
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CHAP 13.4

Total Staff: lower = less than 1.0 wards per staff member
: (19 camps)

higher = 1.0 or more wards per staff member
{27 camps)

VOLUNTEER SERVICE

Because of the limited information available, volunteer service was des-
cribed in quantitative terms only. Specifically, this variable was defined in
a two-step process: First, the estimated number of volunteers used‘by the
camp per month was multiplied by the average number of service hours provided
by vo]unteerskeach month; then, the resulting figure was divided by the camp{s

ADP to produce the number of volunteer hours per ward per month, It was this

number of hours that comprised "volunteer service."
For instance, if a hypothetical camp used 13 volunteers per month and if
each volunteer provided an averagé'of'46 service hours each month, this would

produce a total of 598 volunteer service hours per monih. If this total were

a

then divided by the camp's ADP--say, 36.5 wards--the final result would be

16.4 hours of volunteer service per ward per month. Using this operational
definition, the per~ward per-month hours that were actualiy obtained varied
from 0.0 to 65.2. The cutting point for this variable was:

less volunteer service

#

5.9 hours or less (26 camps)

more volunteer service = 6.0 hours or more (20 camps)
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CHAP 13.5

GENERAL DISCUSSION OF MAIN FINDING§

OQutcomes were compared for camps that scored lower vs. those that scored
higher on the staff and volunteer variables. 1In all comparisons, the question
was: were more favorable outcomes associated with camps that scored higher on
a given variable--for example, camps with more volunteer service--than those
which scored lower on that variable?

Findings that were statistically significant after covariance adjustment
are shown in Table 13.1. The same five adjustment factors were used in this
as in previous chapters.

The reader should note that, for staff ratios, a lower score refers to

fewer wards per staff. 1/ For volunteer hours, a higher score indicates more

hours per ward. These findings are reviewed below--first by staff variable and

volunteer service, then by outcome measure.

1/ For all other camp features, a "higher" score means "more" of something,
usually in a positive context. With ward-staff ratios, a higher score
means less "rich" staffing in that there are more wards per staff member.
A "richer" staffing pattern, or Jlower ward-to-staff ratio, is generally
considered to be positive. ‘
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CHAP 13.6

~ TABLE 13.1

Significant.Differences on Qutcome Measures
for Staff Variables and Volunteer Services

Ward-to-Staff Ratio Vol. Service

OUTCOME MEASURE Total Treatment
Staff a/ Staff a/ Ward/Hours b/

More Satisfaétory Completions L
Shorter Length of Stay. L L ‘L'
Lower Recidivism Rate ‘ 6 mos.
’ . 12 mos.
18 mos. :
24 mos. H
Less Serious Recidivism Offense 12 mos. H H H
' 24 mos. H H H
Fewer Violent Offenders | 12 mos. H
‘ . 24 mos. H
Lower Avg. No. of Petitions ‘ 12 mos.
. : 24 mos.
More Days to 1st Sust. Petit. ) L L
More Positive Probation Termin. 24 mos. H
Lower State Commitment Rate 24 mos. H
Note: (1) An L (lower) or H (higher) means a significant difference was found

on the outcome measure (after covariance adjustment) between camps scor-
ing Tower and those scoring higher on the given feature. The L or H
indicates which camps, e.g., those with a lower (L) ratio of wards to
total staff, had the "better" outcome, e.q., fewer violent offenses.
(2) A blank space means that no statistically significant difference was
found after covariance adjustment. )

a/ A lower (L) "total staff" and "treatment staff" ratio means fewer wards
per staff member. A higher (H) ratio means more wards per staff member.

b/ Higher (H) "volunteer service" means more hours of such service pér ward
per month. .
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I. FINDINGS, BY STAFF VARIABLE AND VOILUNTEER SERVICES

RATIO OF WARDS TO TOTAL STAFF

As shown in Table 13.1, a lower ratio of wards to total staff was signifi-
cantly associated with a shorter length of stay (LOS) in camp and with more
days from camp release to first sustained petition. For example, camps with
0.80 wards for every 1.00 total staff members (treatment + admin. + support +
service) had, on average, a shorter LOS than camps with 1.6 wards per staff
member.

Higher ward-to-total-staff ratio was associated with less serious cffenses
at 12- and 24-month follow-up and with a lower state commitment rate at 24

months.

No other statistically significant outcome differences were obtained on

this variable.

RATIO OF WARDS TO TREATMENT STAFF

As seen in Table 13.1, a lower ratio of wards to treatment staff was asso-
ciated with a higher rate of satisfactory camp comp}etions, a shorter LOS, and
more days to first such petition.

Higher ward-to-treatment-staff ratio was associated with a lower recidivism
rate at 24 months, less serjous offenses at 12 and 24 months, fewer violent
offenders at those same follow-ups, and morevpositive probation terminations

within 24 months of camp release.

VOLUNTEER SERVICE PER WARD/MONTH

As shown in Table 13.1, less volunteer service was associated with a

shorter LOS in camp.
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as a%sociated with less serjous offenses at 12 and

.
7

More volunteer servicedy
A

24 months.

II. FINDINGS, BY OUTCOME MEASURE

In the following section actual scores are shown. Adjusted scores are

specified only as needed.

OUTCOME: TYPE OF CAMP RELEAéE

Higher percentage of satisfactory camp releases was found for camps with:

1. A lower ratio of wards to treatment staff: 88.6% satisfactory

releases; higher ratio, 74.0%.

QUTCOME: LENGTH OF STAY
A shorter LOS was found for youths from camps with:

1. A lower ratio of wards to total staff: 183 days LOS;

higher
ratio, 170. (adjusted: 173 vs. 196)*

2. A lower ratio of wards to treatment staff: 189 days LOS; higher
ratio, 166. (adjusted: 169 vs. 195)*

3. Less volunteer service per ward/month: 166 days LOS;

more
service, 20%.

* A shorter LOS was found for lower staff-ratijo camps only after
covariance adjustment. ’

QUTCOME: RECIDIVISM RATE

Table 13.2 shows recidivism rates for lower- and higher-score camps on

staff and volunteer .varjables. After statistical adjustment, a higher

ward-to-treatment-staff ratio was associated with a lower recidivism rate at

24 months.
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1. Lower recidivism in camps with:

Higher ward-to-treatment-staff ratio; higher ratio, 62.1; lower
ratio, 62.3%. (adjusted: 58.9% vs. 64.5%).

QUTCOME: SERIOUSNESS OF OFFENSE

Significant differences in seriousness of post-camp offenses were found
between lower- and higher-score camps on all three variables. (Seriousness
ranged from one to ten, with ten being more serious.) Specifically, less
sefious offenses were found for youths from camps with:

1. A higher ratio of wards to total staff:

At 12 months, higher ratio - 4.7 seriousness; lower ratio, 5.6.
At 24 months, higher ratio - 5.2; lower ratio, 6.0,

2. A higher ratio of wards to treatment staff:

At 12 months, higher ratio - 4.8 seriousness; lower, 5.7.
At 24 months, higher ratio - 5.3; lower ratio, 6.1.

3. More volunteer service per ward/month:

At 12 months, more service - 5.1 seriousness; less service, 5.5.
At 24 months, more service - 5.6; less service, 5.9.
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TABLE 13.2

Recidivism Rates: Males with One or More Sustained Petitions
During Four Follow-Up Periods, by Staff Variable and Volunteer Services

Lower or v Follow-Up/Percent
" Staff and Higher with Petition
Volunteer Score Total
Feature Camps Releases 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.
Wards to Total L 1,506 30.6 47.2 56.6 61.6
Staff y y .
H 609 37.4 53.9 60.3 63.7
Wards to L 1,256 31.0 47.8 57.2 62.3
Treatment Staff : ' 4
H 859 34.9 57.1 58.4 62.1
Volunteer L 1,306 32.5 49.8 58.4 62.9
Service Per
Ward Per Month : H 809 32.6 48.1 56.5 61.1

y: Significant difference found only for actua) recidivism rates.
Z: Significant difference found only for adjusted recidivism rates.

QUTCOME: VIOLENT OFFENSES

Table 13.3 shows the percentage of youths with one or more violent
post-camp offenses in lower- and higher-score camps. Significant adjusted
differences were found in camps with a higher ratio of wards to treatment
staff. Fewer violent offenders were found in camps with:

Higher ratio of wards to treatment staff:

At 12 months, 7.8% violent offenders; lower ratio, 12.1%.

At 24 months, 11.8%; lower ratio, 17.3%.

QUTCOME: NUMBER OF SUSTAINED PETITIONS

No significant differences were found in the number of sustained petitions

for lTower- vs. higher-score camps on'any staff variable.
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|
2 ) i
OUTCOME: DAYS TO FIRST SUSTAINED PETITION }

More days from camp release to first sustained petition were observed for
youths from camps with:

1. A lower ratio of wards to total staff - 239 days to petition;
higher ratio, 198 days.

2. A lower ratio of wards to treatment staff - 241 days to petition;
higher ratio, 207 days.
TABLE 13.3

Violent Offense Rates: Males with One or More Sustained Petitions
During Follow-Up, by Staff Variable and Volunteer Services

Follow-Up Period and

Staff and Lower or Percent with Petition
Volunteer Higher
Feature Score Camps 12 mos. 24 mos.
Wards to Total L 11.4 16.5
Staff y y
H 7.9 11.3
Wards to L 12.1 17.3
Treatment Staff X . X
H 7.8 , 11.8
Volunteer L 10.0 15.1
Service Per

Ward/Month H 10.8 15.0

x: Significant difference found for actual as well as adjusted violence rates.
y: Significant difference found only for actual violence rates.
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QUTCOME: _PROBATION TERMINATION

A higher percentage of positive probation terminations were found for
youths from camps with:

* 1. A higher ratio of wards to treatment staff - 58.4% positive
terminations; lower ratio, 53.5%.

QUTCOME: STATE COMMITMENTS

Table 13.4 shows tﬁe percentage of youths bommitted to the state wifhﬁn 24
months ffqm camp release, for lower- and higher-score camps. After adjustment,
oh]y.one sigﬁificant difference was found: cémps with a bigﬁg[ ratio of wards

to total staff had fewer state commitments--17.4% vs. 29.3% for lower-ratio

camps.
TABLE 13.4
State Commitment Rates for Males During 24-Month
Follow-Up, by ‘Staff Variable and Volunteer Services
Staff and Lower or .
.~ Volunteer * Higher : Percentage
Feature Score Camps Committed
Wards to Total _ L | 29.3
Staff ' : X
H 17.4
Wards to - L 30.3
Treatment Staff
H 19.3
Volunteer . L ‘ 26.3
Service Per : .
Ward/Month H 25.2

x: Significant difference found for actual as well as adjusted state
commitment rates.

y: Significant difference found only for actual state comhitment rates.
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CHAPTER 14

CASE PROCESSING, AFTERCARE, AND OUTCOME

HIGHLIGHTS
This chapter analyzes the outcomes associated with a final set of camp
program components: case processing and aftercare features. Six features were
studied: 1/
1. ‘Type of Program Assignment (uniform vs. individualized)
2. Youth's Presence at Case Reviews (presence vSs. nonpresence)
3. Progress through Program (stages vs. rankings vs. other)
4. Percentage of Camp Releases (on probation caseloads)(lower vs. higher)
5. Post-Camp Emphasis on Aftercare (less vs. more)
6. Overall (Camp Plus Post-camp) Emphasis on Aftercare (less vs. more)’
For most of these features, camps were divided into two groups--for
example, uniform vs. individualized program assignment camps. The camp groups
were then compared with each other io see if significant differences existed
on any of nine outcome measures. After the usual statistical adjustments,
results for three key outcomes were as follows:

Recidivism Rates. Lower recidivism rates were associated with two of the

six features: Post-camp Emphasis on Aftercare, and Progress tnrough Program.
First, youths from camps in counties that placed less rather than more emphasis

on aftercare planning and service had lower recidivism rates at 6- and 18-month

1/ Definitions are given in the Definitions and Methods Section, page 258.
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follow-up. 'Though in the same direction, the difference was not significant
at 12 and 24 months. Second, Tlower recidivism rates at 12 months were also
associated with Eamps that used a rankings rather than a stages or other basis
for progressing through the program.

Violence Rates. Lower violence rates were associated with one feature:

Youths from camps that utilized a more individualized rather than uniform
initial assignment were less likely to have one or more sustained petitions
for a violent offense at 24-month follow-up-.

Commitment Rates. Lower state commitment rates were associated with two

features: Percentage of Camp Releases on Probation Caseloads and Progress

through Program.'

1. Youths from camps whose counties had a higher percentage of
releases on such caseloads had a lower rate of state commitment
at 24-month follow-up. Though a similar result was obtained in
connection with more rather than Jless camp-plus~-post-camp
emphasis on aftercare planning and service, this outcome was not
significant after adjustment.

2. VYouths from. camps that used “either a stages or other approach to
progression through the program had a Jlower state commitment
rate than those using rankings.
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DEFINITIONS AND METHOD

I. CASE PROCESSING FEATURES

Type of Program Assignment. This refers to the basis on which

newly-arrived camp youths were assigned to programs. Two main choices

existed: Either the camp's single, preexisting program would be given to all
youths ("uniform assignment"), or--if different programs or activity patterns
were available--youths would receive that program or pattern which seemed

better designed to deal with their particular characteristics, needs, and/or

offenses ("individualized assignment").

The distinction between these two types of programming was not hard
and fast; instead, a continuum probably existed across camps. Never-
theless, when responding to the camp questionnaire, camp directors or
other knowledgeable staff characterized their camp as mainly having
either a uniform initial program assignment or a more individualized
initial assignment. The study did not determine whether or how often

initial uniformity changed to a subsequent individualization, and vice
versa, for youths in any camp.

Youth's Presence at Case Reviews.

In virtually all camps, case reviews
were the standard context in which a youth's progress was discussed and plans

were formulated. Responses to the camp questionnaire were used to place camps

into one of two groups with regard to this feature: one in which youths were

present at their case reviews and one in which they were not.

Progress through Program. The camp questionnaire included the following
series of questions, all under the heading, "Progress through Program":

1. What are the requirements for release, if any?

2. Describe any formal stages of progress, e€.g., based on points or

other system, as reflected in privileges, assignments, or
programming.
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3. Can progress affect release? For example, can a youth earn an
early release? If so, how?...

4. Do you formally evaluate progress in particular areas, such as
school, work, etc.? If so, please describe procedures."

Since the methods used in fhis chapter for analyzing Progress through Pro-
bgram can best be understood in the context of the above questions and since the
systems of progress varied across camps, the main factors in the total 53 camps
that relate to these questions are reviewed; (lLlacuna, Knight, and Palmer,
1985) :

1. Requirements for Release

In all camps, release timing depended on performance in school,
at work, and on the Tiving unit. Behavioral goals were always
prescribed and were expected to bhe -achieved. 1In addition, 40
camps (75%) mentioned that they required a minimum length of stay
in camp. )

2. Formal Stages of Progress

Staff from nearly all camps evaluated performance in terms of
grades or points. Specified Tlevel of performance was always
required for privileges received, work assigned, furloughs
earned, and, in a few cases, time reduced from commitment.

Camps used two or three different methods to track and acknowi-
edge progress. Thirty camps (57%) used stages, levels, steps,
or groups. Every higher stage or level required increasingly
responsible behavior. Each stage also allowed more privileges,
more valued work assignments, longer furloughs, or more time
earned toward early release. '

Ten camps (19%) used rankings or merit Tlists. Wards who earned
the highest grades or total points were ranked at the top of the
Tists. .Once again, more rewards were associated with higher
rankings. In some camps, for instance, time cuts were awarded
to youths on top of a "Merit Ladver." Camps which did not use
rankings or formal stages evaluated performance with grades and
points. Often, certain grades or numbers of points and some
minimum time requirement were needed before consideration of
release.
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3.  Effect of Progress on Release

Three camps said they did not grant early release. Most camps
(39 or 74%) reported the use of time cuts for good performance
but reported no time extension. Eleven camps (21%) stated that
wards could earn early release for good behavior or receive time

extensions for exceptionally poor performance.

4. Formal Evaluations of Specific Areas

A1l camps evaluated ward performance in school, at work details,
and on the living unit. Up to 18 camps reported grading or giv-
ing points every day. Evaluations were sometimes included in
case reviews. In most camps, evaluation results determined how

fast wards moved through the program.

For the present analysis, three types df Progress through Program were

therefore distinguished as ana]ytita] categories.

Stages: 27 camps that mainly used "stages, levels, steps, or
’ “groups," as described above. Camp staff often called these

"phases."

Rankings: Eight camps that méin]y used "ranks or merit lists [or

Ladders]."

Other: 11 camps that "did not use rankings or formal stages, but
- mainly (1) evaluated daily and/or weekly performance with

grades and points" in and of themselves, or (2) assessed

progress toward overall -goals via a relatively global,

clinical approach.

Though these categories were usual1y clear-cut and distinguishable from each

other, some mixing and overlap existed. When this occurred, the primary cate-

gory, that is, the 'main approach or type of progress, was coded.

the three categories are presented in Appendix G.
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I1. AFTERCARE FEATURES

Percentage of Camp Releases on Probation Caseloads. Research staff hypo-

thesized that aftercare service might be more effective if the probation
officer's caseload contained a higher rather than lower percentage of such
youths--regardless of caseload size. Theoretically, this arrangement could
allow the officer to become more familiar with the neéeeds and problems of youths
recently released from camps, and perhaps better able to focus resources on
them. Regarding this feature, the camps were divided into two groups--those
whose re1ease§ were assigned to caseloads that contained either a higher or
Tower percentage of camp aftercare cases. A camp's percentage was considered
"higher" or "lower" when compared to the relative percentages in all camps.
Again, this percentage was independent of overall caseload size. For example,
say that caseloads A and B--each of which contained 60 youths (camp releases
and noncamp releases combined)--contained 10 and 36 camp releases respectively.
Caseload A would be a lower percentage caseioad whereas B would be higher.

Post-Camp Emphasis on Aftercare. 2/ This measure consisted of five items:

1. Transitional service. This mainly included three activities by
the field probation officer which occurred after camp release:
school and/or work placement, counseling and other personal
needs/issues-entered discussions with vyouth, and counseling/
discussions with youth's parents or with parents and youth
together. Excluded were discussions with parents (with or with-
out the youth) that essentially reviewed probation conditions and
plans. Also excluded were "probation orientation" meetings with
youth alone, at or slightly before release.

2/ For ease of presentation and tabling, this will be calied Post-Camp
Emphasis. _
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2. Other service/activity. This mainly included the following:

' Placement efforts or subsequent contacts by the field probation

officer regarding foster home, group home, or other out-of-home

1iving .arrangements and related dissues; school/work assistance

other than placement; and counseling/educational service regard-

ing substance abuse, psychological problems, or other focused
issues, sometimes within a specialized probation caseload.

3. Referral and miscellaneous. Included were activities such as
referral to public or private agencies for substance abuse or
other counseling/educational service, special placement or travel
arrangements not included in (1) and (2) above, and brief return .
to camp for service and/or accountability/control.

4. Accountability/control/restriction. . Not included in (1) through
(3) above, this item mainly included: restitution, fines, and
restrictions on associations with gang members or specified indi-
viduals, for example, co-offenders.

5. Intensive supervision. This referred to placement on a "reduced
. caseload," however that caseload was defined and described by
the questionnaire respondent or in the probation department's
policy statement. Each camp was scored on a simple yes/no,
presence/absence, basis on each item, and a total score for the
five items combined was then derived for each camp. Once the
full range of total scores was thereby obtained for all individ-
ual camps, each camp was categorized as either "higher" or
"Jower" on scope/extent of aftercare (as defined on p. 227). 1In
. other words, the resulting categorization indicated the camp's
total score as compared to that of all camps combined. The same
method was used for the index next described. 3/

3/ Three points should'be noted regarding both indices. (1) If any one activ-
ity or condition listed for a given item was present, the camp received a
"Yes" on that item. (2) No information was requested or obtained from camp
personnel regarding the gquality of any activities. (3) Though scope of
aftercare may well have been positively related to its overall quantity--
namely, total hours and/or total number of contacts per youth--no specific
information was requested or obtained regarding these aspects of "quan-
tity." Thus, "scope/extent" was not necessarily identical to "amount" (in
the sense of total hours or number of contacts), even though overlap prob-
ably existed. . ~
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Overall (Camp plus Post-Camp) Emphasis on Aftercare. 4/ . This was an

unweighted composite of the score on Post-Camp Emphasis--that is, on items (1)

through (5) above--plus its score on two additional items combined:

1. Continuity of effort/involvement. A "yes" on this item required
that the field probation officer not only interacted with camp
youths or staff during the youths' camp stay, but that he or she
continued working with youths after release. Moreover, the
officer's interactions during the youths' stay were described
(either 1in general terms or by implication) as occurring fairly
often or regularly. Once-a-month visits to camp did not, by
themselves, produce a yes; nor did participation in case reviews
alone, especially if they occurred once a month or less.

2. Focus on camp releases. A camp was scored yes if its releases
were on caseloads in which they comprised, on average, at least
90% of all youths on those caseloads. ("A1l youths" meant all
camp releases plus all noncamp releases combined. About 20% of
the camps scored yes.)

4/ For ease of presentation and tabling, this will be called Overail
Emphasis.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

For each case processing and aftercare variable, camps were placed into
the earlier-defined groups and were compared to each other on outcomes. For
ins£ance, camps that used a more uniform 1initial assignment approach were
compared to those using a more individualized approach. Results that were
statistically significant after covariance adjustments are shown 1in Table
14.1. (Adjustments were based on the same five variables described in Chap-

ters 11 through 13.) These findings are reviewed below--first by camp fea-

ture, then by outcome measure.

I. FINDINGS, BY CAMP FEATURE

TYPE _QF PROGRAM ASSIGNMENT

Uniform program assignment was as%ociated with a shorter Tlength of stay

(LOS) in camp. Individualized assignment was associated with: (1) a lower

percentage of vio]ent offenders during 24-month follow-up; (2) fewer sustained

petitions per recidivist, at 12 months. .

YOUTH'S PRESENCE AT CASE REVIEWS

Youth's presence at or absence from case reviews was not related to better

or worse performance on any of the nine outcome measures.
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Table 14.1

Significant Differences on Outcome
Measures for Case Processing and Aftercare Features

Case Processing Aftercare
Program  Youth ~ Progress % of
Assign- at Case thru Releases on Post-Camp Overall

Qutcome Measure ment Reviews Program Caseload Emphasis Emphasis
More Satisfactory

Completions (NA) (NA) (NA)
Shorter Length

of Stay ] 0 (NA) {NA) {NA)
Lower 6 mos. L
Recidivism 12 mos. R
Rate 18 mos. L

24 mos.

Less Serious 12 mos. 0 L L
Recidivism 24 mos. 0 L L
Offense

Fewer Violent 12 mos.

Of fenders 24 mos. 1

Lower Avg. 12 mos. I S L
No. of 24 mos. S L
Petitions

More Days to 1st

Sust. Petition

More Positive

Prob. Termin. 24 mos. i H
Lower State

Commit. Rate 24 mos. 0 H

HOW TO READ CHART: A letter in the table indicates a significant relationship
was found to exist between a particular camp feature and an outcome measure.
The letter indicates which camp group had the more positive outcome.
Example: the U in the second row/first column indicates that camps with
uniform assignment had significantly shorter length of stay than those with
individualized assignment. The various symbols are defined below:

Program Assignment: U - uniform, I = individualized Progress: R = rankings,
S = stages, 0 = other Aftercare: L = Jower score, H = higher score (N/A):
not applicable to this analysis
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PROGRESS THROUGH PROGRAM

'Rankings approach Qas associated with:

Lower recidivism rate at 12 months, compared to "other" approaches.
Shorter LOS, compared to stages approach.

Stages approach was associated with:

Fewer sustained petitions at 12 and 24 months, compared to "other"
approaches.

"Other" approaches were associated with:

Shorter length of stay than either rankings or stages.
Less serious recidivism offenses, compared to rankings.
Lower state commitment rate, compared to stages.

PERCENTAGE OF CAMP RELEASES ON PROBATION CASELOADS

Youths on case]oads w1th a 1ghe percentage of camp releases had: (1) a
higher percentage of pos1t1ve probation terminations; and (2) a lower state

commitment rate. A lower percentége was associated with fewer post-release

sustained petitions.

POST-CAMP EMPHASIS ON AFTERCARE

Youths from camps that had lower scores on this variable--that is, that
gave less emphasis to such planning/service--had: (1) less recidivism at 6-
and 18-month fo]]pw—up; (2) less sekious,post—re]ease of fenses, for example,

petty theft rather than burglary,'atk12‘and‘éﬁ’months.

OVERALL EMPHASIS ON AFTERCARE

Youths from camps with lower scores on this variable--that is, that placed

less emphasis on such planning/service-—had less serious post-release offenses

at 12 and 24 months.
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I1. FINDINGS, BY OUTCOME MEASURE

In this section, actual scores are shown; adjusted scores are specified
only as needed. As before, only statistically significant findings are

presented.

QUTCOME: TYPE OF CAMP RELEASE

No significant differences were found for case processing variables.

Since aftercare variables basically involved post-camp conditions or
inputs, they were not considered applicable to such measures as length of stay
in camp and type of release from camp. Therefore, analyses of outcomes by

aftercare score were not conducted for these two variables.

OQUTCOME: LENGTH OF STAY

Uniform program assignment was associated with a shorter LOS in camp--169
days vs. 387 for more individualized assignment. A shorter LOS was also found
for camps that used other bases of progress rather than stages or ranking.

other - 135 days; stages - 174; ranking - 194,

QUTCOME: RECIDIVISM RATES

Table 14.2 shows recidivism rates for camps grouped by case processing and
aftercare features. After statistical adjustment, a significantly Jlower
recidivism rate was found at 12 months for youths from camps that used a

Rankings approach rather than a Stages or Other approach to gauging a youth's
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progress th}ough the program.. Lower recidivism was also associated with Post-

Camp Emphasis on Aftercare:

6-month follow-up: Tless emphasis - 32.2% recidivists;
more service - 32.7%;
(adj. rates: 27.7% vs 34.1%)

18-month follow-up: Tless emphasis, 57.2% recidivists;
more, 57.8%:
(adj. rates: 53.2% vs. 59.1%.)

OUTCOME: SERIOUSNESS OF OFFENSE

Youths from camps that ﬁsed "other" systems of progress had less serious
recidivism offenses than camps using a rankings approach: 12 months: other -
4.9 level of seriousness; rankings - 6.1. 24 months: other - 5.3; rankings -
6.5. On the aftercare variables, lower scores were associated with Jower
offense seriousness; that is, youths from camps whose county's probation case-
loads gave less emphasis to the specified services had less serious post-camp
offenses. The specific findings were:

‘ Post—Camp Emphasis: -

12 months: less, 4.7 (seriousness level); more, 5.6.

24 months: less, 5.1; more, 6.0.

Overall Emphasis:

12 months: less, 4.6 (seriousness level)' =ore 5.5.

24 months: less, 5.1; more, 5.9.
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Table 14.2

Recidivism Rates: Males with One or More
Sustained Petitions during Four Follow-up Periods,
by Case Processing and Aftercare Features

- v . Follow-up/Percent with
Case Processing and Group Total Petition
Aftercare Feature or Score Releases 6 mos. 12 mos. 18 mos. 24 mos.

Case Processing

Type of Uniform 901 35.2 51.5 59.1 62.9
Program y
Assignment Individual 1,214 30.6 47.4 56.7 61.7
Youth's Presence at Present 859 34.0 51.3 60.1 65.3
Case Reviews y
Absent 1,256 ° 31.6 47.7: 56.1 60.1
Progress through Stages 1,089 33.8 51.5 59.6 63.6
Program
Ranking 543 26.1 b/ 42.5 a/ 53.1 57.3
Other 485 37.1 b/ 51.3 58.6  64.5
Aftercare
Percentage of Camp Lower 665 35.8 53.5 62.4 67.5
Releases on Caseload v y v : y
Higher 1,416 31.4 47.5 55.7 60.0
Post-Camp Lower 507 32.2 49.9 51.2 61.9
Scope/Emphasis z z
Higher 1,608 32.7 48.9 57.8 62.3
Overall Lower 382 "33.2 50.8  59.2  63.1
Scope/Emphasis
Higher 1,733 32.4 48.8 57.4 62.0

Significant differences:

a/ Rankings lower than stages, and also lower than other, on actual (as well
as adjusted) rates.
b/ Rankings and stages each lower than other.

Significant difference found only for actual recidivism rates.
Significant difference found only for adjusted recidiyism rates.

N <
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QUTCOME: VIOLENT OFFENSES

Table 14.3 shows the percentage of youths with one or more sustained
petitions for violent offenses during follow up, separately for each case
‘propessing and aftercare feature. A lower percentage of violent offenders was
found at 24-month follow-up for two features: (1) Type of Program Assignment
and (2) Progress through Program. Specificale, fewer violent offenders were
found among releases from camps that had a more individualized rather than

uniform assignment.

OUTCOMEf NUMBER_OF SUSTAINED PETITIONS

Significant differences were found in the number of sustained petitions
for two case processing variables (Progress through Program and Type of
Program Assignment) and for one.' aftercare variable (Percentage of Camp
Releases on Probation Caselcads). The specific findings were:

Type of Program Assignment:

12 months: individual, 0.67 petitions; uniform, 0.78.

Progress through Program:

12 months: stages, 0.73 petitions; other, 0.85.
24 months: stages, 1.12; other, 1.27.

Pct. Camp Cases on Caseload:

12 months: Tlower pct., 1.51; higher pct., 1.43. (adjusted: 1.35 vs. 1.51)*
24 months: lower, 1.86; higher, 1.71. (adjusted: 1.64 vs. 1.83)%

* After adjustment, lower-score camps had fewer petitions.
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Table 14.3

Violent Offense Rates: Males With One or More
Sustained Petitions During Follow-up by
Case Processing and Aftercare

Case Processing and Group Follow-up/Percent with Petition
Aftercare Feature or _Score 12 mos. 24 mos.
Case Processing '

Type of Uniform 10.5 16.1

Program X
Assignment Individualized 10.2 14.2

Youth's Presence at Present 10.5 15.0

Case Reviews
Absent 10.3 15.1

Progress through Stages 10.1 14.6
Program '

o
Y]
~

Rankings 12.0 17.

Other q9.1 13.2

Aftercare

Percentage of Camp Lower 9.9 | 13.5
Releases on Caseload '

l Higher 10.7 15.8

Post-Camp Emphasis Lower 8.9 13.4
Higher 10.8 15.6

Overall Emphasis Lower . 8.9 13.4
| Higher 10.7 15.4

Significant Differences:

a/ Stages lower than rankings for adjusted rates only.

x: Significant difference found for actual as well as adjusted violence rates.
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QUTCOME: DAYS TO FIRST SUSTAINED PETITION

"No significant differences were found for this outcome measure on any case

processing or aftercare variables.

QUTCOME: TYPE OF PROBATION TERMINATION

A higher percentage of camp releases on probation caseloads was associated

with a higher rate of positive termination from probation: higher, 59.2%;

lower, 46.0%.

QUTCOME: RATE OF STATE COMMITMENT

Table 14.4 presents the findings on state commitments for all case
processing and aftercare features. After adjustment, a significant difference
‘in state commitment rates was found on two features:

Progress through Program:

Other System - 17.3% commitments and stages - 25.8% vs. rankings - 33.6%.
That is, youths from camps that used a.stages or other approach had a lower
state commitment rate than those from camps using a rankings approach.

Percéntagg of Camp Releases on Caseload:

Lower percentage, 23.2% commitments; higher, 27.1%.

That is, a lower percentage of releases on probation caseloads was associated

with a lower state commitment rate.
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Table 14.4

State Commitment Rates for Males
During 24-Month Follow-up, by Case
- Processing and Aftercare Features

Case Processing and Group Percent
Aftercare Feature or Group Committed

Case Processing

Type of Program Uniform 24.0
Assignment
Individualized 27.3
Youth's Presence at Present 271.1
Case Reviews
Absent 25.0
Progress through Stages 25.8
Program
Rankings 33.6-a/
Other 17.3
Aftercare
Percentage of Lower 23.2
Camp Releases X
on Caseload Higher 27.1
Post-Camp Emphasis Lower 18.7
y
Higher 28.1
Overall Emphasis _ Lower 20.9
y

Higher 21.0

a/ Other and stages both lower than rankings, on actual as well as adjusted

rates.

x: Significant difference found for actual as well as adjusted state commit-
ment rates.

y: Significant difference found only for actual state commitment rates.
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CHAPTER 15
CAMP FEATURES AND OUTCOMES,

BY YOUTH'S RISK LEVEL

Chapters ‘11 through 14 analyzed the relationship between each of several
camp features and a number of probation outcomes for the total sample of 2,115
males who were satisfactorily released from camps. Chapter 15 explores this
same relationship but separately for males grouped by recidivism risk score.
Separately then for lower-, medium-, and higher-risk youths, probation outcomes
were compared for camps grouped by their rating on each of 32 features (for
example, rural vs. nonrural setting). These analyses attempt to answer the
question: Which camp features worked better with each given risk level; that

is, with which type of youth?

HIGHL.IGHTS
Findings for the three major outcomes of recidivism, violence, and state
commitment are shown below. Under each outcome heading, and for each risk

level, camp features found to be significantly related to better outcome are

listed. 1/

1/ Throughout this chapter, statistical significance was tested via analysis
of covariance. Length of stay, age at camp release, open vs. closed camps,
and LA vs. non-LA camps were the covariates. Risk-of-recidivism score was
excluded as a covariate since wards were already grouped on this variable.
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RECIDIVISM

Lower risks. For these youths, a lower recidivism rate was associated
with camps that had:
e rural setting

"smaller living unit capacity (also found for lower violence)
e more hours of counseling.

Medium risks. For these youths, lower recidivism was associated with:

single rather than multiple living units

rural setting

more hours of recreation

use of a rankings system of progress through program.

Higher risks. Here, lower recidivism was associated with:

rural setting

more hours of vocational training

lower frequency of religious activities
more hours of outside contacts

youth's presence at case reviews.

VIOLENCE
Lower ~risks. A smaller percentage of releases with violent offenses
during follow-up was associated with:
smaller 1iving unit capacity (also found for lower recidivism)
use of rooms rather than dorms

shorter program length (also found for lower comm1tments)
higher frequency of work activities.

Medium risks. No significant findings related to violent offenses were

obtained for medium-risk youths.

Higher risks. Camps that had fewer such youths who committed a violent

offense were characterized by:

. longer program length.
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STATE COMMITMENT

Lower risks. For these youths, a lower state commitment rate was associ-

ated with:

medium-capacity camps

shorter program length (also found for lower violence)

fewer hours of vocational training (also found for lower recidivism)
higher ratio of youths to total staff '

higher ratio of youths to treatment staff.

Medium risks. Here, lower rates were associated with:

smaller 1living unit capacity

shorter program length

higher frequency of counseling

more hours of work activities

Tower frequency of offgrounds activities
"other" approaches to progress through program.

Higher risks. With these youths, lower rates were found for:

smaller living=unit capacity

more -hours of religious activities

more hours of outside contacts (also found for lower recidivism)
higher percentage of camp releases on aftercare caseload.

GENERAL DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

This chapter identifies significant relationships between camp features and
better probation outcomes for youths of different risk Jevels. Findings are
presented in the three formats described below.

1. The first section lists the 32 camp features (previously defined)
and the categories of each feature. For example, under Camp
Capacity are the categories smaller, medium, and larger. Listed
for each risk level are the positive probation outcomes signifi-
cantly related to each variable, by category.

2. A second section summarizes these findings for each risk level.
Table 15.1 presents findings for lower risks. Findings for
medium risks are in Table 15.2, and for higher risks, Table 15. 3
These tables appear at the end of this chapter.
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3. " These data are presented in a third format in Appendix H. Here;
findings are grouped -for each risk level. In addition, Appendix H
contains specific outcome scores or rates, both actual and
adjusted. : :

The number ;f youths at each risk level was as follows: Tlower risk youths
- GOi; medium risk youths - 1,148; and higher risk youths - 366.

The fo1]oQing’examp1e may help interpret the findings. 1In Section I, for
the first variable shown--Camp Capacity--one significant finding was obtained
for lower-risk youths: In medium capacity camps, these individuals had a fower
state commitﬁent rate than éimi1ar youths in either smaller or larger capacity
camps. In addition, one significant fihding was obtained for mggigm~risk
youths: In larger capacity camps these individuals were more likely to have
positive probation termfnations than were similar youths in smaller or medium

capacity camps. As indicated by the dashes in the far right column, no sig-

nificant findings were obtained for higher-risk youths.'
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Type of Camp Feature

Qutcome Associated with Camp Feature,

By Youth Risk Level

I. GENERAL CAMP FEATURES

Camp Setting

Rural

Nonrural

L I I I I R . T e I I I I I I I I O L I T R I I R A A I I I B A R B I N ]

Camp Capacity

Smatler

Medium

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Camp Capacity Used
(Density)

Lower

Medium _

Higher

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Living Unit Capacity

Smaller

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Number of Living Units

Single

Multiple

Lower Risks

Lower Recid.

Lower Risks

Lower Commit.

Lower Risks

Lower Risks

Lower Recid.
Less Violence

Lower Risks

Medium Risks
Lower Recid.
Fewer Pets.

Pos. Termin.

Satis. Rel.

Medium Risks

Pos. Termin.

Medium Risks

Satis. Rel.

Fewer Pets.
Satis. Rel.

Medium Risks

Lower Commit.

Medium Risks

Lower Recid.
Fewer Pets.

Satis, Rel.

Higher Risks

Lower Recid.

Higher Risks '

Higher Risks

Satis. Rel.
Higher Risks
Lower Commit.

Fewer Pets.

Higher Risks

Satis. Rel.

...............................................................................

- -279-
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Living Arrangement Lower Risks Medium Risks Higher Risks

Mostly Dorms ‘ - - -

Mostly Rooms Less Violence - -
Length of Stay Lower Risks Medium Risks Higher Risks
Shorter ‘ Satis. Rel. satis. Rel. Satis. Rel.
Less Violence Pos. Termin.
Pos. Termin. Lower Commit.
Lower Commit.
Medium : - Satis. Rel. Satis. Rel.
Fewer Pets. Fewer Pets.
~Longer - Fewer Pets. Less
’ - Violence
Posi. Termin. Fewer Pets.

II. PROGRAM FEATURES

As in Chapter 12, each program feature was measured in terms of two indi-
ces: hours (H) and freguency (F). VIn the following list, an "H" or "F" is
shown in parentheses after each outcome to indicate which of these indices was

significant for the giVen program feature. "H&F" means that both indices were

significant.
Counseling Lower Risks Medium Risks Higher Risks
Higher . Lower Recid.(H) Pos. Term.(H&F) -
Lower Commit.(F)
Lower . - - Satis. Rel.(H)
Vocational Training Lower Risks Medium Risks Higher Risks
Higher . Fewer Pets.(F) Lower Reﬁid. (H)
. | Fewer Pets (H&F)
Lower Satis. Rel.(F) | Satis. Rel.(H&F) -

Lower Commit.(H)

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------




Work Activities

Higher

Lower Risks

Less Violence(F)

Medium Risks

Lower Commit.(H)

CHAP 15.7

Higher Risks

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Academic Training

~ Higher

Lower Risks

Satis. Rel.(F)

Higher Risks

Fewer Pets.(F)

Pos.Termin. (F)

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Religious Activities

Higher

Lower Risks

Medium Risks

Higher Risks

Pos. Termin.(H)
Lower Commit.(H)

Lower Recid.(F)
Fewer Pets.(F)

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Recreation

Higher

Lower Risks

Pos. Termin.(H)

Medium Risks

Lower Recid.(H)
Fewer Pets.(H)
Pos. Termin.(H)

Satis. Rel.(F)
Fewer Pets.{F)

Higher Risks
Fewer Pets.(H)

Fewer Pets.(F)

...............................................................................

Off-grounds Activities

Higher

Lower

Lower Risks

Medium Risks

Satis. Rel.(H&F)

Pos.. Termin.(H&F)

Lower Commit.(F)

Higher Risks

Satis. Rel.(F)

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Qutside Contacts

Higher

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Lower Risks
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I11. STAFF VARIABLES

-Ward-To-Total-
Staff Ratio

Higher 1/

Ward-to-Treatment-
Staff Ratio

Higher 1/

9 ® e 8 3 £ B 8 B W I 6 8 4 & F S 0 e s s 4 0 2 6 B s P S 8 0 8 8 4 8 6 0 s B s e 8 P LT S S S P S8 s 6 e S s U L L LT SR e e S e tee

Volunteer Services

Higher

L R I S I R R T I R R I I T I S I I T T T T R S S I N N R R R SR

Lower Risks

Lower Commit.

Lower Risks

Pos. Termin.
Lower Commit.

IV. CASE PROCESSING VARIABLES

Type of Program Assignment

Lower Risks

Individual

Uniform

Medium Risks

Medium Risks

" Pos. Termin.

Satis. Rel.

Medium Risks

Fewer Pets.

Higher Risks

Fewer Pets.

------------------------------------------------------------

Higher Risks

Satis. Rel.
Fewer Pets.

Higher Risks

Satis. Rel.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1/ A higher ratio means a higher number of youths per staff.
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Progress :
Through Program Lower Risks Medium Risks Higher Risks
Stages - Lower Recid. -
Fewer Pets.

Rankings - Lower Recid. -
Fewer Pets.
Pos. Termin.

Other - Lower Commit. -

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Youth's Presence at
Case Reviews Lower Risks Medijum Risks Higher Risks.

- - ~ Lower Recid.

Present
Fewer Pets.

Not Present -

V. AFTERCARE VARIABIES

Pct. of Camp Releases

on Caseload Lower Risks Medium Risks HigherHRisks
Higher Pos. Termin. Pos. Termin.
Lower Commit.
Lower - - -
Post-Camp Emphasis .
on Aftercare Lower Risks Medium Risks Higher Risks
Higher - - -
Lower - Fewer Pets. - -
Overall Emphasis
on Aftercare Lower Risks Medium Risks Higher Risks
Higher |
No significant findings were observed for this variable.
Lower '
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The next section summari;es the preceding findings for youths at each risk
level. Significant ffndiqgs for Tower risks are in Table 15.1. An interpre-
tive exahp]e taken from Table 15.71 follows.

To identify those camp features related to more positive outcomes, read
down the columns in Tab]e 15.1. The entries indicate which camp features were
significantly related. to better‘6utcomes for lower-risk youths. For instance:

1. More satisfactory releases were related to (a) shorter length of '

stay, (b) lower frequency of vocational training, and (c) lower
frequency of academic training.

2. Lowér recidivism at 24 months was related to (a) rural camp set-

ting, (b) lower 1iving unit capacity, and (c) higher hours of
counseling.

3. Fewer violent opffenders at 24 months was related to (a) lower

" 1iving unit capacity, (b) rooms rather than dorms, (c) shorter
length of stay, and (d) higher frequency of work activities.

4, More pbsitiVe”terminations'werevre]ated to (a) shorter length of

stay, (b) higher hours of recreation, and (c¢) higher ratio of
youth to treatment staff.

5. Lower state commitment rate was related to (a) medium camp capac-

ity, (b) shorter 1length of stay, (c¢) Tower hours of vocational

training, and (d) higher ratio- of youth to both treatment and
total staff.

On the other hand, to determine which outcomes were positively related to
which camp features fof lower-risk youths, scan the rows in Table 15.1. For
instance:

1. Rural camp setting was related to lower recidivism, at 24 months.
2. Medium camp capacity was related to lower state commitment rate.

3. Lower 1living unit capacity was related to (a) lower 24-month
recidivism and (b) fewer violent offenders at 24 months.

4. Rooms rather than dorms was related to fewer violent offenders.'
5. Shorter 1length of sfay was related to (a) more satisfactofy

releases, (b) fewer violent offenders, (c) more positive termina-~
tions, and (d) lower state commitment rate.
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Further findings would be identified by reading additional rows. Similar

findings for medium risks are in Table 15.2 and for higher risks in Table 15.3.
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TABLE 15.1

Significant Differences on Probation Outcomes
for Lower~Risk Youths, By Camp Feature

: Fewer Fewer Lower
More Lower Violent Sustained More State
Satis. Recidivism Offenders Petitions Positive Comm.

Feature Releases 12 24 12 24 12 24 Terminations Rate

General

Camp Setting

Camp Capacity

Pct. Capacity Used
Living Unit Capac.
No. of Liv. Units
Living Arrangemt.
Length of Stay

- Ro

Lo -

om -

Program
Counseling (Hrs.)

~Counseling (Freq.)
Vocational (Hrs.)
Vocational (Fkéq.)
Work Activ. (Hrs.)
Work Activ.(Freq.)
Academic {Hrs,)
Academic (Freg.)
Religious (Hrs.)
Religious (Freq.)
Recreation (Hrs.)
Recreation (Freq.)

Offgrounds (Hrs.)

Offgrounds (Freq.)
Qutside (Hrs.)
Qutside (Freq.)
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TABLE 15.1 (Continued)

Fewer Fewer Lower
More Lower Violent Sustained More State
Satis. Recidivism Offenders Petitions Positive Comm.
Feature Raleases 12 24 12 24 12 24 Terminations Rate
Staff _ ;
Youth-to-Tot1 Stf - - - - - - - - Hi
Youth-to-Trmt Stf - - - - - - - Hi Hi

Volunteer Services - - - - - - -

Case Processing
Program Assignment - - - - - - -

Method of Progress - - - - - - - -
Youth at Case Rev.

Aftercare:

Pct of Releases N/A - - - - - - - -
Service-Post-Camp N/A - - - - - - - -
Service-Total N/A - - - - - - - =

Note: The figures "12" and "24" located at the top of the recidivism, violent
offenders, and sustained petitions columns refer to 12- and 24-month
follow-up, respectively. The follow-up for state commitment (far right
column) js always 24 months.

Abbreviations: Camp Capacity: M = medium
Length of Stay: S = shorter
Camp Setting: R = rural
: -287-
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TABLE 15.2

Significant Differences on Probation Outcomes
for Medium-Risk Youths, By Camp Feature

Fewer Fewer Lower
More Lower Violent Sustained More State
: Satis. Recidivism Offenders Petitions Positive Comm.
Feature Releases 12 24 12 24 12 24 Terminations Rate
General
Camp Setting Nonrural Rur - - - Rur Rur Rur -
Camp Capacity - - - - - - - L -
Pct. Capacity Used H,M - - = - H H - -
Living Unit Capac. - - - - - - - : - S
No. of Liv. Units Mult - S8q1 - - Sgl Sgl N -
Living Arrangemt. - - - - - - - - -
Length of Stay S,M - - - - . L,M L,M S,L S
Program
Counseling (Hrs.) - - - - - - - Hi -
"Counseling (Freq.) - - - - - - - Hi Hi
Vocational (Hrs.) Lo - - ~ - - ~ - -
Vocational (Freq.) Lo - - - - -~ Hi - -
Work Activ. (Hrs.) - - - - - - -~ - Hi
Work Activ.(Freq.) - - - - - - - - -
Academic (Hrs.) - - - - - ~ - - -
Academic (Freg.) - - - - - - - - -
Religious (Hrs.) - - - - - - - - -
Religious (Freq.) - - - - - - - - -
Recreation (Hrs.) - Hi  Hi - - Hi Hi Hi -
Recreation (Freq.) Lo - - - - Lo Lo - -
Offgrounds (Hrs.) Lo - - - - - - Lo -
0f fgrounds (Freg.) Lo - - - - - - Lo Lo
Outside (Hrs.) Lo - - - - - - Lo -

Outside (Freq.) Lo - - - - - - = .-
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TABLE 15.2 (Continued)

Fewer Fewer Lower
More Lower Violent Sustained More State
Satis. Recidivism Offenders Petitions Positive Comm.
Feature Releases 12 - 24 12 24 12 24 Terminations Rate
Staff
Youth-to-Tot1 Stf - - - - - - - - -
Youth-to-Trmt Stf Lo - - - - - - Hi -
Volunteer Services - - - - - - - - -
Case Processing
Program Assignment - - - - - Ind - - -
Method of Progress - R R,S - - S S,R R 0
Youth at Case Rev - - - - - - - - -
Aftercare:
Pct. of Releases N/A - - - - - - Hi -
Service-Post-Camp N/A - - - - - Lo - -
Service-Total - N/A - - - - - - - =

Note: The figures "12" and "24" located at

of fenders,
follow-up, respectively.
column) is always 24 months.

Abbreviations: Camp Capacity:

Pct. Capacity Used:
Living Unit Cap.:

No. of Liv. Units:

Length of Stay:
Camp Setting:

Method of Progress:

L = larger
H = higher; M = medium
S = smaller

Mult, = Multiple (two or more); Sgl
Single

S = shorter; M = medium; L = longer
Rur. = Rural; Nonrur. = Nonrural

R = Ranking; S = Stages; 0 = Other
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TABLE 15.3

Significant Differences on Probation Outcomes
for Higher-Risk Youths, By Camp Feature

: Fewer Fewer Lower
More Lower Violent Sustained More State
Satis. Recidivism Offenders Petitions Positive Comm.

Feature Releases 12 24 12 24 12 24 Terminations Rate
General

Camp Capacity = - - - - = - - -
Pct. Capacity Used H - - - - - - - B
Living Unit Capac. -~ - - - - L - - S
No. of Liv. Units Mult
Living Arrangemt. - - - - - - - - -
Length of Stay S;M - - L - L L,M - -
Camp Setting -

|
|
|
]
|
!
1
I

i
=
[ =
=
o
—

{

I

1

I

|

1

Prograh _
Counseling (Hrs.) Lo - - - - - - - _

Counseling (Freg.) - - - - - L - -
. Vocational (Hrs.) - - Hi - - Hi Hi - -
Vocational (Freq.) - - - - - = Hi - -
Work Activ. (Hrs.) - - - - - - - - -
Work Activ.(Fregq.) - - - S - - - - -
Academic (Hrs.) - - - - - - - - -
Academic (Freq.) - - - - - Hi Hi Lo -
Religious (Hrs.) ' Lo. - - - - - - Hi Hi
Religious (Freg.). = - - Lo - - Lo - - -
Recreation (Hrs.) - - - - - Hi - - -
Recreation (Freq.) -~ - - - - Lo - - -
O0ffgrounds (Hrs.) - - -~ - - - - - -
O0f fgrounds (Freq)A Lo - - - - - - - -
Outside (Hrs.) Lo - Hi - - Wi - - Hi
Outside (Freq) Lo - - - - - - - .

-290~



CHAP 15.17

TABLE 15.3 (Continued)

Fewer Fewer Lower
‘More Lower Violent Sustained More State
Satis. Recidivism Offenders Petitions Positive Comm.
Feature Releases 12 24 12 24 12 24 Terminations Rate
Staff

Youth-to-Totl Stf - - -
Youth-to-Trmt Stf Lo - -
Volunteer Services Lo - -

- - Lo _‘ - -
-— — Lo - - -

Case Processing

Program Assignment - - -
Method of Progress - - -

Youth at Case Rev - - Yes - - - Yes - -
Aftercare

Pct. of Releases N/A - - - - - - Hi Hi
Service-Post-Camp N/A - - - - - - - -
Service-Total N/A - - - - - - Hi -

Note: The figures "12" and "24" located at the top of columns the recidivism,

violent offenders, and sustained petitions refer to 12- and 24-month

follow-up, respectively. The follow-up for state commitment (far right

column) is always 24 months.

Abbreviations: Pct. Capacity Used:

Living Unit Capac.:
No. of Liv. Units:

Length of Stay:

H = Higher

L = Larger; S = Smaller

Mult. = Multiple (2 or more)

.S = Shorter; M = Medium; L = Longer
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SECTION FIVE

CAMP-TYPES WITH BETTER PROBATION OUTCOMES

Section Five describes methods used to identify types of camps that had
better probation outcomes with different kinds of youth. A number of
successful camp types were identified. Each camp-type description includes
(1) a 1ist of features and characteristics that define the type, and (2) the
recidivism and commitment rates associated with camps that scored high and ]ow
on each type. Instructions are provided for utilizing the camp-type

descriptions. The final chapter reviews the findings of Report No. 4.

Section Five Contents

Chap%er 16 - Methods used to identify successful camp-types.
Chapter 17 - Describes camp-types identified among non-LA. camps.
Chapter 18 - Describes camp-types identified among LA camps.
Chapter 19 - Review and Conclusions for Report No. 4.

=293~




CHAP 16.1

CHAPTER 16
IDENTIFYING AND DESCRIBING SUCCESSFUL CAMP-TYPES

This chapter addresses the question: Did certain types of camps have sig-
nificantly better probation outcomes? Individual camp outcomes 24 months after
release did in fact show that some camps had lower recidivism rates or lower
state commitment rates (or both) when compared to other camps. The task was
to look for commonalities among these more successful camps. In other words,
what combinations of measurable characteristics did these more successful camps
have in common?

In identifying more successful camps, the analysis considered only recidi-
vism and state commitmeni outcomes for the following reasons: |

1. recidivism and commitment were moderately correlated with most

other outcome measures (see Appendix L for table of intercorrela-
tions among various outcome measures);

2. in the literature, these two outcomes are generally considered
more important than any others;

3. the rates of recidivism and commitment command more intrinsic
interest;

4, and, finally, for reasons of time and space limitations, analyses
were of necessity limited to these two important outcomes.

Because Los Angeles County camps differed from non-LA camps on a number of
v%riab]es, separate analyses of camp-types were.conducted. 1/ Results for non-

LA camps are given in Chapter 17. LA results are in Chapter 18.

1/ See Reports 1 and 2 6f the Camps, Ranches, and Schools Study regarding
differences in LA and non-LA camp characteristics. Also, see Chapter 10
of this report for differences in probation outcomes.
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The ‘next section describes the methods used to identify successful camp
typés. Some descript{ons contain technical material designed to help inter-
ested readers understand the development of camp types and, more importantly,

to enable practitioners and policy makers to use the resulting information.

METHOD

Chapters 11 to 15 destribed the relationships between individual camp'fea—

tures and outcomes. The next level of analysis involved identifying groups of

camps with a number of features in common--features which, in combination, weré

associated with 1§weh recidivism or commitment rates than those achieved by
camps with few or none of those same features.

Twé statigtica1‘approaches were used: stepwise multiple regression and
factor analysis. Thé&e‘approaches; which analyze a complex of variables rather
than single variables in isolation, produced "regression-types" and "factor-
types,“.respectively. A téb]e of intercorrelations améng the entire set of
camp variables is printed in Appendix M. .

Regression Iype.. The following describes the procedures used to identify

camp—typés that had lower recidivism with specific risk groups and with all
youths, 1rrespect1ye of risk level. First, camps were ranked by overall recid-
ivism gfoup. 2/ Thése with rates in approximately the lower 50% of the range
were classed as lower recidivism camps--that is, those with rates lower than
the statewide average. Stepwise multiple regressfon identified thqse variables

which, in combination; best predicted those camps in the lower recidivism

group.

2/ A1l rates were first adjusted for group differences using the standard
covariates: risk of recidivism, age at release, length of stay, and open
vs. closed camp status.
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For instance, regression»ana]ysis on 24-month recidivism for all non-LA
youths combined identified a set of nine camp variables which--taken together—-
predicted lower recidivism better than did any other set of variables. These
nine variables, then, described a unique type of camp. Further analysis found
that camps of this description had significantly lower recidivism than camps
that did not cohtain this same set of variables or contained some of the vari-
ables, but to a lesser degree.

The entire regression procedure described above was repeated, this time
using state commitment rate as the measure of outcome. Thus, the technique
produced separate sets of predictive variables for recidivism and commitment
rate. Regressions were run separately for lower, medium, and higher risks, and
all youths combined. £Each resulting set of predictive variables was called a
"camp type."

Camp Regression Scores. Each camp type is defined by a set or pattern of

camp variables, such as "higher" or "lower" hours of academic training, more
youths residing in rooms than in dorms, or emphasis on individual rather than
uniform program assignment. A1l camps were assigned a score on each set of
predictive variables.

First, each variable within a set describing a camp-type was assigned a
weighted value. This value was equivalent to the simple correlation between
the individuaT variable and the outcome measure; for example, the correlation
between hours of academic training and recidivism. (Correlations between camp
variables and outcomes were obtained separately for youths of each risk level.)
The total score was the numerical sum of the weighted va]des (i.e., correla-
tions) across all variables comprising the camp-type. An individual camp's

score reflected whether or not that camp (1) had certain features, for example,

N -297-




CHAP 16.4

rooms rathér‘ than dorms, and/or (2) had particular features to & specific
degree, such as "more' rathern than "fewer" hours of academic training.

Seldom was an individual camp characterized by every feature that comprised

a camp-type. However, a camp scoring high on'a camp-type usually contained

‘more of the features, and had them to a greater degree, than camps not
described as being of that type (camps with low scores on the camp-type).
Factor Type. Principal components analysis was used to group the 32 Eamp
variables 1ntb clusters or "factors" of statistically interrelated variables.
Factor analysis represents an approach to identifying camp-types different from
that of regression analysis. RegresSion analysis identified sets of varijables
that best- predicted either lower recidivism or commitments. Factor analysis,
on thé other hand, selected groups of variables (factors) that statistically
best accounted for existing differences among the camps and camp features. In
short, the variables were grouped Qifhout reference to an outcome (criterion)

measure, such ‘as recidivism. Insiead they were grouped'in sets that described

a type of camp relatively distinct from other types identified in the

process. 3/

3/ One feature of principal components analysis is that, following a "rota-

tion" procedure, the vresulting factors are statistically independent .

(i.e., intercorrelations among the factors are almost zero). For further
details regarding the factor analysis process, see Appendix I. See
Appendix . J for a description of the convergence between results of the
regression and factor analysis.
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Camp Factor Scores. FEach factor was comprised of several camp features.

Each feature was assigned a weighted value equal to its factor "loading." A

loading value is roughly equivalent to an item's multiple correlation with all
other items related to, or "loading" on, that factor. A1l camps were scored
on each of six factors that resulted from the analysis. A camp's score was
the sum of the weighted values of each factor jtem present.in the camp.

To determine whether the factors described camp-types that had better out-
comes, a further analysis was necessary. Camps were first ranked by score on
each factor. Those with scores in the highest one-third of the range of scores
for all camps were classified as being like the camp-type described by the
factor. Those with scores in the lowest third of the range were considered not
1ike that camp-type. Recidivism and commitment outcomes for camps in the top
one-third of the range were compared with outcomes for those scoring in the
lower one-third. Significantly lower recidivism or commitment rates were found
for camps with high factor scores on three of the six factors. No significant
differences 1in outcomes were found between highand lew-score camps on the
remaining three factors, meaning that these three factors were apparently
unrelated to differences 1in outcomes and as & result were dropped from the

analysis.

RESULTING CAMP-TYPES -

The analyses produced several different sets of variables or features,
éach of which described a somewhat unique type of camp. The analysis of non-
LA camps produced ten camp-types; seven were found for LA camps. These
camp-types are identified and described by number (Camp-Type 1, Camp-Type 2,

etc.).
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Table 16.1 shows the statistical source, outcome criterion, and target
group used to identify and develop each camp-type. For instance, non-LA Camp-
Type 1 was developed from a regression analysis on recidivism for youths of all
risk levels. Table 16.2 shows the intercorrelations between camp-types, sepa-
rately for non-LA and LA camps.

As described earlier, camp-types were derived separately for lower, medium,
and higher risk youths, as well as for all youths combined. It is to be noted
that the combination of variables (the camp-type) that best predicts better

outcomes for one risk level may or may not predict better outcomes for other

risk levels.
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Table 16.1

Probation Camp-Types
Source and Derivation

CHAP 16.7

Camp- Statistical Qutcome
Study Group Type Source Criterion Target Group
NON-LA CAMPS 1 Regression Recidivism A11 Risk Levels
2 Reyression Recidivism Lower Risks
3 Regression Recidivism Medium Risks
4 Regression Recidivism Higher Risks
5 Regression Commitments Lower Risks
6 Regression Commitments Medium Risks
7 Regression Commitments Higher Risks
8 Factor Anal. Factor 1 (none)
9 Factor Anal. Factor 5 (none)
10 Factor Anal. Factor 6 (none)
LA CAMPS 1 Regression Recidivism A1l Risk Levels
2 Regression Recidivism Lower Risks
3 Regression Commitments A1l Risk Levels
4 Regression Commitments Lower Risks
5 Regression Commitments Medium Risks
6 Regression Commitments Higher Risks
7 Factor Anal. Factor 1 (none)
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Table 16.2

Intercorrelation Between Camp-Types,
Separately for Non-LA and LA Camps

NON-LA CAMPS

Camp-Type : _ Camp-Type
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 .25 .64 17 .33 -.30 .07 .67 ~-.47 .43
2 : 07 .10 .05 -.22 12 -.03 .00 ~-.04
3 .24 .34 -.21 -.07 .47 -.02 .06
4 .24 -.32 ~.09 .30 -.06 -.09
5 -.06 -.18 .42 -.19 -.06
) -.41 ~-.28 .13 -.16
7 -.12 .13 .19
8 -.4 .31
9. -.04

In general, correlations over .40 were statistically significant. Of the 45
paired correlations of.camp types, only six showed positive correlations of
.40 or greater. These were Type 1 with Types 3, 8, and 10; Type 3 with Type 8;
and Type 5 with Type 8. The remaining correlations were nonsignificant, sup-
porting the statement that these camp-types are "somewhat unique."

LA CAMPS

Camp-Type Camp-Type
‘ 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 .69 -.12 .00 -.43 .33 .15
2 ' - 27 -1 -.48 ~.14 .32
3 .59 -.03 .69 -.04
4 .04 .44 .00
5 .22 -.41
6 .32

With this samp]e‘ size (14 LA camps), significant correlations are .50 or
greater. Of the 21 paired correlations, only four showed positive correlations

of .50 or greater. These were Type 1 with Types 2 and 7, and Type .3 with
Types 4 and 6.
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For example, a camp-type that predicts lower recidivism for Tlower risk
youths may, in addition, predict Tower recidivism or lower commitments for
youths of another risk level. However, it can also happen that a camp-type
may predict Tlower recidivism' for one risk level but show no significant
relationship to better outcomes for other risk levels. This is relevant to
the fact that, in the real world, each camp contains a migture of risk groups.
Given this fact, the reader may wish to pay particular attention to the find-

ings for the all-risks-combined group, since these results refer to a typical

mixture of youths. The number and percentage of youths in each risk level is

provided in Chapters 17 and 18, by non-LA and LA camps, respectively.

HOURS AND FREQUENCY OF PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

Descriptions of‘camb—types in Chapters 17 and 18 include moderate detail
about program features. The following section provides more information that
will be useful in regard to these features. For instance, the average number
of hours that comprised the "more" and "fewer" hours cétegorieé is shown in
the text below and in Table 16.3. Also shown is the low-to-high range of hours
for each program feature. Table 16.4 provides similar information regérding
"higher" and "lower" frequency of contacts. 1In boih tables, figures given are

"per youth per week."

COUNSELING

Hours. Camps that provided more hours of counseling had an average of 8.2
hours per youth per week. The range of hours was 3 to 14--again, per youth per

week. (As shown in Table 16.3.)
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Frequency. Higher frequency meant an average of 4.0 activities (contacts,
occurrences) per week, with a range from 1 to 7. Lower frequency meant 1.2

activities per week. (As shown in Table 16.4).

VOCATIONAL TRAINING

Hours. More hours meant an average of 12.8 per youth per week, and ranged

from 5 to 21. Fewer hours meant 0.6. Fourteen camps had no vocational
training.
Frequency. "More frequent" vocational training occurred.about four times

weekly (4.3 avg.). Since many camps had no vocational program, the average

lower frequency was less than one (0.3).

WORK_ACTIVITIES

Hours. Camps with more hours had an average of 15.9 hours per ward per
week (range 11 to 21). The average was 6.1 for camps that provided fewer

hours (range 3 to 9).

Frequency. Higher frequency was 7.2 times per week (range 4 to 11); IQWer

frequency was 3.0 (range 2 to 4).

ACADEMIC TRAINING

Hours. More hours - 24.8 avg. (range 21 to 29);
Fewer hours - 11.9 avg. (range 6 to 18).

Freguency. Higher - 5.0 (five times a week) i.e., no range;
Lower - 3.4 (range three or four times a week).
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RELIGIOUS ACTIVITIES

Hours.

Frequency.

RECREATION

Hours.

Frequency.

More hours - 2.5 (range 2 to 3);
Fewer hours - 1.4 (range 1 to 2).

Higher - 1.6 (range 1 to 2);
Lower - 1.2 (about once a week).

More hours - 19.7 (range 15 to 24);
Fewer hours - 9.2 (range 5 to 14).

Higher - 1.5 (once or twice a week);
Lower - 0.5 (less than once a week).

OFF-GROUNDS ACTIVITIES

Hours.

Frequency.

OUTSIDE CONTACTS

Hours.

Frequency.

More hours - 20.9 (range 18 to 33);
Fewer hours - 2.5 (range 0 to 6).

Higher - 1.5 (once or twice a week);
Lower - 0.5 (less than once a week).

More hours - 7.8 (range 2 to 18):
Fewer hours - 1.5 (range 1 to 2).

Higher - 2.3 (range 1 to 4);
Lower - 0.8 (about once a week).
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TABLE 16.3

Hours of Participation in Program Activities a/
. - By More and Fewer Hours

Program Activities

. Couns- Voca- Work Aca- Relig- Recre- Off Outside
Hours" eling tional Detail demic ious ation grounds Contact
MORE HOURS
Average 8.2 12.8 15.9 24.8 2.5 19.7 20.9 1.8
std Dev. © 5.5 8.2 51 4.2 0.7 4.2 0.7 10.1
Range: High 14 21 21 29 3 24 33 18
Low 3 5 1 21 2 15 18 2
FEWER HOURS |
Average 1.6 0.6 6.1 11.9 1.4 9.2 2.5 1.5
Std. Dev. 0.4 2.2 3.1 5.7 0.6 4.5 3.2 0.9
Range: High' 2 3 9 18 2 14 6 2
Clow 0 3 6 1 5 0 1

a/ Per youth per week.

How To Read Table 16.3. For a camp-type said to have more hours of couseling,
the following pertained: Youths received an average of 8.2 hours of counsel-
ing per week. However, the range of "more" hours of counseling was 3 to 14.
(The range is defined as the average, plus or minus one standard deviation.)
The above contrasts with fewer hours: an averade of 1.6 hours of counseling
and a range of just 1 to 2.
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TABLE 16.4
Frequency of Participation in Program Activities a/
By Higher and Lower Freguency
Program Activities
Frequency Couns-. Voca- Work Aca- Relig- Recre- Off Qutside
eling tional Detail demic ious ation grounds Contact
HIGHER FREQ.
Average 4.0 4.3 7.2 5.0 1.6 9.3 1.5 2.3
Std Dev. 2.9 1.1 3.7 0.0 0.5 4.0 0.8 1.4
Range: High 1 5 11 5 2 13 2 4
Low 1 3 4 5 1 5 1 1
LOWER FREQ.
Average 1.2 0.3 3.0 3.9 1.2 5.3 0.5 0.8
Std., Dev. 0.2 0.9 1.2 0.8 0.3 1.1 0.5 0.6
Range: High 1 1 4 4 1 ) 1 1
Low 1 0 2 3 1 4 0 0

Note: See Table 16.3 for an exampie of how to read this table.

a/ Per youth per week.
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CHAPTER 17
CAMPS WITH BETTER PROBATION OQUTCOMES:

STATEWIDE LESS LOS ANGELES €OUNTY

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes types of camps that achievedlsignificant1y Tower
recidivism and state commitment rates with youths of different risk Jevels.
The results are based on camps in counties other than Los Angeles County.
Results for Los Angeles County camps are presented in Chapter 18.

Method. Two statistical approaches were used. (1) Regression analysis
identified sets of camp descriptor variables that best predicied those camps
with better than average probation outcomes. Separate regressions were per-
formed for lower, medium, and higher risk youths, and for all risk groups com-
bined (total youths). (2) Factor analysis identified sets of interrelated
variables that described different types of camps--in this case, without regard
to probalion outcomes.

Camp—Types. These iwo statistical approaches identified different combina-
tions of camp characteristics, each of which describéd a unique group of
camps--called a "camp-type." Each camp was given a score on each camp-type
based on the presence of specified variables in the set of variables describing
the type. Separately for each type, these scéres were ranked from highest to
lowest, and camps that scored in the top third of the range were designated as
high-scoring camps on that type. Scores in the lowest third were designated
as camps not of that type. A comparison was then made between outcome rates
for high- and low-scoring camps. For each camp-type, camps scoring high were
found to have significantfy better ogutcomes with youths of one or more risk

levels, compared to camps scoring low on that specific type.
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SUMMARY OF OUTCOMES FOR NON-LOS ANGELES CAMP-TYPES 1/

The degree to which recidivism and state commitment rates were lower for
these camp-types was sometimes quite conspicuous. For instance, in the five
camp-types that achieved Tower recidivism rates with lower risk youths, rates
ranged from 13.9 to 28.0 percentage points lower than in camps that scored low
on the corresponding camp-types. For example, camps scoring high on Type 1
had a recidivism rate of 33.0% for lower risk youths, compared to a 58:3% rate
in low-score camps. This means that recidivism was 25.3 points lower in Type 1
camps. In terms of a percentage difference (58.3% vs 33.0%), the rate for
Type 1 camps was 43.4% lower. ‘

One premise of this study is that a camp with a relatively high recidivism
or commitment rate'may be able to reduce its rate by adopting the character-
istics of a camp-type fodnd to be‘related to better outcomes. For example,
suppose hypothetical Camp Needy had a current recidivism rate of 55% for lower
risk youths and wanted to reduce this rate. Daté from this study indicate
that Camp-Type 1 has an average recidivism rate of 33% for lower risks. If
Camp Needy were to develop the characleristics of Camp-Type 1, Camp Needy
might expect its recidivism rate for lower risks to become more similar to

‘that of Camp-Type 1 (that is, become lower.)

1/ 1In analyzing outcomes for lower, medium, and higher risks, covariance was
used to control for group differences in lengih of stay, age at release,
and open/closed camp status. In analyses involving all risks combined,

outcomes ‘were adjusted using the above covariates, plus risk of recidivism
score.
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Table 17.0 shows the significantly lower recidivism and commitment rates
associated with each camp-type, by risk level. The data show the rates for
high- and low-score camps on each type and the corresponding differences in
per- centage points.

Recidivism. As seen in Table 17.0, camp-types worked with varying success
in achieving lower recidivism rates. For instance, for all risks combined the
greatest absoluie difference between high- and low-score camps was found for
Type 1--17.4 points (54.3% vs. 71.7%). The smallest (but still significant)
difference was found for Type 7--6.1 points (62.4% vs. 68.5%). Six types had
lower recidivism for all risks; the difference for four of the types was
greater than 10 points.

A1l five types that showed Tlower recidivism for lower risk youths .had
rates that were 13 or more points below those for low-score camps.

Camps achieving lower recidivism for higher risk youths had rates ranging
from 12.5 to 24.4 poinls lower. The lowest recidivism rate achieved for higher
risks--58.7%--was found for Type 8.

Commitments. Also shown in Table 17.0, four types achieved lower commit-
ment rates with all risks combined. The largest djfference in rates was for
Type 6--15.9 poinls (8.8% vs. 24.7% for other camps). For all non-LA camps
combined, the commitment rate for all risks was 21.9%.

Some camp-types achieved impressively low commitment rates with lower risk
youths: Type 1 - 1.7%, Type 6 - 2.8%, and Type 5 - 3.2%. The largest differ-
ential--21.0 points--was found for Type 2 (6.1% vs. 27.1%).

Seven types had lower commitment rates with higher risk youths. Type 8
showed the largest differential---24.5 points (12.2% vs. 36.7%)--as well as the

lowest rate for higher risks--12.2%.
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TABLE 17.0

Significant Differences Between Recidivism Rates
. For High- and Low-Score Camps,
By Camp-Type and Risk Level

. Recidivism Rate Pct. Points

Risk Level Camp-Type High Score Low Score Difference
A1l - 1 54.3 .17 17.4
2 62.9 71.0 8.1
3 59.1 71.6 12.5
5 56.9 67.8 10.9
7 62.4 68.5 6.1
8 52.2 68.7 15.5
Lower = 1 33.0 58.3 25.3
2 38.4 66.8 28.0
5 41.2 60.1 18.9
7 44.5 58.4 13.9
8 30.2 51.1 20.9
Medium - 1 58.5 72.1 13.6
3 53.3 71.1 17.8
8 . 57.5 67.7 10.2
Higher - 1. 61.5 83.2 21.7
3 72.1 85.2 12.5
4 65.3 84.8 19.5
5 64.4 81.1 16.7
8 58.7 83.1 24.4

(continued next page)
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Significant Differences Between Commitment Rates

TABLE 17.0 (cont.)

- For High- and Low-Score Camps,

By Camp-Type and Risk Level

CHAP 17.5

Commitment Rate Pct. Points

Risk Level Camp-Type High Score Low Score Difference
A1l - 2 16.3 26.9 10.6
5 14.6 23.5 8.9
6 8.8 24.1 15.9
7 18.2 25.2 7.0
Lower - 1 1.7 20.9 19.2
2 6.1 211 21.0
5 3.2 22.3 19.1
6 2.8 20.5 17.7
1 12.8 23.7 10.9
Medium - 6 9.2 24.2 15.0
Higher - 2 22.0 39.4 17.4
5 19.4 35.1 15.7
6 13.5% 31.8 18.3
7 23.1 47.2 24 .1
8 12.2 36.7 24.5
9 26.4 44 .4 18.0
10 21.17 42.9 21.2
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RISK LEVEL

The lowest recidivism and state commitmeni rates for each risk level were

obtained by the following camp-types:

Recidivism:

Commitments:

A1l Risks
Lower Risks
Medium Risks

Higher Risks

A1l Risks
Lower Risks
Medium Risks

Higher Risks

Type 8 -
Type 8 -~
Type 3 -

Type 8 -

Type 6 -
Type 1 -
Type 6 -

Type 8 -
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TABLE OF CHAPTER CONTENTS
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.15
.19
.23
.21
.31
.35
.39
.43
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.50

51

54
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Data Description

DESCRIPTION .OF NON-LOS ANGELES CAMP-TYPES

CAMP-TYPE 1

CAMP-TYPE 2

CAMP-TYPE 3

CAMP-TYPE 4

CAMP-TYPE 5

CAMP-TYPE 6

CAMP-TYPE 7

CAMP-TYPE 8

CAMP-TYPE 9

CAMP-TYPE 10

UTILIZING INFORMATION ON NON-LLA CAMP-TYPLS

Pctg. of Youths in Study Samples, by Risk Group (Table 17.11)
Directory for Selecting Camp-Types (Tables 17.12 and 17.13)

INTEGRATING THE INFORMATION: AN EXAMPLE

DESCRIPTION OF NON-L.OS ANGELES CAMP-TYPES

This section summarizes the features of camp-types that achieved lower recid-

ivism and/or commitment rates for all risks combined, or individually for lower,

medium, or higher risk youths. Each camp-type summary includes a table contain-

ing information described in Chart 17.
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CHART 17
EXPLANATION OF INFORMATION IN CAMP-TYPE TABLES

-Camp Feature. This lists all features comprising the camp-type-~for
" example: setting, counseling, or aftercare services.

Type, Direction, Amount. For the corresponding camp feature, this
refers to the specific type (e.g., setting = rural), direction (e.g.,
academic training = more hours), or, where relevant, amount (e.g.,
6.0 or more hours of volunteer services). ‘

Variable Weight. The variable weight indicates ‘the relative import-
ance {power) of the feature in predicting outcomes. Weights are rel-
ative only to those of other variables within the same set that com-

prises the camp-type. Weights should not be used to compare variables
across camp-types.

Camp Feature. The characterislics of camps are presented in four groups,
as follows:
1. General - defined in Chapter 17.
2. Program - defined in Chapter 12.
3. Staff and Case Processing -
Staff variables are defined in Chapter 13;
Case Processing variables in Chapter 14.

4, Aftercare - defined in Chapter 14.

Type, Direction, Amount. Further information is provided in Chapters 11

to 14, as outlined in the preceding paragraph. More specific details on the

amount of Program Features (e.g., hours of counseling) are provided in Chapter

16.

Variable Weight Defined. As described in Chapter 16, weighté for factor-
type variables were derived from factor "loadings," while weights for regres-
sion-type variables were eguivalent to the correlation of the camp variable
with the outgome variable. Weighté for factor-type variables are the same for

each risk level. Weights for regression-type variables differ across risk
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levels because these weights represent ihe correlation between camp variables
and outcomes derived separately for each risk level.

Camp-type descriptions often contain one or more variables with higher
weights and some with comparatively lower weights. Therefore, a high score can
be achieved in two ways. Take, for example, a camp-type comprised of seven
features with varying weights. A camp may score high by having perhaps only
one or two higher-weighted features. A second camp may score high because it
has several--say four or five--of the lower-weighted features.

However, analyses tended to show a positive relationship between the number
of features present in a camp and betler outcomes. In other words, the higher
the number of specified features present, the better the probation outcomes.
As an example, on a camp-type comprised of nine features, camps with better
outcomes had an average of 5.8 of ihe specified features, compared to 3.7 for
camps with worse outcomes.

Probation Outcomes. Accompanying each camp-type table is a table that dis-

plays recidivism and commitment outcomes for camps scoring high on the camp-
type, compared to those scoring low. High scares on a camp-type are those that
fell in approximately the highest one-third of the range. Conversely, low
scores represent the Towest one-third. Outcomes are not shown for camps scor-
ing in the middle third of the range. These "medium" scores are considered
neutral, in that a camp With a medium score js not, to any appreciable extent,

clearly like or unlike the described camp-type. 2/

2/ Outcomes were also compared for camps with scores above and below the
median score (i.e., upper half vs. lower half). Results were essentially
the same. The device of wusing upper vs. lower third of the scores
increased the differences 1in outcome rates found for high- and low-score
camps.
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A]so prov1ded are average rates for the total group of non-LA camps. The
upper ha]f of the table allows the reader to determine how much lower rates

were for high=score camps than for low-score camps. Inspection of the average

rates allows perspective on how much Tower than dverage rates were for

high-scqrekcamps.
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NON-LA
CAMP-TYPE 1

DESCRIPTION

Non-LA Camp-Type 1 was developed through regression analysis on recidivism
for all youths combined (all risks). As seen in Table 17.7A, camps scoring
high on this type shared the following characteristics:

General (physical) features were the most heavily weighted
items 1in the set describing Camp-Type 1. These camps con-
sisted of single living units, were more often located in
rural settings, and tended to have a longer average length
of stay. Principal program features were a higher frequency
of both work activities and academic training. These camps
were also somewhat characterized by uniform program assign-
ments for incoming youths.

This type of camp achieved better outcomes with all three
risk levels and with all youlhs combined.

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER QUTCOMES

A1l Risks. Recidijvism: camps with high scores - 54.3%;
camps with low scores - 71.7%.

Lower Risks. Recidivism: high scores

)

33.0%; low scores - 58.3%.

Commitments: high scores

i

1.7%; low scores - 20.9%.

!

Medium Risks. Recidivism: high scores - 58.5%; low scores - 72.1%.

High Risks. Recidivism: high scores

61.5%: low scores - 83.2%.
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DISCUSSION

Camp-Type 1 consisted of nine items. None of nine camps that scored high

on this type contained all of the specified characteristics: Two had seven

characteristics, five had six, and two had five. Camps with lower recidivism

for all risks combined had an averagehof 5.8 of the specified items, and those
with higher recidivism had 3.7.

Camps of this type generally had more positive outcomes for each risk
level and for all risk levels combined. Recidivism rates were more than 15
percentage points lower for Tower, higher, and all risks. The commitment rate
for 1owef risks was a remarkably low 1.7%. While commitment rates were also
15 points lower for higher risks, this diffe?ence was not significant, prob-

ably due to the low numbers involved.

Implication. Camp-Type 1 appears suilable for application to youths of

all three risk levels,
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TABLE 17.1A |
CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 1
Features Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight
GENERAL
No. of Living Units Single uniti 11.6
Length of Stay Longer - 213 or more days 8.4
Setting Rural 7.9
PROGRAM a/
Work Aclivities Higher freq. - 7.2 avg. 4.6
Academic Training Higher freq. - 5.0 avg. 2.0
STAFF AND CASE PROCESSING
Program Assignment Uniform 2.6
Progress through Program Other than Stages 1.7
Case Reviews Youih present 0.5
Ratio: Youths to Total Staff Higher ratlio: 1-to-1 or more 0.3

a/ See Chapler 16 for more detailed description of program feaiure measure-

ments.
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TABLE 17.1B

OUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 1

. Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State
Risk Level , Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALLL RISKS High 54 . 3% 18.0
COMBINED :

Low 771.7 22.4.
LOWER RISKS High 33.0% 1.7%
Low 58.3 . 20.9
MEDIUM RISKS High 58. 5% 22.6
Low 72.1 18.7
HIGHER R1SKS High . 61.5% 19.1
Low 83.2 34.0

* Significant difference at the .05 level.

Average Rates for Total Non-LA County Camps

' 24 Mos. State
Risk Level : Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 64.7 20.0
COMBINED
LOWER RISKS 50.5 12.6
MEDIUM RISKS 65.8 18.8
HIGHER RISKS 78.3 31.7
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NON-LA
CAMP-TYPE 2

DESCRIPTION

Camp-Type 2 was derived through regression analysis on recidivism for
lower risk youths. Table 17.2A 1ists the characteristics of this camp-type,
which are summarized below.

Camp-Type 2, often located in a rural setiing, had more
hours of religious activities and a lower frequency of off-
grounds activities. These camps tended to use a system
described as '"stages" for a youth's progress through the
program and had a higher ratio of youth to treatment staff.
Generally, there were more than 1.5 youths per treatment
staff member.

This type of camp achieved better outcomes with all youths
combined and with lower risks in particular.

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER OUTCOMES

A1l Risks. Recidivism: camps with high scores -~ 62.9%;
camps with low scores - 71.0%.

1

Commitments: ‘high scores 16.3%; low scores - 26.9%.

Lower Risks. Recidivism: high scores 38.8%; low scores - 66.8%.

Commitments: high scores 6.1%; low scores - 27.1%.

Higher Risks. Commitmenis: high scores 22.0%; Tow scores - 39.4%.

DISCUSSION

Seven camps scored high on this type, which consists of six variables.
High scores for five of the seven camps were based on the presence of two
heavily-weighted variables, usually more hours of religiocus activities in com-

bination with one other variable.
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xFor'1qur‘risk yogths, this camp-type achieved both recidivism and commit-
ment rates thét_were 20 points below rates for lower risk youths in low-scoring
camps. Lower }écidivism and commitment rates were also found for all risks
combined. However, although recidivism rates for this camp-type were somewhat
lower for médium and higher risks, the differences were not significant.
Nevertheless, a significant différence was found in commitment rates for higher
risks: high-score camps - 22.0%; low-score camps - 39.4%.
Imélfcatidn. In sum, these findings suggest that Camp-Type 2 is best
suited for working with youth populations that contain a sizable proportion of

lower risks.
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TABLE 17.2A
CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
NON-LA CAMP-T1YPE 2
Features Type, Direction Amount Var. Weight
GENERAL
Camp Setting Rural 9.3
Living Arrangement Rooms, more than dorms 1.1
PROGRAM a/
Religious Activities More hours - 2.5 avg. - 12.7
Of fgrounds Activities Lower freq. - 0.4 avg. 5.7
STAFF AND CASE PROCESSING
Progress through Program Other than stages 7.8
Ratio: Youths to Treatment Staff Higher ratio: 1.5-to-1 or more 6.4

a/ See Chapter 16 for more detailed description of program feature measure-

ments.
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TABLE 17.28B

OUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 2

Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State

Risk lLevel Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 62.9% 16.3*
COMBINED

Low 71.0 26.9
LOWER RISKS High 38.8* 6.1%

Low 66.8 27.1
MEDIUM RISKS High 66.1 17.3

Low 67.1 20.9
HIGHER RISKS High ‘ 15.7 22.0%

Low 81.9 39.4

* Significant difference at the .05 1gve1.

Average Rates for Total Non-LA County Camps

24 Mos. State
Risk Level Recidivism Commitments.
ALL RISKS 64.7 20.0
COMBINED
LOWER RISKS 50.5 12.6
MEDIUM RISKS 65.8 a/ 18.8
HIGHER RISKS 78.3 o317

a/ For medium risks, the average recidivism rate across all camps (65.8%) was

slightly lower than it was for either high-score camps (66.1%) or low-
score camps (67.1%).
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NON-LA
CAMP-TYPE 3

DESCRIPTION
Camp-Type 3 was derived through regression on recidivism for medium risk
youths. Characteristics are listed in Table 17.3A and are described below.

The most heavily weighted variable for Camp-Type 3 was a
longer length of stay (seven months or more). The second
item in weight involved having a probation caseload contain-
ing a higher percentage of camp releases. Program features
included fewer hours of counseling and academic training.
In addition, youths received fewer hours of volunteer
services.

This camp-type had significantly lower recidivism outcomes

with all, medium, and higher risks, but not with lower
risks.

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER QUTCOMES

All Risks. Recidivism: camps with high scores - 59.1%;
camps with Jow scores - 71.6%.

Lower Risks. None (no significant findings).

Medium Risks. Recidivism: high scores - 53.3%; low scores - 71.1%.

Higher Risks. Recidivism: high scores - 72.7%; low scores - 85.2%.

DISCUSSION

Camp-Type 3 is defined by five variables. O0f 12 camps that scored high on
this type, eight had three or more of the specified variables.

Lower recidivism rates were achieved with medium and higher risks, and with
all risks combined. Type 3 camps had the lowest recidivism for medium risks
among all ten camp types. However, while recidivism was lower for medium

risks, it was not lower fof state commitments (in fact, it was slightly higher,
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but the difference was not significant). While there appears to be a substan-
tially lower commitment rate for higher risks (29.4% vs. 42.4%), this differ-
ence was not statistically significant. '
“Imglicafion. Findings indicate that Camp-Type 3 may.be most suitable for
reducing recidivism rates among medium and higher risk youths. This camp-type
is not expécted to obtain lower recidivism or commitment rates for lower risk

youths.
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TABLE 17.3A
CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 3
Features Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight
GENERAL
Length of Stay Longer - 213 or more days 12.5
PROGRAM a/
Counseling Fewer hours - 1.6 avg. ' 1.9
Academic Training Fewer hours - 17.9 avg. 1.3
STAFF
Volunteer Services Fewer hours - 5 hrs. or less 2.0
AFTERCARE
Pct. of Camp Releases Higher pct. of camp releases 6.0

a/ See Chapter 16 for more detaiied description of program feature measure-

ments.
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TABLE 17.3B
QUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 3
Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State

Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 5g.1* 23.2
COMBINED

Low 71.6 24.1
LOWER RISKS .-~ High 53.6 17.2

Low 58.3 21.4
MEDIUM. RISKS High §3.3% 21.9

Low 71.1 18.8
HIGHER RISKS . High 72.7% 29.4

Low 85.2 42.4
* Significant difference at the .05 level.

Averaée Rates for Total Non-LA County Camps
24 Mos. State

Risk level Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 64.7 20.0 a/
COMBINED
LOWER RISKS 50.5 a/ 12.6 a/
MEDIUM RISKS 65.8 18.8
HIGHER RISKS 78.3 31.7

a/ For these youth groups, the average rate across all non-LA camps was some-
what lower tihan it was for either high- or low-=score camps on Type 3.
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NON-LA
CAMP-TYPE 4

DESCRIPTION

Camp-Type 4 was developed using a regression on recidivism for higher risk
youths. As seen in Table 17.4A, camps of this type shared the following
characteristics.

Type 4 camps were lower-to-medium sized (under 100 beds)
wilh a strong emphasis on higher frequency of vocatijonal
training. The program features also included more hours of
religious and- work activities, and a lower frequency of
counseling services.

These camps achieved lower recidivism with higher risks
only.

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER OUTCOMES

All Risks. No significant findings.
Lower Risks. No signhificant findings.
Medium Risks. No significant findings.

Higher Risks. Recidivism: high scores - 65.3%; low scores - 84.8%.

DISCUSSION

Camp-Type 4 is comprised of six features. Of the ten camps that scored
high on this type, seven had four or more of the specified features. A1l ten
camps had higher frequency of vocational training, and nine had more hours of
work activities. |

The components of this camp-type wére related only to 1ower recidivism
rates for higher risk youths--65.3% vs. 84.8%, a rate nearly 20 points lower

than found for Jlow-score camps. However, no accompanying reduction in
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commitments was found for higher risks. 1In addition, lower recidivism and
lTower commitment rates were found in low-score camps for Tlower and medium

risks, but none of these differences was statistically significant.

-

Implication. More positive outcomes for Camp-Type 4 were Timited to

reduced recidivism for highér risks. However, this result may have been at
the expense of less positive results with Tower and medjum risks. It is pos-
sible that this type of program should not be used with an entire camp popula-

tion, but perhaps should be limited to higher risks only.
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TABLE 17.4A

CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 4

Features . Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight
GENERAL

Camp Capacity Medium, sm&éller. - under 100 6.1
PROGRAM a/

Vocational Training Higher freq. - 4.3 avg. 17.5
Religious Activities More hours - 2.5 avg. 7.1
Counseling lLower freq. - 1.2 avg. 4.7
Work Activities More hours - 15.9 avg. 3.6
STATF

Ratio: Youths to Total Staff Higher ratio: 1 to 1 or more 0.2

a/ See Chapter 16 for more detailed description of program feature measure-
ments.
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TABLE 17.4B

OUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
NON-LA CAMP-T1YPE 4

. Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State
Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 65.9 20.4
COMBINED

Low . 65.9 16.3
LOWER RISKS High 52.6 15.2
Low 43.4 . 3.6
MEDIUM RISKS High 69.4 21.8
Low 66.9 17.9
HIGHER RISKS High 3 65.3% 20.2
Low 84.8 24.5

* Significant difference at the .05 level.

Average Rates for Total Non-LA County Camps

24 Mos. State
Risk lLevel ’ Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 64.7 a/ 20.0
COMBINED
LOWER RISKS 50.5 12.6
MEDIUM RISKS 65.8 a/ 18.8
HIGHER RISKS 78.3 31.7 b/

a/  For these youths groups, the average rate across all Non-LA camps was
somewhat ‘Tower than it was for either high- or low-score camps on Type 4.

b/ The average rate was higher than for either high- or low-score camps.
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NON-LA
CAMP-TYPE 5

DESCRIPTION
Camp-Type 5 was developed through a regression on state commitment rates
for lower risk youths. The features of this type are listed in Table 17.5A
and are summarized below.
A primary feature of Camp-Type 5 was a Tower youth-to-treatment
staff ratio--less than 1.5 youths per treatment staff member.
On the other hand, these camps were associated with a lower level
of post-camp services. Program features included more hours of
recreation and a higher frequency of outside contacts. 1In some
cases, these camps had fewer hours of academic training.
This camp-type achieved better outcomes with ail, Tlower and .
higher risks, but not with medium risks. :

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER OUTCOMES

A1l Risks. Recidivism: ramps with high scores - 56.9%;
camps with low scores - 67.8%.
Commitments: high scores - 14.6%; low scores - 23.5%.
Lower Risks. - Recidivism: high scores - 41.2%; low scores - 60.1%.
Commitments: high scores - 3.2%; low scores - 22.3%.

Medium Risks. No findings.
Higher Risks. Recidivism: high scores - 64.4%; low scores - 81.1%.

Commitments: high scores - 19.4%; low scores - 35.1%.

DISCUSSION

Seven camps scored high on this type, which consists of six features. A1l
seven camps had lower youth-to-treatment-staff ratios and a lower level of
post-camp services. They all had a mixture of at least four of the six speci-

fied features.
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'Impﬁicafibn. Camp-Type 5 apbears suitable for all groups except medium
risks. {(Medium risks in high-score camps did have had lower recidivism and

commitment ratés, but the differences were not significant.) For lower and

higher risks, recidivism and commitment rates were 15 points lower in high-

score camps.
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TABLE 17.5A

CAMP TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 5

Features Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight

PROGRAM a/

Academic Training Fewer hours - 11.9 avg. 6.4
Outside Contacts Higher freq. - 2.3 avg. 3.5
Recreation More hours - 19.7 avg. 1.7
Vocational Training Fewer hours - 0.6 avg. 0.8
STAFF

Ratio: Youths to Treatment Staff Lower ratio: less than 1.5-to-1 4.5

AFTERCARE

Post-Camp Emphasis Lower post-camp services 4.5

a/ See Chapter 16 for more detailed description of program feature measure-
ments.
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TABLE 17.58B

OUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 5

Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State

Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS - High 56.9% 14.6%
COMBINED

Low 67.8 23.5
LOWER RISKS High 41 .,2% 3.2%

Low 60.1 22.3
MEDIUM RISKS High 58.1 16.2

Low 65.0 19.0
HIGHER RISKS High K 64.4% 19.4%*

Low 81.1 35.1

* Significant difference at the .05 1éve1.

Average Rates for Total Non-LA County Camps

. 24 Mos. State
Risk lLevel Recidivism Commitmenis
ALL RISKS 64.7 20.0
COMBINED
LOWER R1SKS 50.5 12.6
MEDIUM RISKS , 65.8 a/ : 18.8
HIGHER RISKS 78.3 31.7

a/ The average rate across all Non-LA camps was slightly higher than it was
for high- and low-score camps on Type 5.
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NON-LA
CAMP-TYPE &

DESCRIPTION

Camp-Type 6 was developed through a regression on commitment rates for
medium risk youths. This camp-type contained more items than most others
(13). It is described in Table 17.6A and immediately below.

Camp-Type 6 was characterized by an emphasis on some program fea-
tures and a limitation on certain others. Prominent program fea-
tures included more hours of work activities, outside contacts,
and academic training. - Limited features were fewer hours of
recreation and a lower frequency of offgrounds activities, out-
side contacts, and vocational training. More often then not,
these camps were located in nonrural settings, with living units
of smaller capacity (under 30 beds). Finally, youths were not
ordinarily present at their case reviews.

These camps had lower commitment rates for all three risk levels.
However, no positive outcomes were found for recidivism.

SIGNTIFICANTLY BETTER QUTCOMES

A1l Risks. Commitments: camps with high scores - 8.8%;
camps with low scores - 24.7%.

Lower Risks. Commitments: high scores - 2.8%; low scores - 20.5%.
Medium Risks. Commitments: high scores - 9.2%; low scores - 24.2%.

Higher Risks. Commitments: hiah scores - 13.5%; low scores - 31.8%.

DISCUSSION

Eight camps scored high on ihis éamp—type and each contained either seven
or eight of the 13 specified variables that comprised this set.

Camps scoring high on Type 6 had 1Qwer commitment rates than low-score
camps for all three risk groups and for all risks combined. However, no sig-

nificant differences were found for recidivism. As shown in Table 16.6B,
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recidivism for high- and Jow-score camps was quite similar across all risk
groups and for the total group. The Tlower commitment rate achieved by this
camp-type 1is remarkable, even beyond the fact of statistical significancé;
For each risk level, rétes for high-score camps were 15 or more points lower
than rates for low-score camps. Camp-Type 6 worked well in obtaining a lower
rate of state comﬁitments. Why commitment rates were lower without
Vaccompanying Tower recidivism rates is unclear. |

Recommendation. Camp-Type 6 appears to be effective in obtaining lower-

than-average state commitment rates for youths of any risk level.
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TABLE 17.6A
CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
NON LA CAMP-TYPE b

Features Type, Direction, Amount . Weight
GENERAL
Living Unit Capacity Smaller - under 30 beds 9.6
Setting Nonrural 2.8
Living Arrangement Dorms 0.1
PROGRAM a/
O0ffgrounds Activities Lower freq. 0.4 avg. 10.1
Work Activities More hours - 15.9 avg. 9.3
Vocational Training Lower freq. - 0.3 avg. 8.4
Academic Training ) More hours - 24.8 avg. 6.7
Outside Contacts More hours - 7.8 avg. 6.2
Outside Contacts Lower freq. 0.8 avg. 4.9
Recreation Fewer hours - 9.2 avg. 3.8
STAFF _AND CASE_PROCESSING
Case Reviews Youth not presenf 4.5
Ratio: Youths to Treatment Staff Higher ratio - 1.5-to-1 or more 1.5
AFTERCARE
Overall Emphasis Lower camp plus post-camp

services 0.2

a/ See Chapter 16 for more detailed description of program feature measure-

ments.
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TABLE 17.68B

QUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 6

Store on Adjusted Z4 Mos. Adjusted State

Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 62.3 8.8%
COMBINED :
Low 66.1 24.7
LOWER. RISKS - " High 42.4 2.8%
Low 49.7 20.5
MEDIUM RISKS High 64.5 9. 2%
. Low 67.7 24.2
HIGHER RISKS " High 79.7 13. 5%
Low 17.4 31.8

* Significani difference at the .05 level.

Average Rates for Total Non-l.A County Camps

. 24 Mos. State
Risk Level : Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 64.7 20.0
COMBINED |
LOWER RISKS ' 50.5 a/ 12.6
MEDIUM RISKS 65.8 18.8
HIGHER RISKS 78.3 31.7

a/ The average rate was slightly higher than for either high- or low-score
camps. ~
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NON-LA
CAMP-TYPE 7

DESCRIPTION

This camp-type resulted from a regression on commitment rates for higher
risk youths. As shown in Table 17.7A, these camps shared the following char-
acteristics:

Type 7 camps had living units with capacities of 30 or more beds.
Program emphasized a higher frequency (but fewer hours) of work
activities. The program also included more hours of offgrounds
activities. About half the camps of this type used a system of
stages for youths' progress through the program.

Such camps achieved better outcomes with all risks combined and
with lower and higher risks, but not with medium risks.

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER OUTCOMES

A1l Risks. Recidivism: camps with high scores - 62.4;
camps with low scores - 68.5%.

Commitments: high scores - 18.2%; low scores - 25.2%.

Lower Risks. Recidivism: high scores - 44.5%; low scores - 58.4%.
Commitments: high scores - 12.8%; Tow scores - 23.7%.
Medium Risks. No findings.
Higher Risks. Commitments: high scores - 23.1%; low scores - 47.2%.
DISCUSSION v;

This camp-type consists of eight variables. Because some items were much
more heavily weighted than others, a high score was sometimes attained when
relatively few items were present. For example, of the ten high-scoring
camps, two had five variables, three had four variab]es, and five had only

three. Of the five camps with only three variables, four of them had the same
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three: (1) more hours of offgrounds activities, (2) higher frequency of work
activities, and (3) larger 1living unit capacities. Although the regression

analysis selected higher frequency of religious activities, fewer hours of

vocational training, and the use of indjvidua] rooms, these variables contrib-

uted relatively little to the formulation of high scores on this camp-type and
to the prediction of better outcomes.

Data show that high-score camps had a commitment rate for higher risk
youths more than 20 points lower than found for low-score camps (23.1% vs.
47.2%; respectively). The recidivism rate for higher risks was 10% lower, but
this difference was not significani. This camp—type also had lower commitment
and recidivism rates for lower risks and for af] risks combined.

Implication. Camp-Type 7 appears most suitable for application to lower

and higher risk youths. No positive effects were found for medium risks.
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TABLE 17.7A

CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 7

Features " Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight

GENERAL

Living Arrangement Rooms more than dorms 1.4

. Living Unit Capacity Larger - 30 beds or more 9.8

PROGRAM a/

Work Activities Higher freq. - 7.2 avg. 13.0
Work Activities Fewer hours -~ 6.1 avg. 4.5
Offgrounds Activities More hours - 20.9 avg. '4.1
Religious Activities Higher freﬁ. - 1.6 avg. 2.8
Vocational Training Fewer hours - 0.6 avg. 1.2

CASE PROCESSING
Progress through Program Other than stages 3 12.3

a/ See Chapter 16 for more detailed description of program feature measure-
ments . '
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TABLE 17.78B

OUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 7

Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State

Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 62.4* 18.2%
COMBINED

Low 68.5 25.2 E
LOWER RISKS High 44 5% 12.8%

| Low 58.4 : 23.7

MEDIUM RISKS High 64.9 8.7

Low 66.9 17.6
HIGHER RISKS High " 73.0 S 23.%

Low 83.2 47.2

* Significant difference at the .05 level,.

Average Rates for Total Non-LA County Camps

24 Mos. State
Risk Level Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 64.7 20.0
LOWER RISKS 50.5 12.6 a/
MEDIUM RISKS 65.8 "18.8 a/
HIGHER RISKS 78.3. 31.7 -

a/ For both lower and medium risks, the average rate across all non-LA camps
was about the same as it was for camps scoring high on Type 7.
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NON-LA
CAMP-TYPL 8

Camp-Type 8 is one of three types resulting from factor analysis that were

associated with better outcomes.

It is defined by 11 almost equally-weighted

characteristics, which are described below and 1isted in Table 17.8A.

These were primarily lower capacity camps with a single liv-
ing unit, often located in a rural setting. Average length
of stay tended to be longer--seven months or more. The
camps had a higher ratio of youths to total staff, more
hours per ward of volunieer services, and a stages system
of progress through the program. Program features included:
higher frequency of academic training and offgrounds activ-
ities, and both higher frequency and more hours of outside
contacts.

These camps had better outcomes with higher and lTower risks,
and with all risks combined; however, results were mixed for

medium risks.

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER OUTCOMES

A1l Risks. Recidivism:

Lower Risks. Recidivism:

Médium Risks. Recidivism:

Higher Risks. Recidivism:

Commitments:

DISCUSSION

camps with high scores - 52.2;
camps with low scores - 67.7%.

high scores - 30.2%; low scores -~ 57.1%.
high scores - 57.5%; low scores - 67.7%
(however, lower commitments were found for
camps with low scores).

high scores - 58.7; low scores - 83.1%.

high scores - 12.2%; low scores - 36.7%.

Eight camps scored high on this factor type. A1l such ‘camps had at least

eight of the 11 specified characteristics, and two camps had all 11.
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51ghifiﬁaﬁt reductions in recﬁdivism were found for each risk group and
for‘a11 ﬁ%sks'cpmbined. For higher risk youths, Camp-Type 8 had a commitment
rate of 12.2%-“the ]qwest rate for high risks found among all ten non-LA
camp-types. For reasons unknown, low-score camps had a lower commitment rate
among medium risks (even though a significant reduction in recidivism simulta-
neously occurred for medium risks).

Implication. Camp-Type B8 appears suitable for obtaining lower recidivism
rates-for youths of any risk level. This type seems especially effective in
reducing coﬁmitmept rates for higher risks. However, mixed results may be
obtained for medium risks; a reduction in recidivism may occur, without an

accompanying reduction in state commitment rates.
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CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 8

TABLE 17.8A

CHAP 17.41

Features

Type, Direction, Amount

. Weight

GENERAL
Length of Stay
Setting
Camp Capacity

No. of Living Units

PROGRAM a/
0f fgrounds Activities
Academic Training
OQutside Contacts

Outside Contacts

STAFF AND CASE PROCESSING

Volunteer Services

Progress through Program

Ratio: Youths to Total Staff Lower ratio: less than 1-to-1

Longer - 213 or more days
Rural
Smaller - under 50

Single

Higher freg. 1.5 avg.

I

Higher freq. - 5.0 avg.

More hours - 7.8 avg.

i

Higher freq. 2.3 avg,

More hours - 6 or more

Stages system

a/ See Chapter 16 for more detailed description of program feature measure-

ments.
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TABLE 17.88
OUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 8
Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State

Risk lLevel Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 52.2% 17.1
COMBINED :

Low 67.7 20.2
LOWER RISKS High 30.2* 2.6

Low | 51.1 15.0
MEDIUM RISKS High 57.5% 25.0

Low 67.7 15.0%
HIGHER RISKS High 58.7* 12.2%

Low . 83.1 36.7
* Significant difference at the .05 Jevel.

Average Rates for Total Non-LA County Camps
24 Mos. - State

Risk Level Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS , . 64.7 20.0
COMBINED
LOWER RISKS ; 50.5 12.6
MEDIUM RISKS 65.8 18.8
HIGHER RISKS 78.3 - 31.17
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NON-LA
CAMP-TYPE 9

DESCRIPTION

Camp-Type 9 was derived from factor analysis. As seen in Table 17.9A,
camps scoring high had the following characteristics in common:

Camp-Type 9 camp was strongly associated with a high level
of aftercare services: higher percentage of camp releases
on probation casejoads, higher post-camp services, and a
higher measure of 1in-camp plus post-camp services. Other
characteristics included: multiple Tiving units, higher
frequency of outside contacts, and a stages system of pro-
gress through the program.

This camp-type had lower commitment rates for higher risk
wards.

SIGNTFICANTLY BETTER OQUTCOMES

Higher Risks. Commitments: camps with high scores - 26.4%;
camps with low scores - 44.4%.

DISCUSSION

This factor-type consists of six items. Ten of 11 high-score camps had at
least four of the specified jtems.

The only positive outcome was a lower state commitment rate (more than 15
pdints lower) for higher risk youths. High scores tended to be associated with
higher recidivism.for lower, medium, and all risks combined; however, these
findings were not statistically significant.

Implication. Together, intensive ‘aftercare services represent almost
two-thirds of the combined variable weights for this type. This suggests that
such relatively intensive aftercare may make a greater difference with higher
risk youths than with lower or medium risks, particulariy when‘combined with

the remaining components of this camp-type.
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Camp Tlype 9 was only successful 1in obtaining lower Commitment'ratés for
higher risk youths. Although not statistically significant, recidivism and
commitment rates were higher for camps scaring high on this type.

Implication. This camp-type might be most effective with populations con-

taining large proportions of high risk youths and relatively few lower risk

youths.
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TABLE 17.9A
CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 9

Features Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight
GENERAL
No. of Living Units Multiple 4.6
PROGRAM a/
Outside Contacts Higher freq.'— 2.3 avg. 4.6
CASE PROCESSING
Progr:ss through Program Stages system 3.7
AFTERCARE
Post-Camp Emphasis Higher post-camp services 8.6
Overall Emphasis Higher camp plus post-camp 8.3

services
Pct. of Releases Higher pct. of camp releases 4.0

a/ Sec Chapter 16 for more detailed description

ments.
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TABLE 17.98B
. OUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 9
Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State
Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS ' High 67.8 201
COMBINED :
Low 64.1 25.2
LOWER RISKS - High 58.6 20.9
’ Low 46.6 12.6
MEDIUM RISKS High |  68.4 18.5
' Low 64.8 22.4
HIGHER RISKS o " High 76.7 26.4%
Low 77.6 44 .4

* Significant difference at the .05 level.

Average Rates for Total Non-LA County Camps

24 Mos. State
Risk level K Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS' 64.7 ‘ 20.0 a/
COMBINED
LOWER RISKS - ’ 50.5 12.6 b/
MEDIUM RISKS 65.8 18.8
HIGHER RISKS 78.3 - 3.7

a/ Rate for high-score camps and total camps about the same.
b/ Rate for low-score camps and total camps about the same.
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NON-LA
CAMP-TYPE 10

DESCRIPTION
This type, which consists of six components, resulted from factor analysis.
I1t's components are described below and listed in Table 17.10A.
Program features of Camp-Type 10 included more hours of
academic training, recreation, and outside contacts, but
fewer hours of work activities. Program assignment was
usually made on an individual basis, and post-camp probation
caseloads contained a higher percentage of camp releases.
This camp-type showed better outcomes for higher risk wards
only. ’

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER QUTCOMES

Higher Risks. Commitments: camps with high scores - 21.7%;
camps with Jow scores - 42.9%.
DISCUSSION

Twelve camps scored high on this type. Ten camps had either four or five
of the six specified features, one camp had all six, and one had three.

Like Type 9, Camp-Type 10 achieved better results only with higher risk
youths: High-score camps had a commiiment rate for higher risks that was over
20 points Tower than that of Tow-score camps (21.7% vs 42.9%).

Implications. Camp-Type 10 appears to be effective in reducing the commit-
ment rate among higher risk youths. This camp-type should be applied to popu-
lations containing a large number of higher risk youths. It is possible that
the features of Camp-Types 9 and 10 should be combined to develop a highly

effective program for higher risk youths.
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TABLE 17.710A
CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 10

Features Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight
PROGRAM a/

Work Activities | Fewer hours - 6.1 avg. 7.2
Academic Training More hours - 24.8 avg. 6.4
Qutside Contacts More hours - 7.8 avg. 4.1
Recreation More hours - 19.7 avg. 3.2

CASE PROCESSING

Program Assignment Individual 4.0
AFTERCARE
Pct. of Releases Higher pct. of camp releases 4.3

a/ See Chapter 16 for more detailed description of program feature measure-

ments.
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TABLE 17.108
QUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
NON-LA CAMP-TYPE 10
Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State

Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 64.2 ' 21.3

Low 66.5 25.4
LOWER RISKS High 54.7 15.4

Low 54.3 18.0
MEDIUM RISKS High 63.8 24.5

Low 64.6 21.2
HIGHER RISKS High 74.3 21.7%

Low 80.9 42.9
* Significant difference at the .05 level.

Average Rates for Total Non-LA County Camps
24 Mos. State

Risk Level Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 64.7 20.0 a/
COMBINED .
LOWER RISKS 50.5 a/ 12.6 a/
MEDIUM RISKS 65.8 b/ 18.8 a/
HIGHER RISKS 78.3 31.7

a/ For these types, rates are lower than for either high- or low-score camps.

b/ Average rates are slightly higher than for either high- or low-score camps.
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UTILIZING INFORMATION ON NON-LOS ANGELES CAMP-TYPES

These camp-type concepts are the result of carefully applied statistical
techniques. For the present, however, they should be considered pre]iminary
because it was not possible to employ experimental design in the present study
(e.g., random assignment of youths to various camp-types). Nonetheless, the
level of statistical significance was quite high between outcomes for Tlow-
scoring and high-scoring camps. This indicates that the camp-types maybé quite
possibly conceptually valid. However, more confidence could be placed in these
camp-types if they were validated by analyzing the post~camp‘performance of a
different sample of youths. This does not mean that the present camp-type
information cannot be useful 1in the development or modification of camp pro-
grams. For idinstance, probation staff may wish to adopt some or all of the
characteristics of a specific camp-type, at least on a trial basis, to deter-
mine whether or not improved outcomes can be obtained.

This section, then, is included for practitioners, policy makers, and
others who might wish to utilize the information presented on camp-types.
There are at least ihree approaches to the use of this information in develop-
ing or modifying programs for existing or planned juvenile faci]itieé. As a
first step, a determination should be made of the percentagé of youths at each
risk level in the target population. Appendix 0 contains the elements neces-
sary for scoring youth risk level. |

Approach 1. If the target population contains percentages of Tower, med-
jum, and higher risks similar to those shown for the present study sample (see
Table 17.11), it may be most appropriate to select and emphasize information
on camp-types associated with better outcomes for all risks '(tota1 youths

combined).
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Approach 2. If the target population contains a substantially higher per-
centage of one particular risk level--say, higher risks--than exists in the
present study sample, focus should probably be on those camp-types that worked
best with that specific risk level.

Approach 3. If the target population falls somewhere in between those
described in approaches 1 énd 2, it may be best to combine--to the extent
possible--information regarding all risks and information for whichever risk
level is dominant in the population. 3/ For-instance, it might be possible to
apply one specific set of camp features low risks while employing a separate,

relevant set of features for all other youths.

Table 17.11

Number and Percentage of Youths in Non-LA County
Study Sampie, by Risk Group

Total Lower Risk Medium Risk Higher Risk
Number 1,026 213 579 234
Percentage 100.0 20.8 56.4 22.8

3/ The dominant risk level, or that level with the highest percentage in the
population, will normally be the medium risk level. Only three of the ten
camp-types showed significantly better outcomes for medium risks. An
inspection of the outcomes of all ten camp-types shows that when better
outcomes were found for either lower or higher risks, there was often some
degree of positive affects with medium risks (i.e., medium risks also
showed lower recidivism or commitments, even though some differences were
too small for statistical significance). One might classify the youth
population into two groups--higher vs. lower risks--and, based on that

information, select an "optimal" (and perhaps an alternative) camp-type to
adopt.
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Other considerations. The decision to adopt the features of any given

camp-type will probably be based on the degree to which recidivism or state
commitment ratéé are predicted to decrease, balanced by the degree and cost of

the specified modifications. Take the following situation for example:

Camp A wishes to reduce its overall recidivism rate, which is cur-
rently 72%. Camp A contains a population similar to the study samp1e4
shﬁwh in;jable 17.11. If Camp A were to adopt the features of Camp-
Type 1, ideally it might expect to lower its overall recidivism rate
to around 54%, an 18 percentage point reduction. However, Camp A has
few’of th‘featureﬁ of Camp-Type 1. Adopting all or even most of the
features of Camp—Type 1 would be cost-prohibitive. 0On the other hand,
if Camp A Qere to adopt the features of Camp—Type 7, it would only
have to make a couple of minor program modifications. By doing so,
Camp A miéht expect lo achfeve a recidivism rate of 62%, or a 10 per-
centage point rédUCtion from its cﬁrrent rate. Theréfore, Camp A
wou]@ have opted to reduce recidivism by ten points at an acceptable

cost, rather than to attempt an 18% reduction as a considerably higher

cost.

Combining Camp-Types. The third approach listed above suggests combining
information for two camp-types. It may be appropriate, for instance, to adopt
features of a camp-type that successfully reduced commitments for higher risks
and combine them with features of another type that reduced recidivism for all
risks.

However, caution is needed when combining elements from two camp-types.
These eleménts, ih their new combination, may produce results somewhat dif-

ferent than those with which they were associated in their original mixture.
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Moreover, a. set of features that lead to lower recidivism for one risk 1eve1‘
may have no positive_affect on (and may even negatively affect) another risk
level. In addition, camp-types associated with lower recidivism are not
necessarily associated with lTower commitments.

Adopting Camp Features. In adopting the features of a specific camp-type,

the variable weights associated with those features should be considered. The
higher the weight, the stronger the association between the feature and posi-
tive outcomes.

Some features--mainly physical and structural conditions such as camp set-
ting or capacity--are in effect unchangeable or only minimally changeable. If
the camp-type contains such features, and if the target camp presently lacks
these features, the policy maker might compensate for this situation by adding
or increasing (or, if appropriate, by eliminating or decreasing) other features
that are part of the relevant camp-type. In doing so, the target camp might
well invest its efforts in adopting or modifying those features with higher
weights. There is, of course, no guarantee that the new combination or pattern
of features will work as effectively as the original camp-type. lEach variable
operated 1in interaction with the other variables in the set to produce the
better outcome. The adoption of a single feature from the 1ist may have little
or no positive affect, unless other necessary features are also present. It
is also recognized that other unmeasured or unidentified features may also have
coﬁtributed to the better outcome.

Guide To Camp-Type Selection. Table 17.12 contains a directory of camp-

types. For each risk level, it shows the types associated with lower recidi-
vism or commitment rates. Once it has been decided which risk level(s) to
impact, this directory can fac111tate the identification of relevant or promis-

ing camp-types.
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TABLE 17.12
Directory for Selecting Non-LA Camp-Types
With Better Outcomes, by Risk Level
Non-LA Camp-Types
Lower - Lower

Risk Level Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 1, 2, 3, 5,7, 8 2, 5,6, 17
LOWER RISKS 1, 2, 5, 7, 8 1, 2, 5, 6, 17
MEDIUM RISKS 1, 3, 8 6
HIGHER RISKS 1, 3, 4, 5, 8 2,5,6, 7,8, 9,10

Table 17.13 presents the same information in a different format. Here,
the expected better outcomes are Tisted by camp-type.
TABLE 17.13
Non—LA Camp Types With Lower Recidivism or Lower Commitments
For Youth of Each Risk Level and For Total Youths
Lower Recidivism Lower Commitments
Non-LA Risk tLevel Risk Level
Camp-Type All tow Med High ATl Low  Med High
] YES YES  YES YES YES
2 YES YES YES YES YES
3 YES YES YES
4 YES
5 YES YES YES YES YES YES
6 YES YES  YES YES
7 YES YES YES YES YES
8 YES YES  YES YES YES
9 YES
10 YES
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INTEGRATING THE INFORMATION: AN EXAMPLE

Following is a set of procedures that illustrate how policy makers might
utilize this chapter's dinformation to modify camp programs. The procedures

are illustrated via a hypothetical example, combined with actual data from

-

tables in this chapter.
Table 17.11. After determining the risk levels of all youths in Camp X,

say that its youth population is found to contain 42% lower risks, 48% medium
risks, and 10% higher risks. Compared to the present study sample shown' in
Table 17.11, this camp therefore has a higher percentage of lower risks. The
decision 1is made to modify Camp X's existing program in an attempl to reduce

recidivism for lower risk youths.

Table 17.12. Table 17.12 indicates that 1owér recidivism rates were
achieved for lower risks by several Camp-Types-- 1, 2, 5, 7, and 8. The next
step is for policy makers to examine the features of theée camp-types and
determine which one most resembles Camp X as it currently exists, or at least
which type would call for the most feasible modificatioh in X's structure and
operation.

Camp-Type Tables. Say that by examining these tables and observing the

features of Camp X, it is determined that it most nearly resembles the

Camp-Type 2 description in Table 17.2A. Camp-Type 2 contains the following

features:

Rural setting

Rooms rather than dorms

System of progress other than stages
Higher youth-to-treatment staff ratio
More hours of religious activities

Lower frequency of offgrounds activities.

In the example, Camp X, though not in a rural setting, already has rooms

rather than dorms and does not use a stages system. 1In addition, it has a
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youth/staff ratio greater than 1.5-to-1. However, say that differences exist
between Camp X and Camp-Type 2 regarding the amount of two particular program
features: Camp X's current program has a higher than suggested frequency of
offgrounds activities and fewer than suggested recommended hours of religious
activities.

Table 16.2. To bring the frequency of offgrounds activities into closer
line with Camp-Type 2, policy makers would start by examining Tab1é 16.2
(Chapter 16). This table suggests that the optimum Jower frequency of off-~
grounds activities is 0.4 per youth per week; that is abodt once every two
weeks. However, say that Camp X presently provides yéuths with offgrounds
activities twice a week. Based on the Table 16.2, the policy makers' recommen-
dation might then Be to reduce the frequency of such activities to about once

every two weeks.

(Note: Since Camp-Type 2 does not mention hours of offgrounds activ-
ities- per week, this suggests that hours were unrelated to Jlower
recidivism. Therefore, when reducing frequency of off-grounds activ-
ities, one might either reduce Camp X's hours or maintain them at
current level. For instance, if previous offgrounds activities aver-
aged about two hours, twice a week, a change could be made to either
four hours every two weeks (a reduction in hours) or to 16 hours
monthly (which would maintain the same hours as previously).

Table 16.1. Camp-Type 2 also involved more hours of religious activities.
Say, however, that Camp X currently provides each youth with one-half hour of
religious activities on Sundays. Table 16.1 suggests 2.5 hours per week
(although these hours may be be spread over more than one activity).

The above example might appear simplistic, since it involves limited or
seemingly minor changes. However, based on the present research, such'changes
are likely--though not guaranteed--to bring improved performances. At any

rate, when considering a program modification along the lines discussed in this
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chapter, policy makers should examine all features of each camp-type that is

associated with better outcomes, and should do so by youth risk level when

appropriate.

~365-




CHAP 18.1

CHAPTER 18
CAMPS WITH BETTER PROBATION OQUTCOMES:

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes types of camps within Los Angeles County that had
significantly better probation outcomes. Because Los Angeles County camps
differed from other county camps on a number of variables (see Chapter 9), the
camp-type analysis was conducted separately fbr these two groups. Non-
Los Angeles County camp-types are described in Chapter 17.

Method. The methods wused to identify more successful camp-types in
Los Angeles County were the same as those used in the analysis of other camps.
In brief, regression and factor analytical techniques were used to identify
clusters of camp descriptor variables that were predictive of better outcomes—-
lower recidivism rates and lower state commitment rates--for youths grouped by
risk level and for all youths combined. Los Angeles camps we%e given a score
on each identified camp-type based on the presence of descriptors which pre-
dicted better outcomes. Statistical tests determined whether camps with high
scores on given sets of characteristics (that is, camp-types) had significantly
better outcomes than camps net scoring high on the same types. Regression
analysis identified six types of camps that were associated with better proba-
tion outcomes with youths of one or more risk level. Factor analysis produced
one additional camp-type.

Qutcome Analysis. Probation outcomes for high- and Tow-scoring camps were

statistically compared. Camps scoring high on each of the seven types had
significantly better outcomes--either Jlower recidivism or state commitment

rates--with one or more youth risk levels. For instance, camps scoring high
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on Camp-Type 1 had a collective recidivism rate of 35.7% for lower risk youths;
camps scoring low had a rate of 56.9%. This means that recidivism for lower

risks was 21.2 percentage points lower in Type 1 camps than in camps unlike

that type. In terms of a percentage difference (35.7% vs. 56.9%), the rate for .

Type 1 camps was'37.3% lower.

SUMMARY OF OUTCOMES, BY LOS ANGELES CAMP-TYPE 1/

Table 18.0 lists the Los Angeles camp-types that had significantly Tower
recidivism and commitment rates, by risk level. Shown are rates for high- and
low-score camps on each type, and the corresponding percentage point difference
between these groups. |

Recidivism. As shown in Table 18.0, two camp-types each achieved a recid-
ivism rate for all risks that was;18.8 percentage poinis lower than in other
camps. Camps with high scores on Type 1 had a 46.3% rate, compared to 65.1%
for camps scoring low. Type 7 camps;had a 50.2% rate, compared to 69.0% for
other camps.

Types 1 and 2 had lower recidivism rates with lower risk youths. The rate
for Type 1 was 21.2 points lower: 35.7% vs. 56.9%.

Types 1 and 6 had lower recidivism rates with medium risk youths. Type 1
camps had a 51.7% rate, compared to 66.9% for other camps--a difference of

15:8 points.

1/ 1In analyzing outcomes for lower, medium, and higher risks, covariance was
used to control for group differences in length of stay, age at release,
and open/closed camp status. In analyses involving all risks combined,
outcomes were adjusted using the above three covariates, plus risk of
recidivism score,

~368-




CHAP 18.3

Types 6 and 7 registered lower rates for higher risk ydﬁths. Type 7
showed the largest difference in rates (34.6 points): 50.3% for Type 7 camps,
84.9% for other camps.

Commitments. As seen in.1ab1e 18.0, five camp-types had significantly
lower commitment rates for all risks combined. The largest difference was for
Type 7--18.6 points, 25.7% vs. 44.3%.

Only Type 4 camps achieved significantly lower commitment rates for 19wer
risk youths, a difference of 18.6 points, 13.4% vs. 32.0%.

Three camp-types achieved lower rates among medium risks--Types 5, 6,
and 7. The largest difference was for Type 7 camps--20.5 points, 25.6% vs.
46.1%.

Two camp-iypes--Types 6 and 7--had betier rates for higher risks. Type 7

had a rate 32.1 points lower--32.3% vs. 64.4%.

TABLE 18.0

Significant Differences in Recidivism Rates
by Camp-Type and Youth Risk Level
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Recidivism Rate

Risk Camp- - High-Score L.ow=-Score Pct. Points
Level Type Camps Camps Difference
ALL RISKS 1 46.3 651 18.8
COMBINED 2 50.6 63.8 13.2

1 50.2 69.0 18.8
LOWER 1 35.7 56.9 21.2

2 39.2 58.1 18.9
MEDIUM 1 51.7 66.9 15.8

6 49.6 64.8 15.2
HIGHER 6 - 53.7 76.3 22.6

7 50.3 84.9 34.6
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TABLE 18.0 (Cont.)
Significant Differences in Commitment Rates
by Camp-Type and Youth Risk Level
Los Angeles County
. Commitment Rate
Risk Camp- High-Score Low-Score Pct. Points
Level Type Camps Camps Difference
ALL RISKS 3 29.0 37.8 8.8
COMBINED 4 28.2 38.3 10.1
5 21.3 36.6 15.3
6 22.3 37.9 15.6
7 25.7 44.3 18.6
LOWER 4 13.4 32.0 18.6
MEDIUM 5 20.7 35.7 ' 15.0
6 24.8 39.8 15.0
7 25.6 46.1 20.5
HIGHER 6 31.8 58.0 26.2
7 32.3. 64.4 32.1
Riék Level

The Towest rates for each risk group were obtained by the following LA

camp-types:

Recidivism: A1l Risks Type 1 - 46.3%
Lower Risks . Type 1 - 35.7%
Medium Risks Type 6 -~ 49.6%
Higher Risks Type 7 - 50.3%
Commitments: A1l Risks Type 5 - 21.3%
Lower Risks Type 4 - 13.4%
Medium Risks Type 5 - 20.7%
Higher Risks Type 6 - 31.8%
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DESCRIPTIQN.OF LOS ANGELES CAMP-TYPES

The f6110w1ng section describes the seven sets of characteristics that
represented ré&étive]y unique programs or camp-types among Los Angeles (LA)
camps. These camp-types experienced varying degrees of success with different
risk groups.v For example, a camp-type found to have lower recidivism rates for
higher risk youths may also have had lower recidivism for youths of ano;her
risk level. However, another camp-type may have had lower recidivism for one

risk 1éve1,_but showed no significant improvement in outcomes for other risk

levels.

DATA PRESENTATION

The fol]owihg section summarizes the features of LA camp-types that had

lTower recidivism and/or state commitment rates for all risk groups combined or

for any one risk group. Each summary includes a table containing information

described in Chart 18.

CHART 18

EXPLANATION OF INFORMATION
IN CAMP-TYPE TABLES

Camp Feature. This 1lists all features comprising the camp-type--for
example: setting, counseling, or aftercare services.

Type, Direcfion, Amount. For the corresponding camp feature, this refers
to the specific type (e.g., setting = rural), direction (e.g., academic

training = more hours), or, where relevant, the amount (e.g., 6.0 or more
hours of volunteer services).

Variable Weight. The variable weight indicates the relative importance
(power) of the feature in predicting outcomes. Weights are relative only
to, those of other variables within the same set comprising the camp-type.
Weights should not be used to compare variables across camp-types.
Variable weights are discussed more fully in Chapter 16.
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Probation Outcomes. Accompanying each camp-type description is a table

displaying recidivism_and commitment outcomes for camps scoring high and Tow
on the camp-type.

High scores on a camp-~type are those that fell in approximately the highest
one-third of the range of all scores for LA camps. Conversely, low scores
represent the lowest third of the range. Outcomes are not shown for camps
that scored in the middle of the range. These medium-score camps are consid-
ered to bg neutral, in that they are neither particularly similar or dissimilar
to the described camp-type.

ATso provided are average rates for the total group of LA camps. The upper
half of the table allows one to determine how much lower rates were for high-
score camps  compared to low-score camps. Inspection of the average rates
allows perspective on how much lower Lhan average rates were for high-score

camps.
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LA CAMP-TYPE 1

DESCRIPTION

LA Camp-Type 1 was developed through regression analysis on recidivism for
all youths combined (all risks). As seen in Table 18.1A, camps scoring high
on this type shared the following characteristics (variables):

These camps had more hours of counseling services. Counseling
had almost seven times +the weight of either of the other
chardcteristics: lower frequency of off-grounds activities and
the use of a system of progress through the program other than
stages.

As shown 1in Table 18.1B this type of camp achieved lower
recidivism with all risks combined and with lower or medium
risks individually. No significant difference was found for
higher risk youths.

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER OUTCOMES

All Risks, Recidivism: Camps with high scores - 46.3%;
camps with low scores - 65.1%.

Lower Risks. Recidivism: High scores - 35.7%; low scores - 56.9%.
Medium Risks. Recidivism: High scores - 51.7%; low scores - 66.9%.

Higher Risks. None (no significant findings).
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TABLE 18.7A

CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
LA CAMP-TYPE 1

Features Type, Direction, Amount Var. kKeight
PROGRAM

Counseling More hours - 8.2 avg. 14.0
Offgrounds Activities Lower freq. - 0.4 avg. 2.1

CASE PROCESSING

Progress through Program Other than stages 2.2

Note: Hours and frequency are per youth per week.

DISCUSSION

This camp-~type, comprised of three features, achieved generally lower
recidivism rates for 1lower, medium, and all risks. Rates for higher risk
youths were 20 points Tlower, but 1he difference was not statistically
significant, probably due to the low number of youths in the higher risk
category for this camp-type.

The  most heavily weighted jtem describing this type was "more hours of
counseling." Only three camps attained this level of counseling service and
these three camps comprised the high-score group.

Implication. Camp-Type 1 appears to be generally successful in obtaining
Tower recidivism rates for all three risk levels and for all risks combined.
HoweQer, no significant difference was found between commitment rates of high-

and low-score camps for any youth risk group.
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TABLE 18.18
OUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
LA CAMP-TYPE 1
Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State

Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 46.3% 30.6
COMBINED

Low 65.1 36.6
LOWER RISKS High -35.7% 25.0

lLow 56.9 22.4
MEDIUM RISKS High 51.7% 32.1

Low 66.9 40.3
HIGHER RISKS High 57.4 41.7

Low 77.3 54.9
*Significant difference at the .05 level.

Average Rates for Total LA County Camps
24 Mos. State

Risk Level Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 59.0 33.7
COMBINED
LOWER RISKS 52.3 24.1
MEDIUM RISKS 60.5 35.1
HIGHER RISKS 70.1 51.3
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LA CAMP-TYPE 2

DESCRIPTION

Type 2 was derived through a regression analysis on recidivism for lower
risk wards. Table 18.2A Tists the characteristics of this camp-type, which
are summarized below.

LA camps of this type generally had a shorter length of stay
(see footnote to Table 18.2A). Program features included more
hours of counseling and a higher fregquency combined with fewer
hours of religious services. To a lesser extent, these camps
had a higher frequency of vocational training.

This type of camp achieved lower recidivism with all risks, in
general, and with lower risks, in particular.

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER QUTCOMES

A1l Risks. Recidivism: Camps with high scores - 50.6%;
camps with low scores -~ 63.8%.
Lower Risks. Recidivism: High scores - 39.2%; low scores - 58.1%.
DISCUSSION

High scores on Type 2 were found for four LA camps. Though Type 2 is
defined by six variables, no camp had more than three: three camps had three
variables, while one camp had two variables. The high-scoring camps generally
did not contain the low-weighted variables: vocational training and progress
system other than rankings.

Implication. While Camp-Type 2 was found to have lower recidivism rates
for all risks combined, it appears to be especially suited for application with
lower risk youths. (The Tower rates for medium and higher risks were not of
statistical significance.) This camp-type was not associated with lower state

commitment rates.
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TABLE 18.2A
CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
‘ LA CAMP-TYPE 2
Features Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight
GENERAL .~
Length of Stay ‘ Shorter - 121 days or less a/ 3.2
PROGRAM
Counseling Services More hours - 8.2 avg. 8.4
Religious Activities ‘Higher freq. - 1.6 avg. 5.7
Religious Activities Fewer hours - 1.4 avg. 3.5
Vocational Training Higher freq. - 4.3 avg. 0.5

CASE PROCESSING

Progress throhgh Program Other than ranking system 0.1

a/ Lower recidivism rates were associated both with shorter LOS (121 days or
less) and longer LOS (213 or more days). The highest recidivism rate was
shown for camps with a medium LOS (122 to 212 days). 1In ‘the regression
analysis, shorter LOS was associated with lower recidivism for lower risks.
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TABLE 18.2B

OUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:

LA CAMP-TYPE

2

CHAP 18.13

Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State
Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 50.6% 31.0
COMBINED
Low 63.8 35.2
LOWER RISKS High 39.2% 23.1
Low 58.1 26.7
MEDIUM RISKS High 55.7 32.7
Low 63.7 35.17
HIGHER RISKS High 62.7 45.6
Low 18.9 54.5
*Significant difference ai the .05 level.
Average Rates for Total LA County Camps
24 Mos. State
Risk Level Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 59.0 33.7
COMBINED
LOWER RISKS 52.3 24.1
. MEDIUM RISKS 60.5 35.1
HIGHER RISKS ©70.1 51.3
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LA CAMP-TYPE 3

DESCRIPTION

LA Camp-Type 3 was derived through a regression on state commitment rates
for all risks combined. Characteristics of Type 3 are listed in Table 17.3A

and are described below.

These camps usually housed wards in rooms located in Tlarger
living units of 30 beds or more. Program features included
Tower frequency of recreation, Jower frequency of vacational
training, but more hours of outside contacts.

This type of camp had lower commitment rates for all risks
combined (Table 18.38B).

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER QUTCOMES

A1l Risks. Commitments: Camps with high scores - 29.0%;
camps with low scores - 37.8%.

DISCUSSION

Five camps scored high on Tlype 3, which consists of six variables. Two
high-score camps had three of the six variables, two had four variables, and

one had all six.

Though youths of each risk level had lower commitment rates, none of the

differences were statistically significant. However, when all risk levels were
combined, the commitment rate for high-score camps was significantly lower than

that for low-score camps. No significant differences were found for recidivism

rates at any risk level or for all risks combined.

Impiication. This type of camp seems best suited for achieving moderately

lower commitment rates for yoUths of any risk level.
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TABLE 18.3A

CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
LA CAMP-TYPL 3

Features A Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight
GENERAL

Living Unit Capacity Larger - 30 or more beds 4.0
Living Arrangement Rooms more than dorms 2.1
PROGRAM

Recreation Lower freq. - 5.3 avg. 9.5
Outside Contacts More hours - 7.8 avg. 8.2
Vocational Training Lower freq. - 0.3 avg. 2.2

CASE PROCESSING

Progress through Program Stages system 0.4
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TABLE 18.38
OUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
LA CAMP-TYPE 3

_ Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State
Risk Level , Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 59.9 29.0%
COMBINED

Low 61.0 37.8
LOWER RISKS High 49.8 21.9

Low 59.0 ) 27.1
MEDIUM RISKS High 64.9 29.7

Low 61.3 39.8
HIGHER RISKS High_. 59.7 42.3

Low 71.9 58.2

*Significant difference at the .05 level.

Average Rates for Total LA County Camps

24 Mos. State
Risk Level Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 59.0 3/ 33.7
COMBINED .
LOWER RISKS 52.3 24.7
MEDIUM RISKS 60.5 a/ “35.1
HIGHER RISKS 70.1 51.3

a/ The recidivism rate was slightly lower for total LA camps than it was for
either high- or low-score camps on Type 3.
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LA CAMP-TYPL 4

DESCRIPTION

LA Camp-Type 4 was developed from a regression on state commitment rates
for lower risk youths. The features of this type are listed in Table 18.4A
and are summarized below.

Among the main program features were fewer hours of religious
activities and a lower frequency of both recreation and outside
contacts. Also included were a high frequency of academic
training and more hours of recreation (see discussion, below).
The most heavily-weighted feature was the presence of a stages
system for youths' progress through the program. Of the four
high-scoring camps on this type, only one was located in a rural
setting, hence the low weight assigned to setting.

LA Camp-Type 4 achieved lower commitment rates for all risks, in
general, and for lower risks in particular.

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER OUTCOMES

A1l Risks. Commitments: Camps with high scores - 28.2%;
camps with low scores - 38.3%.
Lower Risks. Commitments: High scores - 13.4%; low scores - 32.0%.
DISCUSSION

Four camps scored high on Type 4, which consists of eight variables. Three
of the high-score camps containéd four of the variables, while one camp had
seven. The only variable that appeared in all high-score camps was fewer hours
of religious activities.

This camp-type included both more hours and lower frequency of recreation.
This might indicate fewer scheduled recreation periods, but with each of longer

than average duration. "High" frequency recreation occurs about nine times per
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- week (see;%ab]e 16.2); "low" frequency occurs about five times a week, thus
indicatiﬁg thé“possibi1ity of one or two days each week when youths are not
required to parffcipate in recreation.

Type 4 camps had lower commitment rates for all risks combined, and for
tower risks fn particular. Rates were also lower for medium and higher risks,
but the differences were not statistically significant. There were no signjfi—
cant differences in the rate of recidivism.

Iﬁé]icatidn. Camp-Typé 4, like Type 3, seems best suited for achieving
moderately lower .state commitment rates for all youths of any risk level.

Again, like Type 3, Type 4 camps were not found to be associated with s1gn1f1—

cantly lower rec1d1v1sm rates for any youth risk group.
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TABLE 18.4A
CAMP TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
LA CAMP-TYPE 4
Features Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight
GENERAL
Setting Rural 0.8
PROGRAM
Religious Activities Fewer hours - 1.4 avg. 9.1
Recreation Lower freq. - 5.3 avg. 6.5
Recreation More hours - 19.7 avg. 4.7
Outside Contacts Lower freq. - 1.5 avg. 1.6
Academic Training Higher freq. - 5.0 avg. 1.4
STAFF
Volunteer Services More hours - & hours or more 0.7
CASE PROCESSING
Progress through Program Stages syslem 10.4
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TABLE 18.48B
OUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
LA CAMP-TYPE 4
Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State

Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 60.4 28.2%
COMBINED

Low 59.9 38.3
LOWER RISKS High 54.17 13.4%

Low 48.8 32.0
MEDIUM R1SKS High 61.7 - 32.6

Low | 63.6 37.0
HIGHER RISKS High , 69.3 45.5

Low 78.6 ' 59.0

*Significant difference at the .05 Tevel.

Average Rates for Total LA County Camps

24 Mos., State
Risk level Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 59.0 &/ 33.7
COMBINED -
LOWER RISKS 52.3 24.7
MEDIUM RISKS ' 60.5 a/ - 35.1
HIGHER RISKS 70.1 51.3

a/ The average rate for total LA camps was slightly lower than for either
high- or low-score camps.
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LA CAMP-TYPE 5

DESCRIPTION

Type 5 was developed through regression on commitment rates for medium
risks. Characteristics of this type are listed in Table 18.5A and described
below.

The primary characteristic of LA Camp-Type 5 was lower density--
meaning that the camp population generally remained below 95% of
capacity. The regression analysis indicated that this camp-type
had lower frequency, but more hours of religious activities. To
a lesser extent, the same applied to recreation--Tower frequency
but more hours.

This type had lower commitment rates for all risks, in general,
and for medium risks, in particular.

SIGNTFICANTLY BETTER OUTCOMES

A1l Risks. Commitments: Camps with high scores - 21.3%;
camps with lTow scores - 36.6%.

Medium Risks. Commitments: High scores - 20.7%; 1ow'scores - 35.7%.

DISCUSSICN

Two camps scored high on lype 5, which is described by five variables.
Both camps had lower capacity, lower frequency of religious activities, and
more hours of recreation. ”

Camps meeting these specifications had a commitment rate for all risks that
was 15 percentage points Tower than for camps not similar to Typ2 5. A lower
commitment rate was also found for medium risk youths. No significant improve-
ments were found in recidivism rates. In fact, there was a slight trend for
reduced recidivism in low;score camps, especially for lower risk youths. How-

ever, given the somewhat contradictory findings and the lack of statistical
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TABLE 18.5A
CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
LA CAMP-TYPE 5

Features Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight
GENERAL

Capacity Used Lower - under 95% 1.6
PROGRAM

Religious Activities Lower freq. - 1.2 avg. _ 2.4
Re]igioué Aclivities More hours - 2.5 avg. 1.9
Recreation Lower freq. - 5.3 avg. 0.3
"Recreation N More hours - 19.7 avg. 0.3

significance, the utility of this camp-type with regard to recidivism is ques-

tionable. Nevertheless, in the case of higher risk youths, the magnitude of

difference in recidivism rates between high- and low-score camps (56.4% vs.

78.6%) suggests this camp-type may still be useful. A large, but again nonsig-

' nificant, difference was also found for higher risk youths in the case of com-
 mitment rates (36.9% vs. 62.8%).

Implication. Camp-Type 5 would appear to be an appropriate choice for

obtaining a lower commitment rate for all risks combined, in general, and for

medium risks, in particular.
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TABLE 18.5B
OUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
LA CAMP-TYPE 5
Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State

Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 60.8 21.3%
COMBINED

Low 57.6 36.6
LOWER RISKS High 65.2 16.2

Low 48.9 29.3
MEDIUM RISKS High 64.0 20.7%

Low 59.8 35.7
HIGHER RISKS High 56.4 36.9

Low 718.6 62.8
*Significant difference at the .05% level.

Average Rates for Total LA County Camps
24 Mos. State
Risk Level Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 59.0 33.7
COMBINED
LOWER RISKS 52.3 24.1
MEDIUM RISKS 60.5 351
HIGHER RISKS 70.1 51.3
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LA CAMP-TYPE 6

DESCRIPTION

Thichamp—type resulted from a regression on commitment rates for higher
risk youths. As shown in Table 18.6A, these camps had the two fo]]pwing

characteristics:

More hours of outside contacts and lower frequency of vocational
training.

This type achieved both lower recidivism and commitment rates
for medium and higher risks and for all risks combined.

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER OUTCOMES

A1l Risks. Recidivism: Camps with high scores - 4B.5%;
camps with low scores - 62.5%.

Commitments: High scores - 22.3%; Tow scores - 37.9%.
Lower Risks. None (no significant differences).

Medium Risks. Recidivism: High scores

49.6%; low scores - 64.8%.

Commitments: High scores 24 .8%; low score - 39.8%.

Higher Risks. Recidivism: High scores

53.7%; low scores - 76.3%.

Commitments: High scores

|

31.8%; low scores - 58.0%.

DISCUSSION

Type 6 consigts of two variables. The three high-scoring camps were the
only ones among the LA camps that contained both variables.

Comprised of only two features, this camp-type has seeming]y“ low face
validity. Nevertheless, camps of this type had significantly lower recidivism

and state commitment rates for all youths except those who were lower risks.
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TABLE 18.6A

CAMP- TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
LA CAMP-TYPE 6

Features Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight
PROGRAM .

Outside Contacts More hours - 7.8 avg. 10.8
Vocational Training Lower freq. - 0.3 avg. 3.4

Implication. Because it is based on only two camp features, the validity
of this camp-type is questionable until it can be validated through further
study. However, the outcome analysis has shown camps with the two features of
Type 6 to have both lower recidivsm and commitment rates with all but 1owér

risk youths.
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TABLE 18.68B

OQUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
LA CAMP-TYPE b

Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State

Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 48 .5% . 22.3%
COMBINED

Low 62.5 37.9
LOWER RISKS High 45.5 15.6

Low 53.8 26.9
MEDIUM RISKS High 49,6* 24.8%

Low 64.8 39.8
HIGHER RISKS High ' 53.7* 31.8*

Low 76.3 58.0

*Significant difference at the .05 1e§é].

Average Rate for Total LA County Camps

24 Mos. State
Risk Level Recidivism- Commitments
ALL RISKS 59.0 33.7
COMBINED
LOWER RISKS 52.3 24.7
MEDIUM RISKS 60.5 ' 35.1
HIGHER RISKS 70.1 51.3
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LA CAMP-TYPE 7

DESCRIPTION
Camp-type 7 resulted from factor analysis. The components of this type
~are listed below and in Table 18.7A.

LA Camp-Type 7 shared the following aspects: wards residing in
rooms, smaller living units, and an overall camp population at
less than 95% of capacity. Program features dincluded (1) more
hours and higher frequency of both counseling services and
recreation; (2) more hours of both offgrounds activities and
academic training; and (3) higher frequency of outside contacts.
Other features included the youths' presence at case reviews,
indjvidualized program assignment, more hours of volunteer
services, but a higher ratio of youths to both treatment and
total staff. _

This type produced better outcomes for medium and higher risks
and for all risks combined.

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER QUTCOMES

A1l Risks. Recidivism: Camps with high scores - '50.2%;
camps with Tow scores - &9 0%,
Commitments: High scores - 25.7%; low scores - 44.3%.
Low Risks. None.
Medium Risks. Commitments; High scores - 25.6%; low scores - 46.1%.
Higher Risks. Recidivism: High scores - §Q.3%; low scores - 84.9%.
Commitments: High scores - 32.3%; 1ow scores - 64.4%.

DISCUSSION
Type 7 consists of 15 variables. The four camps that scored high had from
9 to 13 of these variables. All high-score camps had the following: (1)

higher capacity used, (2) youths' presence at case reviews, (3) individual
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program assignment, and (4) higher frequency of outside contacts. The four
lowest-scoring camps each had 5 or fewer of the 15 described variables.

This camp-type had Tower recidivism for higher and all risks. Lower aﬁd
medium risks also had lower rates but the differences were not significant.
Lower commitment rates were found for all three risk levels, but the difference
for lower risks did not reach statistical significance.

Implication. A1l in all, this Camp-Type 7 seems generally effecti;e with

all kinds of youths and appears particularly suited for application with higher

" risk youths.
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TABLE 18.7A

CAMP-TYPE ACHIEVING MORE POSITIVE OUTCOMES:
LA CAMP-TYPE 7

Features Type, Direction, Amount Var. Weight
GENERAL

Living Unit Capacity Smaller - under 30 beds 8.3
Living Arrangement Rooms more than dorms 7.6
Capacity Used Lower - under 95% 5.1
PROGRAM

Counseling More hours - 8.2 avg. 8.0
Counseling Higher freq. - 4.0 an. 6.8
Offgrounds Activities More hours - 20.9 avg. 5.0
OQutside Contacts Higher freq. - 2.3 avq. 4.6
Academic Training More hours - 24.8 avg. 4.1
Recreation More hours - 19.7 avg. 3.5
Recreation Higher freq. - 9.3 avg. . 3.0
STAFF

Ratio: Youths to Total Staff Higher ratio - 1-to-1 or more 7.6

Ratio: Youths to Treatment Staff Higher ratio - 1.5-to-1 or more 7.6

Volunteer Services ‘ More hours - 6 or more 4.3

CASE PROCESSING

Case Reviews ' Youth present 6.2

Program Assignment Individual 4.4
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TABLE 18.78B
QUTCOMES BY RISK LEVEL:
LA CAMPTTYPE 1
Score on Adjusted 24 Mos. Adjusted State
Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
ALL RISKS High 50.2% 25.7*
COMBINED
Low 69.0 44.3
LOWER RISKS - High 42.8 22.7
Low 64.0 31.1
MEDIUM RISKS: “High 54.4 25.6%
l.ow 67.0 46.1
HIGHER RISKS High 50.3* 32.3%
Low 84.9 64.4
*Significant difference at the .05 Tevel.”
A Average Rates for Total LA Camps
24 Mos. State
Risk level Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS 59.0 33.7
LOWER RISKS 52.3 24.7
MEDIUM RISKS 60.5 35.1
HIGHER RISKS 70,1 51.3
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UTILIZING INFORMATION ON LOS ANGELES CAMP-TYPES

(This section on utilization is a duplicate of information presented in
Chapter 17, and is repeated here for convenience. The reader may wish to skip
to new material, which begins two pages ahead.)

The camp-types are the result of carefully applied statistical techniques.
For the present, however, they should be considered exploratory because it was
not possible to employ experimental design in the present study (e.g., random
assignment»of youths to various camp-types). Nonetheless, the Tevel of statis-
tical significance was quite high between outcomes for low-scoring and high-
scoring camps. This indicated that the camp~types may be conceptually valid.
However, more confidence could be placed in these camp-types if they were
validated by analyzing the post-camp performance of a different sample of
youths. This does not mean that the present camp—type descriptions cannot be
useful in the development or modification of more successful camp programs,
For instance, probation staff may wish to adopt some or all of the characteris-
tics of a specific camp-type, at least on a trial-basis, to determine whether
or not improved outcomes can be obtained.

This section, then, is. included for practitioners, policy makers, and
others who might wish to utilize ihe 1information presented on camp-types.
There are at least three approaches to the use of this information 1in the
development of programs for existing or planned juvenile facilities. By way
of preparation, a determination should first be made of the percentage of
youths at each risk level in the target population. Appendix D contains the
elements necessary for scoring the recidivism risk scale.

Approach 1. If the youth pobu1ation contains percentages of lower, medium,

and higher risks similar to percentages shown for this study's sample (see
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Table 18.8), the following approach may be most appropriate: Prodram planners
could select and emphasize information on camp-types associated with better
outcomes for all risks combined; since that information has been based on
typical percentages of each rjsk level.

Approach 2. If the youth population contains a substantially higher per-
centage of one particular risk level--say, higher risks--than exists in the
present study sample, focus should probably be on those camp-types shown to
have worked best with that specific risk level.

Approach 3. If the youth population falls somewhere 1in between those
described in approaches 1 and 2, it may be best to combine--to the'extent
possible--information regarding all risks and.information for the risk level
dominant in the population. 2/ For instance, it might be possible to adapt a
set of camp features appropriate for all risks combined and a separate, rele-

vant set of features to be applied to low risk youths.

an

2/ The dominant risk level, or that level with the highest percentage in the
population, will normally be the medium risk level. An inspection of the
outcomes of all seven camp-types shows that when better outcomes were found
for either lower or higher risks, there was often some degree of positive
affects with medium risks (i.e., medium risks also showed lower recidivism
or commitments, even though the differences were not always large enough
for statistical significance). One might classify the youth population
into two groups--higher vs. lower risks--and, based on that information,
select an appropriate camp-type to adapt.
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Table 18.8

Number and Percentage of Youths in the
Los Angeles County Study Sample, By Risk Group

Risk Level
Youths Total Lower Risks Medium Risks Higher Risks
Number 843 283 448 112
Percentage 100.0 33.6 53.1 13.3
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Other Considerations. The decision to adopt the features of any given

camp-type will probably be based on the degree to which recidivism or state
commitment rates are predicted to decrease, balanced by the degree and cost of

the specified modifications. Take the following situation for example:

Camp A wishes to reduce its overall recidivismvrate, which is cur-
rently 58%. Camp A contains a population similar to the study samﬁ]e
shown in Table 18.8. If Camp A were to adopt the features of LA Camp-
Type 1, it might expect to lower its overall recidivism rate to around
46%, a reduction of 12 percentage points. However, Camp A has few of
the features of LA Camp-Type 1. Adapting all or even most of the
features of LA Camp-Type 1 would be cost-prohibitive. However. if
Camp A were to adopt the featﬁres of LA Camp-Type 7, it would only
\ have to make some minor program modifications. By doing so, Camp A
| might expect to achieve a recidivism rate of 50%, a reduction of 8
percentage points from its current rate. Therefore, Camp A would have
opted to reduce recidivism by 8 points at an acceptable cost, rather

that to attempt a 12-point reduction at a considerably higher cost.

Combining Camp-Types. The third approach listed above suggests combining

information for two camp—types. As an example, it may be feasible to adopt
features of a camp-type that was successful in reducing commitments for higher

risks and combine those with features of another type that reduced recidivism

for all risks.
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However, caution is needed when combining selected elements from two camp-
types. These elements, in their new combination, may produce different results
than those with which they were associated in their original mixture, or even
by themselves. A set of features that leads to lower recidivism for one risk
level may have no positive affect on (and may even negatively affect) another
risk level. In addition, camp-types that result in lower recidivism may not
in all cases produce lower commitments as well (and vice versa).

Adopting Camp Features. In adopting the features of a specific camp-type,

careful consideration should be given to the variable weights associated with
those features. The higher the weight, the stronger the association between
the variable and positive outcomes.

Some features--mainly physical and structural conditions such as camp set-
ting or capacity--are in effect unchangeable or only minimally changeable. If
the camp-type contains such features, and if the camp does not already have
these features, the policy maker might compensate for this situation by adding
or increasing (or, if appropriate, by eliminating or decreasing) other features
that are part of the relevant camp-type. 1In doing so, a camp should invest its
efforts in adopting or modifying those features with higher weights. There is,
of course, no guarantee that the new combination or pattern of features will
work as effectively as the original camp-type, since--in reality--each variable
operated in interaction with the other variables in the set to contribute to
the better outcome. In short, adapting a single variable from the list may

have no positive affect, unless other necessary variables are also present.
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-Guide;io camp-type selection. Table 18.9 contains a directory of camp-
types and shéQg, for each risk level, the types associated with lower recidi-
vism or commitﬁént rates. Once it has been decided which risk levels one
wishes to impact, this directory will facilitate the identification of appro-
priate cémp-types. Table 18.10 presents the same information in a different

format. Here, the expected better outcomes are listed by camp-type.
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TABLE 18.9
Directory For Selecting LA Camp-Types
-With Better Outcomes, By Risk Level
LA Camp-Types
Lower Lower
Risk Level Recidivism Commitments
ALL RISKS COMBINED 1, 2, 6, 7 3, 4, 5, 6,1
LOWER RISKS 1, 2 4
MEDIUM RISKS 1, 6 5, 6, 7
HIGHER RISKS 6, 7 6, 7
TABLE 18.10
LA Camp-Types with Lower Recidivism or Lower Commitments,
for Youths of Each Risk Level and A1l Levels Combined
Lower Recidivism Lower Commitments
Risk Level Risk Level
LA Camp-Type A1l Low Med High A1l Low Med High
1 YES YES YES
2 YES YES
3 YES
4 YES YES
5 : YES YES
6 YES YES YES YES YES YES
7 YES YES YES YES YES
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INTEGRATING THE INFORMATION: AN EXAMPLE

Following is a set of procedures that illustrate how policy makers might

utilize this chapter's information with respect to a camp that can be modified.

The procedures are illustrated via a hypothetical example, combined with actual’

data from tables in this chapter.

Table 18.8. After havihg deterimined the risk levels of all youths in
Camp X, say that policy makers find its youth population to contain 42% Jower
risks, 48% medium risks, and 10% higher risks. Compared to the present study
sample shown in Table 18.8, this camp has a higher percentage of lower risks.
A decision was made to modify Camp X's existing program in an attempt to reduce

recidivism for lower risk youths.

Table 18.9. Table 18.9 indicates that Tower recidivism rates were achieved
for lower risk youths by Camp-Types 1 and 2. The next step is for the policy
maker to examine the features of these camp-types in order to determine which

a

one would require the least modification in X's structure and operation.
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Camp-Type Tables. Say that policy makers, by examining thése tables and

observing their own camp, determine that Camp X most nearly resembles the
Camp-Type 2 description in Tap1e 18.2A. Camp-Type 2 contains the following
features:

Shorter length of stay

More hours of counseling

Higher frequency but fewer hours of religious activities

Higher frequency of vocational training

System of progress other than ranking

Suppose that the policy makers wish to make Camp X resemble a Type 2 camp
as muchvas possible, but Camp X's program differs from that of Type 2 on three
of the six listed features: Camp X has a longer length of stay (150 days),
fewer hours of counseling (3.0), and uses a ranking svstem for progress through
the program. The policy makers of Camp X could consider making modifications
in any one or all three features to bring them in line Qith those of a Type 2
camp.

Counseling services is the most heavily weighted of the three variables in
question. Therefore, first consideration should be given lo increasing hours
of counseling. How many hours of counseling are required? Table 18.2A indi-
cates that Type 2 camps provided an average éf 8.2 hours per youth per week.
(Hours and frequency of program features are discussed more fully in Chapter
16 and Tables 16.3 and 16.4. Reference to Table 16.3 shows that "more" hours
of counseling meant an average of 8.2 hours and a range of 3 to 14 hours.)
Camp X currently provides three hours of counseling. While this figure falls
at the lower limit of the'recommended range, an increase toward the average of

8.2 hours might be productive.
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Policy makers might also explore, for example, the feasibility of reducing

average length of stay from the current 150 days to 121 or less.

~ The third Camp X feature not in accordance with Type 2 is its use of a
raﬁking system of progress through the program. Type 2 camps use a system
other than ranking. However, since this feature carries a low weight (0.1, as
shown in Table 18.2A), the relative impact of its modification might bg mini-
mal. Nevertheless, Camp X policy makers might still explore the uti]ity of its
ranking system. This might be done by temporarily changing the ranking system
and then reinstituting it, while at the same time keeping,t;ack of recidivism
rates fof lower risk (and other) youths under each system. Another method
would be to random]y assign lower risk youths to a ranking system and to some
other system, and then to compare the recidivism rates of those two groups..

The above example might appeé} simplistic, since it involves seemingly
minor changes. Moreover, the described changes would not invariably reduce
recidivism. At any rate, when exploring the possibility of program modifica-
tion, policy makers should examine all components of each camp-type that is

_associjated with better outcomes--and should do so by risk level when

appropriate.
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CHAPTER 19
REVIEW AND CONCLUSIONS

This report presented findings from a study of juvenile probation_camps
conducted by the Department of the Youth Authority at the request of the Chief
Probation Officers of California. The goals of the study were to provide a
detailed description and objective assessment of these camps. Reports No. 1,
2, and 3 focused on description; the present report comprised the assessment.

This assessment focused on several questions, including: How successful

were camps in deterring youths from further delinquency? What percentage of

releases from probation camps were committed to the state?

MAIN FINDINGS FOR TOTAL SAMPLE

The study's total sample consisfed of 2,835 youths randomly selected from
the entire population of releases from 50 camps in 1982. Of these, 2,589 were
males and 246 were females. Main findings for this total sample are presented
below. For a more detajled discussion of findings on the total sample, see

Chapter 5.

TYPE OF PROGRAM COMPLETION

0f the total sample of males and females, 82.2% were released from camps
under satisfactory conditions. The remaining 17.8% were unsatisfactorily
removed, either because of an eécape or other program failure. Youths less
likely to complete their programs were younger, had more prior sustained peti-

tions, and had more prior institutional commitments.
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-Escageé. Escapes 1include failure to return from furlough, as well as
illegal departures from camp. Petitions for escape from camp were filed on
9.4% of the tofal sample. Escapes occurred more often in open than closed

camps and for females than males (Chapter 4).

RECIDIVISM

Recidivism was defined as a subsequent (post-camp) sustained petition for

juveniles orgé true court finding for adults. In Chapter 5, recidivism rates
were . determined separately for three categories of youth: all camp releases
(the total sample); all youths satisfactofi]y released from camp; all youths

classified as .unsatisfactory removals from camp. At 24-month follow-up these

rates were:
Group Total Males Females
A1l Releases 65.1%  67.0% 45.1%
Satisfactory Releases 60.2% 62.2% 38.6%
Unsatisfactory Removals -87.7% 88.4% 79.5%

Recidivism was genéra])y lower for females; moreover, females had more
positive outcomes than males on most measures. For example, fewer females had
violent recidivism offenses: 8.9% vs. 16.0% for males; also fewer had state
commitments: 9.8% vs. 30.2% for males. Satisfactory releases had lower recid-
ivism rates than Unsatisfactory removals and more posifive outcomes than unsat-

isfactory removals on all remaining measures as well.
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STATE COMMITMENTS

Within 24-month follow-up, the percentages of youths committed to state
institutions (Departments of the Youth Authority and Corrections) were as

follows:

Group : Total Males Females
A1l Releases 28.4% 30.2% 9.8%
Satisfactory Releases 24.1% 25.9% 6.8%

Unsatisfactory Removals 48,3% 50.3% 25.6%

The percentage of state commitments was higher for males than for females
and higher among unsatisfactory removals for both sexes. The commitment rate
was 50.3% among male unsatisfactory removals, while among males who

satisfactorily completed their programs the rate was 25.9%.

MAIN FINDINGS FOR MALE SATISFACTORY RELEASES

The analysis of camp effectiveness and the derivation of more successful
camp-types was based on outcomes for males whé had been satisfactorily released
from camps. Females were excluded because their number was too small to ana-
lyze by subgroups. The analysis focused on satisfactory releases in order to
better assess the impact of the probation camp system on the behavior of youths
following exposure to a comp]eted_camp program. Unsatisfactory removals were

often in camp only briefly before being removed or transferred. The following,
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then, summarizes main findings for 2,115 males satisfactorily released from
camps in 1982. 1/
Recidivism. For males satisfactorily released from camp, recidivism rates

at each of four follow-up periods were:

6 mos. - 32.6%
12 mos. - 49.2%
18 mos. - 57.7%
24 mos. - 62.2%

Youths classified at different levels of risk had widely divergent recidi-
vism rates. At 24-month follow-up, these rates were:
lower risks - 51.4%

medium risks - 63.6%
higher risks - 75.7%

State Commitments. During the 24-month follow-up, 25.94 of the

satisfactory male releases were committed to state institutions.

Violent Offenses. A separate analysis of violent offenses showed that

camp releases had fewer sustained \petitions for violent offenses during

24-month follow-up than they had during the 24-month period immediately

preceding admission to camp. Fo., male satisfactory releases, the number of
youths with violent offenses dropped from 743 prior to camp to 318 afterAcamp,,

a 57.2% decrease (Appendix K).

1/ Outcomes for females are shown in Chapter 5 and Appendix E. Those for
unsatisfactory male removals appear in Chapters 5, 8, and 9.
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COMPARISON OF STUDY GROUP OUTCOMES WITH THOSE OF OTHER GRQUPS

BCS Studies. The Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS) conducted studies of
camp recidivism in 1966 and 1973-74. The Youth Authority's study was not
designed to replicate those efforts. For one thing, important differences

between the BCS studies and the current one precluded meaningful comparisons

(see Chapter 5). For instance, while the BCS samples included W&I 601 status -

offenders (28.1% in 1966), the current sample contained only W&l 602s; thus,
the earlier studies had less serious delinquents. Outcome measures used in
the BCS studies generally differed from those used in the present study. How-
ever, one measure was similar in all three: youths committed to state institu-
tions. Specifically, at 18-month follow-up, the percentage of commitments was:
BCS (1966) - 27.8%; BCS (1973-74) - 11.9%, current study - 20.2%. Neverthe-
less, these differing percentages are difficult to interpret because of other

factors that varied through time. 2/

Youth Authority Wards. For purposes of comparison, 690 YA wards who were
juvenile court commitments, first admissions, and under 18 years old at admis-
sion were studied.” (See Chapter 6.) These individuals differed from camp
wards on several dimensions. For instance, the YA wards:
were more often minorities
were slightly older at admission
were more often committed for person offenses

had more prior institutional commitments -
had more prior sustained petitions.

0.0 000

2/ For example, the lower commitment rate in the 1973-74 sample occurred dur-
ing years in which the statewide Probation Subsidy program was operating.
Since this program provided counties with funding incentives for reducing
state commitments, it is difficult to compare the present state commitment
rates with those in 1973-74. (Probation Subsidy was terminated in 1977,
with respect to monetary incentives for reducing state commitments. From
the Tlate 1960s through the early 1970s, almost all California counties
participated in the program.)
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In addition, YA wards had a higher (worse) risk of recidivism score--5.4 vs.
4.2 for camp wards (maximum possible score = 8). When analyzing outcomes,
covariance techniques were used to compensate for difference in risk. Given
these overall differences in characteristics between the camp and Youth
Authority samples, the statistical adjustment technique may have been unable
to fully equate the‘samp]es. Nevertheless, after this statistical adjustment,
the following results were obtained:

Recidivism. At 6-month follow-up, camp wards had a higher recidivism rate
than YA wards--33.6% vs. 24.9%. However, no Significant differences were found

at 12, 18, and 24 months.

Negative Removals. After institutional release, YA wards had a higher rate

of negative removal than camp wards--57.8% vs. 27.0% at 24-month follow-up.
(Negative removal from probation or parocle was either for a jail sentence,

placement on adult probation, or state commitment.)

~ QOther Obtcomes. Camp youths had more sustained petitions during follow-up.
HoweVer, no significant difference was found in the average seriousness of
recidivism offenses.

Compared to camp recidivists, thoge from the YA remained in the community
for a longer time prior to their first sustained petition--9.1 vs. 7.5 months.
However, YA wards spent more time 1in an institutional program prior to
release--14.5 to 5.9 months for camp wards. 3/ For every 30 days spent by a
YA recidivist in an institution, 19.8 days were spent in the community before
recidivating; for camp youths, 30 days in camp was equated with 38.4 days in
the community. Thus, more offense-free time in the community for camp youths

was obtained with a considerably shorter length of stay in the program.

3/ In fact, 54.1% of the YA wards were in institutions for more than a year,
compared to 5.3% of the camp sample.
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Discussion. The prior records of YA wards showed them to have more seri-
ously delinquent histories than camp youths. After this fact was statistically
adjusted to the extent possible, few differences were found between outcomes
for these two groups: (1) YA wards had lower recidivism at 6-month follow-up
only and (2) they remained in the community longer before recidivating. One
hypothesis for explaining these differences is that YA wards may have received
closer pbst—re]ease supervision and/or more support shortly after release.
This might explain the lower 6-month recidivism rate and longer stay in the
community for YA wards, but does not logically coincide with the higher nega-
tive removal rate for YA wards. This differential rate may have reflected
differing state or local policies, plus the fac£ that YA wards had longer and

more serious offense histories.

OPEN VS. CLOSED CAMPS

0f the 46 camps included in the open vs. closed camp analysis, 37 were
classified as open (nonsecure) and nine were self-identified as closed
(secure). As seen in Chapter 8, youths placed in closed camps were generally
more serious delinquents than those in open camps (e.g., more person offenses,
more prior commitments, and a slightly higher average risk score). Compared

to closed camp releases, youths from open camps héd the following outcomes:

0 shorter length of stay
0 less serious recidivism offenses at 12- and 24-month follow-up
) fewer violent recidivism offenses at 24 mos.
0 fewer state commitments at 24 mos.
Compared to open camp releases, those from closed camps had the following
outcomes:

0 lower recidivism at 6-, 12-, and 18-month follow-up (but not at 24 months)

0 fewer (lower avg. no. of) sustained petitions at 12 and 24 months.
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.‘Discuésﬁon. Ciosed camps contained somewhat mores serious delinquents than
open cambs. 7quever each type of camp outperformed the other in some respects.
Youths in c1o;éd camps had longer 1length of stay, yet open and closed camp
releases spent equa]rtime in the community before recidivating. Closed camp
re]eases'rec%divated less often, yet they were more frequently committed to the
state within 24 months. The latter difference may partly reflect the fact . that

closed camp youths committed more serious and violent recidivism offenses. 4/°

LOS ANGELES COUNTY CAMPS VS. NON-LOS ANGELES COUNTY CAMPS

Chapter 9 compared the characteristics of youths in Los Angeles County (LA)
camps with those of youths in all remaining camps (ﬁbn—LA), and several differ-
ences were found. For instance, LA youths:

were older at camp admission
had fewer prior commitments
had fewer prior sustained petitions

LA youths. had a lower risk of recidivism score--3.8 vs. 4.6 for non-LA
youths.

000

After controlling for risk, no statistically significant differences were
found between recidivism rates for LA and non-LA youths at any follow-up

period. However, results were more positive for non-LA youths on the follow-

ing measures:

o less serious recidivism offenses (12 and 24 mos.)
o fewer violent recidivism offenses (12 and 24 mos.)
o fewer state commitments at 24-month follow-up.

4/ Though outcome analyses were adjusted for recidivism-risk, the risk scale
did not itself include offense severity. As seen in Appendix D, offense

severity was unrelated to subsequent recidivism; however, it did relate to
state commitment.
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Results were more positive for LA youths on the following:
0 fewer sustained-petitions (12 and 24 mos.).

In addition, non-LA youths had a shorter length of stay in camp: 5.0
months vs. 7.2 for LA youths. On the other hand, there was little difference
in length of time in the community before recidivating: LA - 7.9 months,
non-LA - 7.2. For every 30 days an LA recidivist spent in camp, he spent 33.3
crime-free days in the community prior to recidivating. For non-LA youths,
every 30 camp days were equated with 43.2 community days.

Discussion. Wards in LA camps and non-LA camps differed markedly on both
background characteristics and outcomes (excluding recidivism). Though co-
variance was used to statiética]]& equate these groups on preexisting differ-
ences in characteristics, their difference in average risk score may have
been misleading (see discussion in Chapter 9) and, in any event, covariance
may not have completely adjusted for it. Thus, comparisons between LA and
non-LA camps should be viewed with caution.

While no difference was found between recidivism rates for LA and non-LA
youths, LA youths committed more serious offenses and were more often sent to
the state. On the other hand, non-LA youths had more sustained petitions

during follow-up.
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QUTCOMES BY YOUTH CHARACTERISTIC

Chapter 10 presented outcomes for youths grouped by characteristic. Below
are the 24-month recidivism rates associated with each characteristic, ranked'

from highest (worst) to lowest:

75.7% - higher recidivism risk
72.8% - age 14 and under at admission
70.3% - 3 or more prior petitions
69.9% -~ 1 or more prior commitments
67.4% - Black

67.0% - 2 prior petitions

66.0% - property/drug offenders
66.0% - Hispanic

65.4% - age 15 or 16 at admission
63.6% - medium recidivism risk
63.5% - no violent history

63.4% - property offender

62.2% ~ other ethnicity

61.8% - other offender type

60.8% - 1 prior petition

59.9% - violent histaory

59.8% - person offender

59.8% - no prior commitments

55.1% - White

51.8% - no prior petitions

51.4% - lower recidivism risk

51.4% - age 17 or over at admission.

Significant differences between recidivism rates were found for (1) age at
admission (younger wards had higher rates), (2) prior commitment history (those
with prior commitments had higher rates), (3) prior sustained petitions (those
with more priors had higher rates), and (4) ethnicity (Blacks and Hispanics had
higher rates).

No significant differences were found between rates for types of offenders
(person vs. property vs. drugs vs. other). Also, prior history of violence was
unrelated to recidivism.

The following background characteristics were significantly related to

commission of a violent offense during 24-month follow-up. 5/

5/ Though actual rates are shown, the finding of significant differences is
based on scores adjusted for recidivism-risk.
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Background Characteristics and Pct. of Youths
With Violent Follow-up Offense

Higher Pct. of Violent Offenders Lower Pci. of Violent Offenders
Pct. Characteristic Pct. Characteristic
8.3 14 and under at admission Vs, 10.7 17 and over at admission
8.2 Prior violent offense Vs, 13.3 No prior viol. offense
5.9 Hispanic .
3.4 Black VS, 7.6 White

Number of violent offenders during follow-up was not associated with (1)
number of prior commitments, (2) number of prior sustaiﬁed.petitions, (3) re-
cidivism-risk Tevel, or (4) type of prior offender (including person).

The following background characteristics were significantly related to

state commitment. (See Footnote 5, prior page.)

Background Characieristics and Pct. of Youths
Committed to the State

Higher Pct. of State Commitments Lower Pct. of State Commitments
Pct. Characteristic Pct. Characteristic
29.0 14 and under at admission Vs, 18.6 17 and over at admission
30.5 1 or more prior comm. Vs, 24.4 No prior comm.
38.0 Higher recid. risk vs. 18.8 Lower recid. risk
28.8 Hispanic ' .

Percentage of youths with a state commitment during follow-up was not related
to (1) type of prior offender or (2) record of one or more prior violent

of fenses.
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) CAMP FEATURES AND QUTCOMES

Survey instruments provided descriptions c¢f camp and program features, and
each camp was scored on the presence or absence of each feature. Out- comes
were compared for youths released ffom camps that scored high on indivi- dual
features with those that scored low on those features. As usual, outcomes

were adjusted for risk of recidivism.

Chapter 11: General Camp Features. Positive probation outcomes were

statistically related to the following general camp features:

Lower Recidivism Rates:
Rural setting (all four follow-up periods);
Larger 1iving unit. capacity (six mos.);
Single rather than multiple living units (all four periods).

Fewer Violent Offenders During Follow-up:
Smaller living unit capacity;
Rooms more than dorms;
Shorter lendth of stay.

Lower State Commitment Rates:
Smaller living unit capacity;
Rooms more than dorms;
Shorter length of stay.

The data indicate that the same features were related to fewer violent
offenders as well as-a lower state commitment rate: a shorter length of stay
in a smaller living unit comprised primarily-if  not totally of individual

rooms.

Chapter 12: Program Features. A partial list of posftive outcomes asso-

ciated with specified program features is presented below.

Lower Recidivism Rates:

More hours of counseling (24-month follow-up);
More hours of recreation (all four follow-up periods).

Fewer Violent Offenders During Follow-up:
More hours of counseling (12-month follow-up).
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Lower-State Commitment Rates:’ .
More hours and higher frequency of counseling;
Higher frequency of vocational training;

Fewer fiours of academic training;
Lower frequency of off grounds activities.

"More" and "less" and "higher" and "lower" mean the camp scored in the highest
third or lowest third, respectively, of the range of scores for all camps in

the number of hours -of participation per ward per week and/or in the number of

times (frequency) each ward participated each week. See Chapter 12 for

further details.

- Chapter 13: Staff Variables., Staff variables included a ratio of youths

per staff member, A lower ratio meant fewer youths per staff (a richer
staffjng]paftern).

Lower staff ratios were associated with: (1) more satisfactory camp com-
pletions, (2) shortef LOS, and (3) more days to first sustained petition.

On the other hand, higher'ratios (more youths per staff) were related to:
(1) lower recidivism at 24 months, (2) more positive probation terminations,
(3) less serious récidivism of fenses, '(4) fewer violent offenders, and (5)
Tower state commitments. Another staff variable?—more volunteer hours per

ward per month--was related to less serious recidivism offenses.

Chapter 14: Case Protessing and Aftercare Variables. Positive outcomes
were significantly related to the following case processing and aftercare
variables:

Lower Recidivism Rates:

Lower emphasis on post-camp aftercare;
Use of a rankings system for youth's progress through program.

Fewer Violent Offenders During Follow-up:
Individualized rather than uniform program assignment.

Lower State Commitment Rates:
Higher percentage of camp releases on aftercare caseload;
Use of a system for youth's progress through program other than
rankings or stages.
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Discussion. Chapters 11 through 14 detailed the relationships between
camp features and prpbation outcomes. These analyses showed that various fea-
tures were significént]y related to probation outcomes. The direction of the
relationship often varied, however.’ In some instances, camps that scored high
on a given feature had a better outcome than those scoring low.

Throughout these chapters, variables were analyzed separately, that is, in
isolation from each other. Results of these analyses could not lead to the
conclusion that any given feature, by itself, "caused" any given outcome.

Instead, the better outcome may have resulted from that feature in combination

or in interaction with one or more others. For this and related reasons, the
next step in the study involved an analysis of finteractions between groupings

of camp features, on the one hand, and probation outcomes, on the other.

DEVELOPMENT OF CAMP-TYPES

A central aim of the study was to determine if recidivism and commitment
rates could be reduced--regardless of their current levels. 1In this regard
the basic research questions were: Did some types of camp programs have
better outcomes than others, at least with certain types of youths?v If so,
what.characterized these programs?

Two 1independent statistical procedures were used to identify types of
camps: stepwise regression and factor analysis. These methods are described

in Chapter 16. In brief, camp features were identified which, in certain com-

binations, were associated with 1lower recidivism or commitment rates for

either lower, medium, and/or higher risk youths, or for all youths (all three
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risk levels) combined. These combinations of features, which are called camp-
types, were derived separately for camps in Los Angeles County and for those

camps in all other counties as a group.

NON-LOS ANGELES (LA) CAMP-TYPES

Ten different camp-types were identified for the non-LA group. The number
of characteristics in these camp-types ranged from 5 to 13, and they combined
elements of up to four kinds of camp descriptors: general features, program
features, staff variables, and case processing and aftercare variables.

Camps were scored high or low on each camp-type, based on (1) the presence
or absence of specified characteristics or (é) the degree to which each char-
acteristic was present ih the camp (e.g., number of hours of counseling).
High-scoring camps had, to varyjng degrees, significantly lower recidivism
and/or commitment rates with one or more youth risk levels; that is, their
rates were lower than those of low-scoring camps.

Recidivism. On six of the ten non-LA camp-types, high-scoring camps hadﬁ
significantly lower recidivism for all risk levels combined. Six types had
lower rates for lower risk youths; three had lower rates for medium risks; and
five had Tlower rates for higher risks. When recidfvism rates for high-score
camps were compared 1o those for low-score camps, the largest differences, by

risk group, appeared for the following camp-types (see Chapter‘17 for specific

description of these types):
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24-Month Recidivism Rate
Camp-Type Score
Youth Risk Level Camp-Type High Low Difference
A1l risks combined 1 54 .3% 71.7% 17.4
Lower Risks 2 38.8% 66.8% 28.0
Medium Risks 3 53.3% 711.1% 17.8
Higher Risks 8 24.4

58.7% 83.1%

Thus, as seen in the top row (above), camps with high scores on Type 1 had a
recidivism rate of 54.3% for all risks combined. The rate for camps with ]ow
scores was 71.7%. The rate for high-score camps was therefore 17.4 perceniage
points lower than that for low-score camps. In row 2, results are shown for
Camp-Type 2, and apply to lower risk youths.

State Commitments. Four non-LA camp-types had significantly Tower commit-

ment rates for all risks combined. Five had lower rates for lower risks, one
had a tower rate for medium risks, and seven had a lower rate for higher risks.
For each risk level, the largest differences in commitment rates for high- and
low-score camps are listed below. The data can be interpreted in the same

manner as described for recidivism.

24-Month State Commitment Rate

Camp-Type Score

Youth Risk Level Camp-Type High Low Difference
A1 risks combined 6 8.8% 24.7% 15.9
Lower Risks 2 6.1% 271.1% 21.0
Medium Risks 6 9.2% 24.2% 15.0
Higher Risks 8 12.2% 36.7% 24.5
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Camp -Type Examples. Two of the 10 non-LA types are described below.

First, the features of the type are listed. The features are not of equg]
importance in describing the camp-type; that is, some are more highly associ-
ated with outcomes than others and therefore carry more weight in the calcula-
tion of the camp-type score. Weights for individual features are provided in
Chapter 17.

Secﬁnd, recidivismkand commitment rates are displayed for those cdﬁps that
scored high and low on the camp-type. The rates shown are those after
adjustment for risk of recidivism. An asterisk denotes a statistically

significant difference between rates for high- and Tow-score camps.

Camp-Type 1: Features.

longer length of stay

rural setting

single living unit

higher frequency of work activities

higher frequency of academic training

higher ratio of youths to total staff

uniform program assignment for youths

youth is present at case reviews

presence of a system other than "stages" for youths' progress through
the program.

WO o~ dwhny

Camp-Type 1: OQOutcomes.

Youth Score on 24—Monfh 24-Month
| Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
l A1l Risks High - 54,3 18.0 |

Low 71.7 22.4 .
| Lower High 33.0% 1.7%
Low 58.3 20.9
Medium High 58.5% 22.6
Low 72.1 - 18.7
Higher High 61.5% 19.1
Low 83.2 34.0
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Camp-Type 5: Features.

fewer hours of vocational training

more hours of recreation

higher frequency of outside contacts
fewer hours of academic training

lower ratio of youths to treatment staff
Tower rate of post-camp services. ’

OV WA~

Camp-Type 5: Outcomes.

Youth Score on " 24-Month 24-Month
Risk Level Camp-Type Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
A1l Risks High 56.9* 14.6%

Low 67.8 23.5
Lower High 47 .2% 3.2%
Low 60.1 22.3

Medium High 58.1 16.2
. Low 65.0 19.0
Higher High 64 .4% T9.,4%
Low 81.1 35.1

LA CAMP-TYPES

Seven camp-types were identified améng LA camps. Camps that scored high
on any given type had a significant]y lower recidivism énd/or commitment rate
with one or more youth risk groups--or with all levels combined -than camps
that scored low on that type.

Recidivism. Of the seven LA camp-types, three had lower recidivism rates

for all risk levels combined. For youths of specified risk levels (lower,

medium, or higher), two camp-types had lower rates. When rates for high-score -

camps were compared to those for low-score camps, the largest differences, by

risk group, were found for the following types:
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24-Month Recidivism Rate

Camp-Type Score

Youth Risk Level Camp-Type High Low Difference
A1l risks combined 1 46.3% 65.1% 18.8
A1l risks combined 7 50.2% 69.0% . 18.8
Lower 1 35.7% 56.9% . 21.2
Medium 1 51.7% 66.9% 15.8
Higher 7 50.3% 84.9% 34.6

Commitments. Five LA camp-types had lower commitment rates for a]l‘risks
combined. One had lower rates for lower risks, three for medium risks, and
two‘for higher risks. The largest differences in rates between high- and Tow-

score camps are shown below.

24-Month Commitment Rate

- Camp-Type Score
Youth Risk Group Camp-Type High Low Difference

A1l risks combined 1 25.7% 44.3% 18.6
Lower 4 13.4% 32.0% 18.6
Medium 7 - 25.6% 46.1% 20.5
Higher 7 © 32.3% 64.4% 32.1

These findings indicate that LA Camp-Types 1 and 7 had consistently
Jower recidivism and éommitment rates, and that some differences were quite
large. For 1nstanfe, among higher risk youths, Type 7 camps had recidivism
rates that were 34.6 percentage points lower than camps that scored low on
this type. Type 7 camps also had a commitment rate for higher risk youths

that was 32.1 points lower than for low-score camps.
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LA Camp-Type Example. One of the seven LA camp-types is described below,

along with recidivism and commitment rates obtained by high- and low-score

camps for each risk ﬁeve] (see Chapter 18 for more details).

Camp-Type 7: Features

1. smaller living unit capacity

2. use of rooms more than dorms

3. Jower percentage of capacity used

4. more hours and higher frequency of counseling services
5. more hours of offgrounds activities

6. higher frequency of outside contacts

7. more hours of academic training

8. more hours and higher frequency of recreation

9. higher ratio of youths to total staff
10. higher ratio of youths to treatment staff
11. more hours of volunteer services per youth per month

12. youth present at case reviews
13. individual program assignment for youths.

Camp-Type 7: Qutcomes.

Youth Score on 24-Month ‘ 24-Month
Risk Level Camp-Type - Recidivism Rate Commitment Rate
A11 Risks High 50.2* 25.7%*

Low 69.0 44.3

Lower High ; 42.8 22.7
Low 64.0 31.1
Medium " High : 54.4 25.6%
: Low 67.0 46.1
Higher High 50.3% 32.3%

Low 84.9 ' 64.4

Discussion. The study identified 10 non-LA and seven LA camp-types that
were associated with lower recidivism and/or commitment rates for youths of
one or more risk levels. In other words, camps that scored high on any of

these types had better outcomes than those camps that scored low (again, with
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one or more risk levels). Statistical tests indicated that ihe differences in
outcomes between high- and low-score camps were significant al the .05 prob-
ability level, and in some cases the .01 level. However, a validation study
will be conducted on these camp-types, for it is possible that in a replication
study some of the types would not be féund or, if found, would not prove sig-
nificant. If such a replication validated the current findings for any of the
camp-types, it could be concluded with considerable confidence that utilization
of the information on these specific camp-types could lead to an improvement

in probation outcomes for camp releases.

CONCI.USTIONS

The Probation Camps Study is perhaps the most comprehensive examination yet
made of a statewide probation camp system. Though this report has presented
voluminous evaluative data, it has only scratched the surface of the available
information.  Nevertheless, much has been learned in this assessment of
California's juvenile Eamp system. Due to space limitations, this summary can:
touch on only the most salient findings. It begins by answering major ques-
tions that gave rise to this study, such as: Do probation camps system.serve
an important function? How well do the camps fulfill this function?

One interpretation of the function or purpose of probation‘camps is that
they allow youthful offenders to be confined and worked with Fe]ative]y close
to home. Without the camps, many such youths would probably be committed to
state institutions, usually at some distance from their home communities.

One sign of the utility of local camps is that they receive about 10,000
admissions each year--many more than the 3,000 annual admissions to the Youth

Authority. The present data indicate that many of these youths are serious
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delinquents--that is, in terms of offense histories and other béckground char-
acteristics. Though the avefage camp youth is not as seriously delinquent as
the typical Youth Authorily ward, many camp youths are as seridus]y involved.
Even if a camp is available, juvenile court judges have the option of commiting
these more serious cases to a state institution. The Youth Authority is cur-
rently experiencing serious population pressures and woﬁ]d probably find it
impossible to accommodate the influx of commitments that would occur if local
probation camps were phased out. It is therefore clear that the probation camp
system serves an important function within the overall justice system.

Given the importance of camps, how well does the camp system fulfill its
function? To address this question, the study examined several general mea-

sures of camp performance. Among the findings, it was found that, of all

youths committed to camps:

0 4 of every § satisfactorily completed their program. (Avg. length of
stay was 180 days for males.) )

0 1 of every 10 escaped during their stay in camp.
Of all males satisfactorily ré]eased from camps:

0 12 months after release, 49% had recidivated and 51% had not; after
24 months, 62% had recidivated and 38% had not.

0 Within 24-month follow-up, 20% had committed a serious offense and 80%
had not; similarly, 15% had committed a violent offense and 85% had not.
o} Prior to their first sustained petition, recidivists spent an average of

7.5 months in the community, during 24-month follow-up, the typical
recidivist had 1.8 sustained petitions. ’

) Within 24-month follow-up, about 25% of the camp youths were committed to
a state institution and 75% were not.
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This suggests that processing youths through the local camp system, while min-
imizing the youths' penetration into the justice system, also provided sub-
stantial, though far from complete, community protection during the 24 months
following release.

Another way of evaluating camp effectivenes: was to compare outcomes for
camp youths with those of comparable Youth Authority wards. The findings in-
dicated 1ittle difference in recidivism between these groups. Howevef, when
recidivism was compared for camp and YA youths of particular risk levels,
lower and higher risk YA wards had lower rates at 6—mopth:fo1low—up, while
among medium risks, camp youths had lower rates. At figst glance, this might
suggést that higher risk youths perform better in YA programs than on proba-
tion, whereas medidm risks do better in local than in state programs. How-
ever, these findings held up on1y.at 6-month follow-up, and the differences
may therefore be short-term only.

In a comparison of the number of youths who had negative removals from
parole or probation (e.g., state commitment), the rate for camp youths was
27.0% at 24-month follow-up while for YA wards it was 57.8%.

The above outcomes were obtained with markedly different lengths of stay
in the program: 180 days for éémp youths vs. 442 days for YA wards. 6/ Thus,
compared to the Youth Authority program, camps have similar recidivism rates
and much lower reincarceration rates. These findings~—short—term and other-

wise--suggest that camps often provide substantial community protection and--

6/ Since the length of post-release supervision is also longer for YA wards,
the total cost of institutional plus post-institutional care is higher for
YA than camps.
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again with respect to post-release protection--may be a; appropriate a setting
as the Youth Authority for many youths, at less cost.

It should, however, be noted that Youth Authority wards génera11y have
longer prior records and more violent offenses than camp youths and that the
community receives protection during--not just after --the youths' incarceration
(442 days for YA, 180 for camps). In short, the situation is quite complex.

The study had the additional goal of determining if camp programs could be
improved in terms of lower recidivism and commitment rates. In tﬁis connection
it examined numerous camp characteristics to see if there was a relationship
between type of camp and type of outcome. The analysis successfully identified
types of camps that had significantly lower recidivism and/or commitment rates
for youths of different risk levels. These camps-types, aescribed in Chapters

17 and 18, were derived from findings on a.population of releases from camps

in 1982. The Youth Authority will attempt to replicate the derivation of camp-

types using a population'of youths released from camps during 1984.

If findings on more successful camp-types are validated, there are a number
of options that probation might follow in an effort to increase its effective-
ness within the justice systém. These might involve few, if any, resources.

1. Where feasible (perhaps in counties with more than one camp),
probation could more often assign types of youths to types of
camps that were found to be more effective with those youths (for
example, assign lower risk youths to camps that had shown more
positive results with such youths). Here, camp programs would
not necessarily change; instead, the camps would receive a some-
what different mixture of youths.

2. Individual camp programs might be modified along lines suggested
by the camp-type findings in order to be more effective with the
types of youths presently received. Here, no change would occur
in the assignment of youths to given camps; only the camp programs
would change.

3. A combination of changes both in program assignment and in camp
programs might be appropriate.
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-1t ﬁs.fhe'genera1 conclusion Bf this study that the probation camps system
serves an‘important function within the state's jus%ice system. Support for
this statement[%s based ﬁart]y on thg‘findings that one of every three camp
releases do not recidivafe within 24 months and three of every foqr releases
are not committed to state institutions.

On the other hand, two-thirds of the camp releases do recidivate within 24
months and one—foﬁrth are committed to the state. In 1ighi of camp youths'
often.geriou§'or lengthy delinquent histories, these rates should perhaps be
neither unexbectedvnor considered unduly high.

Policy makers.might lower these recidiQism and commitment rates by utiliz-
ing‘infqrmafion on successful camp-types deve]opeq in this study. However,
beforé considéfab]e confidence can be placed in this approach, it would be

prudent to test its reljability on a second sample of camp youths.
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A.2 CAMPS, RANCHES, AND SCHOOLS STUDY--FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE
PHASE 2 - 1982 FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE:‘
1. | L 11 | County/Facility 2. | I 1] | | YA Use Only
(Cols. 1-5) (Cols. 6-10)
3. | |  Ward's name (last, first)
(13-32)
a. L 11 1 | 1 ] sirthdate
Mo. Day Year
(33-38)
5.

10.

11.

12

}__% Sex: 1-Male 2-Female
%)

l__{ Ethnicity: 1-White 2-Hispanic  3-Black 4-Other
70

(41-46

I l | l Date of First Wardship
Number of prior county camp and juvenile hall commitments of 30 days or more

| | | I Date Admitted to Camp (on commitment that led to 1982 release)

|
(55-56)

Camp Commitment Offense (see YA List of 0f fense Codes)

| l | l Date of Final Camp R:lease or Removal

(57-62)

. }__; 1-Yes 2-No Did ward complete camp program? (Program was not completed if
63

ward was removed as a program failure or escaped and was not
returned to your facility.)

13. }__; Type of Final Camp Release or Removal:
&4

1-To Probation Supervision/Foster Care

2-Termination of Wardship

3-Removal While on Escape Status

4-Transfer to Other Custody (juv. hall commitment, jail, CYA, etc.)
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14, }_% Reason for Probation Termination or Removal:
65 ' :

1-Wardship termination

2-Adult prob./court

3-Jail sentence

4-CYA/CDC

5-Whereabouts unknown

6-5ti11 on wardship (neither terminated nor removed)

15. ! | ! | I | | Date of Termination of Wardship or Removal From Prob. Jurisdiction
66-71 - ‘

16. Following the termination or removal listed in item 14 (if any), did ward incur
~any of-the following (check all that apply):

%__; -1 Recommitment to probation Date | | | | ' | '
72 ‘ 73-78) (79-80 blank)

}__% - 2 Jail sentence 30 days or more Date | | | ]

81 - 82-87)
k_% - 3 Commitment to CYA/CDC Date| | | | | |

88 o 89-94

WARD'S ENTIRE CASE HISTORY

17. On the next page, list all W&I 602 referrals prior to as well as subsequent to 1982
camp stay. Do not include arrests that did not result in a referral to probation.
Begin with ward's first referral and proceed chronologically, earliest date to
latest date. Code dates in 6 digits: the first 2 for month, second 2 for day,
third 2 for year.

Please enter 1) the date of referral; 2) code for most serious referral offense;
3) whether a petition was requested; and 4) if so, whether the petition was
sustained. Lastly, enter the code for the most serious sustained offense, if
any. If sustained offense is unknown, use code 99.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

A.4
- Referral
Referral Date Offense
Mo. Day Year Code
I .
(95-100) 101-102)
O L1 1
(107-112) 113-114)
| (I
(rﬂQ-IZZf | 125-126)
ot ety g
(131-136) (137-138)
I I L1 1
(143-148) (149-150)
| I I |
(155-160) (161-162)
I L1 |
(167-172) (173-174)
[ 11 1 L1 ]
179-184) (185-186)
| I T I
191-196) (197-198)
| L1 1
203-208) L 209-210)
I S S Y O A R
215-220) 221-222)
[ L1 1
227-232) (233-234)
I L1 ]
239-244) (245-246)
NN L 11
251-256) (257-258) .

Petition
Filed?
(Circle One)
Yes No  Unk.
YN U
(103)

Y N U
(115)

Y N U
(127)

Y N i
(139)

Y N U
: (151) '
Y N U
(163)

Y N U
(175)

Y N U
(187)

Y N U
(199)

Y N U
(211)

Y N U
(223)

Y N U
(235)

Y N U
(247)

Y N U
(259)
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Petition
Sustained?
{(Circle One)

Yes No  Unk.
Y N U
(104)

Y N U
(116)

Y N U
(128)

Y N U
(140)

Y N U
(152)

Y N U
(164)

Y N U
(176)

Y N U
(188)

Y N U
(200)

Y N U

(212)

Y N U
(224)

Y N U
(236)

Y N U
(248)

Y N U
(260)

Sustained
Offense
Code I

105-106) l

ot !
lHs‘sj-l_e'fs') |

(261-262)
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"STATE OF CALIFORNIA—YOUTH AND ADULT CORRECTIONAL AGENCY George Deukmejian, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH AUTHORITY
4241 Witliamsbourgn Drive
Sacramento, CA 95823
(916) 427-4832

February 4, 1985

This letter introduces Phase 2 of the Camps, Ranches, and Schools Study.
Phase 2 involves data collection on a sample of wards released from juvenile
probation camps in 1982. This data collection will be the basis of a subse-
quent evaluation report. We are again asking for your cooperation in
collecting the necessary data.

The method for collecting these data was discussed at a recent Probation
Research Advisory Committee meeting. It was then recognized that some of the l
necessary data would not be available on 5x8 cards, face sheets, or computer
printouts--in contrast to previous belief. As an alterhative to the use of
these data sources, the Committee suggested that YA research staff design a
data collection form that could be used by each probation department to record 'll
the information needed for Phase 2. This approach--use of a YA data collection '
form--had been successful during Phase 1, when descriptive information had been
collected on wards who were in camps on July 20, 1984. The Committee also l'
requested that data again be collected using the Supplementary Data Form.

The latter information is available only in case files, thereby necessitating
data collection by probation staff. (Completion of the Supplementary Data
Form is again optional--but strongly urged.)_ '

Last December, we requested that you submit a list of wards released
during random periods in 1982. These 1ists have been received. The wards
whom you listed will comprise your follow-up sample; that is, they will be

the individuals on whom the data collection forms should be completed.

Enclosed are all the materials .needed to carry out this data collection.
Included are:

(1) A copy of’your Tist of wards (the follow-up sample);
(2) the ProbationiFollow;up Questionnaires;

(3) sets of offense codes;
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(4) instructions for use of the follow-up questionnaire;
(5) Supplementary Data Forms; and
(6) a County Camp Fact Sheet for 1982.

Although some of the needed information is probably located in your
central office, other information might best be provided by your camp
personnel. You are the best judge of where the forms would best be completed.
However, youi camp director would probably be the most appropriate person to
complete page 2 of the County Camp Fact Sheet. This page asks for descrip-
tions of any major changes in camp program features that- occurred between
1982 and 1984. .

To maintain an agreed-upon, necessarily tight time schedule, we ask that
all forms be returned no later than April 1, 1985 to: Dr. Ted Palmer, Program
Research and Review Division, 4241 Williamsbourgh Drive, Sacramento, CA 95823.
If you have any questions about this data collection effort, feel free to phone
Evelyn Domingo-Llacuna, Doug Knight, Bob Wedge, or Ted Palmer at (916) 427-4832.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

/ ‘-G\J( /Km%—
Ted Palmer, Ph.D.
Research Manager
Program Research and Review Division

Enclosures
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CAMPS, RANCHES, AND SCHOOLS STUDY .°
PHASE 2 - 1982 FOLLOW-UP

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PROBATION FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE
AND THE SUPPLEMENTAL DATA FORM

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE

Item 1. County/Facility: Enter your assigned code number on each form.

How to Code Dates: It is important that dates are correctly
coded using 6 digits (for computer interpretation). The first
2 digits are the month, the second 2 are the day, and the last
2 digits are the year.

Examples:  {0,312,3]16,9} is March 23, 1969

11, 210,518,1 is December 5, 1981

Item 7. Date of First Wardship: -Enter the date of the first time the
youth was ever placed on formal probation.

Item 8. ~ Number of Prior Commitments: Enter the number of commitments
of 30 days or more that occurred prior to the commitment to-
camp (listed in Item 9) that resulted in the ward's release
in the 1982 cohort.

Item 10. Camp Commitment Offense: Use the YA List of Offense Codes to
select the code for the offense that led to the camp commitment
(1isted in Item 9). For multiple charges, select the most
serious offense.

Item 11. Date of Final Camp Release: Enter the date on which ward was
‘ permanently released or removed from camp, either by successful
graduation, camp failure, or when a petition was filed on an
escapee not returned to your camp. .’

Item 14, Reason for Termination or Removal: This refers to the probation
termination or removal following ward's removal from camp in
1982,

Item 16. The purpose of this item is to determine if wards were (1) again
placed on probation, (2) incarcerated, or (3) both (1) and (2)
after the termination or removal from probation coded in Items
14 and 15. If the date of sentencing or commitment is unavailable,
use the arrest date. If ward was neither returned to probation
nor incarcerated, leave this item blank. If unknown, also leave -
the item blank.

Item 17. Wards Entire Case History: This section is to be used for
recording the ward's entire case history, from the very first
referral to probation, through commitment (or commitments) to
camp, to termination of probation. Returns or recommitments
to probation, or institutionalization listed in Item 16 should
also be recorded.

-442-




?
U

® Record all w&i 602 referrals to probation.

o -Referrals should be listed even if no action was taken by
Probation. :

e When listing referrals, begin with the earliest date and proceed
- chronologically.

e Do not Tist court appearances for reasons other than a law
offense (e.g., do not 1ist changes of placement, etc.).

® Be sure to correctly code 6-digit dates as described above
- (month, day, year--in that order).

~ Referral Date: Record the date of the referral or the date of
the arrest leading to referral.

Referral Offense Code: Record the code of the most serious
referral offense. Use the YA List of Offense Codes.

Petition Filed: If a petition was filed or requested, circle
the Y- for Yes, If the probation disposition was other than a
‘petition (e.g., closed at intake), circle N for No. If it is
not known whether a petition was filed, circle U for Unknown.

Petition Sustained: If the petition was sustained (i.e., if
there was a true finding by the court), circle Y. Circle N

if the petition request was denied or if the petition was dis-
missed. If unknown whether the petition was sustained,

circle U.

Sustained Offense Code: In the case of a sustained petition,
1ist the most serious sustained offense. If sustained offense
is_unknown, use Code 99, If there was no sustained petition,
Teave tne item blank,

IT.  SUPPLEMENTARY DATA FORM

While completion of this form is optional, counties are urged
to provide the information. (Supplementary Data Forms were
comp1eted on 82% of the 1984 camp ward sample).

Please return all Follow-up Questionnaires and Supplemental Data Forms no
Tater than April 1, 1985 to:

Dr. Ted Palmer

Program Research and Review Division
4241 Williamsbourgh Drive, Suite 216
Sacramento, CA 95823

If you have any questions about the forms, please call Evelyn Domingo Llacuna,
Doug Knlght Bob Wedge, or Ted Palmer at the following number: (916) 427-4832.

Thank you for your assistance. ~-443-




APPENDIX C

Seriousness of Offense Scale

Each referral offense was assigned a serjousness rating using the scale

that follows. The seriousness scale ic based on several existing scales that
reflect society's feelings about and reactions to various typeggof crimes. In
the final assignment of ratings, heavy relijance was placed on the minimum
prison or jail sentence associated with the offense. The seriousness rating

is not equivalent to a risk of recidivism or reoffending.

As used in this report, the offenses and seriousness ratings have been

grouped into Jlow seriousness (ratings 1 to 3), medium_seriousness (4 to 7),

and high seriousness (8 to 10). The current scale is a slightly modified

version of the seriousness scale ‘used in Camp Report Number 1. A problem
developed in that burglary--a high frequency offense--was rated 8 on the

original scale. This caused a high“bercentage of offenses to appear in the

high seriousness group and equated burglary with more serious or violent

offenses such as rape, robbery, and homicide. Presently, first degree
burglary receives a 7_ rating, and thus appears in the medium seriousness

category.
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Rating

YA LIST

Code No.

W W W WwWwWwww

d wd ] wmd = O Ooom @

~d

(5, 8 WE, ] o on [- o -0 - A0 - A )

21

13
12
10
.13

3]
30
63
60
64
29

24

32
a4
42
19
04
56
76
22

33

APPENDIX C (Continued)

Seriousness of Offense Scale

Of fense-Title

Murder, Unspecified
‘Murder, First
Murder, Second
Manslaughter

Rape, Unspecified

Rape, Violent (incl. attempted rape)
Kidnapping

Assault/Attempt to Murder

Robbery, Public Conveyance

Robbery, Armed

Sale of Narcotics

Sale of Dangerous Drugs

Assault with Deadly Weapon /incl. asslt. or
battery on peace officer)

Assault/Attempt to Rob

Robbery, 2nd

Robbery, Unspecified

Arson

Lewd & Lascivious (molesting children)

Burglary, 1Ist
Robbery, Unspecified
Sale of Marijuana
Possession of Narcotics
Possession of Dangerous Drugs
Misc. Assault (mayhem; assit. to commit fe]ony.
throwing injurious matter oz highway)
Destructive Devices (explosives; fire bombs;
throwing missiles at vehicles)
- Burglary, 2nd
Grand Theft/Fraud
Forgery/Checks
Receiving Stolen Property
Misc. Felony (abortion; conspiracy; 1nJury to
Jail; others)
Vehicular Manslaughter
Sodomy/Sex Perversion
Accessory (to a felony)

Discharge/Display of Firearms

Weapons (carrying concealed weapon)
Attempted Burglary
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~ Rating

YA LIST

Code No.

Do ) - - [S S S ]

&b

N~ NN ~n w w W
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43
12
n
53

41
23

62
69

52
57
. 54
59

14
92
66

84
89

80
83

82
86

81
85

91
94
93

APPENDIX C (Continued)

Seriousness of Offense Scale

Offense-Title

Auto Theft (incl. joyriding)
Hit-and-Run, with Injury

Drunk Driving, with Injury

Sex Delinquency (pimping; prostitution)

Petty Theft (incl. PT with prior)

Assault/Battery/Resisting Arrest (may include
misdemeanors)

Possession of Marijuana

Misc. Narcotics/Drugs (paraphernalia; visiting
place where narcotics are used)

Statutory Rape

Contributing to Delinquency of Minor

Lewd/Indecent Exposure

Other Sex Offenses (annoying children; failure
to register)

Escape from Jail

Escape from Juvenile Facility

Use/Driving Under Influence of Drugs

Auto Tampering

Misc. Misdemeanors (city ordinances; false
fire alarm)

Sniffing (glue; paint)

Malicious Mischief (defacing prop.; vandalism;
throwing at cars)

Disturbing the Peace

Traffic/Drunk Driving (incl. reckless driving,
open container)

Loitering; Trespassing

Drunk/Disorderly (incl. possess. of alcohol by
minor)

Placement Failure (W&I 777)

Probation Violation
Fajlure/Runaway from Home Placement
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APPENDIX D

Development of a Recidivism Risk Scale

Recidivism;‘as used in this study, is defined by the occurrence of one
or more sustained petitions during the follow-up period. Recidivism rates
are greatly affected by the characteristics ot the wards being measured. In
other words, for some wards there is a greater risk of recidivism due to the
presenée of certain characteristics. This study involves the comparison of
recidivism rates and other outcomes for various groups of wards. To take
risk of recidivism into account--that is, to statistically control for risk--
it was necessary to develop a measurement scale which could be used to
determine each ward's individuai degree of risk.

Previous research has identified.a number of characteristics and back-
ground variables that have been used to predict recidivism, but only some have
proven to be reliable and of satisfactory predictive power. Pritchard (1979)
analyzed the results of 71 studies that dealt with risk factors. He pre-
sented a list of factors associated with recidivism. Among the more reliable
predictors were (l)ytype of instant offense, (2)4number of prior convictions,
(3) stability of employment, (4) age at first arrest, (5) number of prior
incarcerations, (6) number of prior arrests, and (7) history of opiate use.
Other factors were relatively unreliable, including (1) marital status, (2)
race, (3) number of co-offenders, (4) educational achievement, (5) intelli-

gence; and (6) alcohol use.

Pritchard, D. A. Stable predictors of recidivism. Criminology, Vol. 17,
No. 1, May 1979.
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Ward characteristics (prediéior variables) available for use in this
study aré 1isted below: -
1. Racefi
2. Age at first sustained petition
.- Number of prior sustained petitions
Presence of prior institutional commitments
Age at aﬂmission to camp

Type of commitment offense-

< o s w

Prior hjstory df violence

As a first step in developing a risk'gca1e, correlations were obtained
among-the»ébgve variables. The results are shown in Table D.1. While some
pairs of variables appeared to be independent (that is, were uncorrelated with
each other), fhere‘we?e some significant intercorrelations. Number of prior
petitions was correlated with'é]] other variables. Not surprisingly, the
highest correlation (.61) was between age at first petition and age at
admission (thérefofe, only one of theseftwo variables had to be retained).
Type of commitment offense was not included because it is a categorical rather
than cbntinuous variable and is therefore less suited to the present correla-
tion approach. vA.separate analysis of types of offenders showed no significant
ré1ationship to recidivism.

The second step was to correlate each of the above predictor variables
with outcome variables. This correlation matrix is shown in Table D;2. While

several outcome variables were used in the correlation study, only three are

~shown in the table: (1) recidivism at 6 months, (2) recidivism at 24 months,

and (3) commitment to a state institution.

Five of the predictor variables were significantly correlated with all

three outcome variables. However, race was not correlated with recidivism
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at 6 months, and history of violence was not correlated with recidivism at

24 months and was negatively correlated with state commitment.

TABLE D.1

Intercorrelation Matrix of Background
and Characteristics Variables

Variable Number (as shown at left)
and Correlation

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Sex (female) -.10 -.04 .00 -.11 .00 -.09
2. Minority Race -.03 -.02 .00 .21 -.05
3. 1 or More Prior ,
Commitments -.21 .03 .00 .38
4. Age at 1st Petition | .61 .00 -.42
| 5. Age at Admission ' .06 .06
| 6. History of Violence - .06
7. No. of Prior Petitions

\ Note. Significant correlations are underlined.

Table D.3 shows the results of step three, in which the predictor variables
were entered in a stepwise multiple regression problem to predict outcome. At
this point, sex was dropped from the list of variables because the anaiyses
in the report deal primarily with males. |

The six remaining predictor variables worked about as well (or as poorly,
depending on one's point of view) in predicting each of the three outcome
variables. However, the order in which the variables were selected for entry
in the solution, and their re]ative_contribution to the prediction formulas,

varied somewhat in the different solutions.
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TABLE D.2

Correlation of Predictor Variables
With Selected Qutcome Variables

OQutcome Variabie

Predictor 6 Mos. 24 Mos. State
Variables Recidivism Recidivism Commitment
Sex (female) -.05 -.12 -.13
Minority .04 210 -15
1 or. More Prior
Commitments .16 .11 .08
Age at 1st Petition ‘-;;i -.19 -.14
Age at Admission -.11 -.17 -.09
History of Violence .04 .03 -.04
No. of Prior Petitions .18 .16 .13

Note. Significant correlations are underlined.

At this point, race was dropped as a predictor.

unreliable predictor of recidivism.

o

For one thing, race was

not significantly correlated with recidivism at 6 months. Secondly, its
relationship to recidivism might vary from group to group. In addition,

in Pritchard's analysis (mentioned above), race was found to be a somewhat

As mentioned earlier, age at admission and age at first petition were

in prediction formulas.

-457-

highly correlated. Age at first petition was retained (and age at admission
dropped) because it: (1) had higher bivariate correlations with outcome

variables (see Table D.2) and (2) has historically been a reliable variable



D.5
TABLE D.3
Prediction of Recidivism: Stepwise Regression Results
» » Outcome Variable
6 Mos. 24 Mos. State
Recidivism Recidivism Commitment

Predictor

Variables Rank a/ R-Square b/ Rank R-Square Rank R-Square
No. of Prior Petitions 1 .032 3 .008 2 .020
Age at Admission : 2 .014 4 .015 3 .009
1 or More Prior ‘

Commitments 3 .008 5 .003 4 .001
Minority 4 .003 2 .010 1 022
History of Violence 5 .003 ) .003 - -
Age at 1st Petition 6 .001 1 .034 6 .001

TOTAL REGRESSION ' .061 .074 .052

a/ Order of selection by mu]tip]e regression equation.

b/ R-Square is the amount of the variance accounted for by the variables alone or in
combination. .

History of violence was also dropped. In the muitiple regression, it

“was a poof prediéggr.dn fwo.outcome variéb1és and was‘not selected as a 4

significant contributor at all on the third. _ In addition, it had very Tow
‘bivariate correlations with the outcome varﬁ;b1és.

Thus, the final risk scale consisted of three variables: (1) age at
first petition, (2) prior commitment, and (3) number of prior petitions.
When these three variables were entered in a regression equation, they
produced an R-square of .044.

The variables were divided into categories: age at first petition was

divided into 13 yeérs and under, 14 and 15, and 16 and over; prior commitments

-452-




o
o

into 1 or more vs. none; and number of prior petitions into 2 or more, 1, or
none. Recidivism rates were calculated for wards in each category. These
are shown in Table D.4.

Weights were then assigned to each category, based on the relative
récidivism rate for each category. For instance, within age at first peti-
tion, wards 13 or under had a recidivism rate of 77.3%. This group was
aSsigned a higher weight than wards 14 and 15 years old, whose recidivism
rate was 68.1%. A lower weight was assigned‘to wards 16 or over, whose
recidivism rate was 52.4%. Initially, three versions of ass%gning weights
were explored, consisting of maximum weights of 6, 8, and 12 (total scores).

Visual inspection of the results for each version of a weighted risk
scale indicated that the 8-point scale discriminated best among higher,
medium, and lTower risks. The risk scale factors and the final weight for

each category are shown below:

Varijable Categories Weight
Age at 1lst Petition 13 or under 3
14 and 15 1
16 or over 0
Prior Commitment 1 or more 2
None 1
No. of Prior Petitions 2 or more 3
1 1
None 0

The fisk scale was divided into three levels or groups: tqta] scores
of 1 and 2 were classified as lower risk; scores 3 to 6 were medium risk; and
scores 7 and 8 were identified as higher risk. These group cutting pdints were
chosen after inspecting the recidivism rates for wards at each individual risk

score, and ‘in an attempt to divide the sample of wards into groups large enough
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at the higher and Tower ends to allow for statistical 5na1yses. Table D.5
shows the final risk scale, including the number of wards and their recidivism

rates at each level of risk.

TABLE D.4

Recidivism Rates at 24-Months Follow-up
by Risk Variable and Category

Variable Category Recidivism at 24 Months (%)

Age at 1st Petition 13 or under , 77.3
: 14 and 15 68.1

16 or over 52.4

Prior Commitment 1 or more 75.6
None 63.6

No. of Prior Petitions 2 or more 73.9
1 64.7

None 54.3

TOTAL WARDS _ 66.9

TABLE D.5

Recidivism Rates for Male Wards,
Grouped by Recidivism Risk Level

Percentage of Recidivists

Risk Level N 6 Months 24 Months
Lower Risk 679 29.8 54.3
(Scores 1-2)
Medium Risk 1,397 40.1 68.3
(Scores 3-6)
Higher Risk 502 52.4 80.1
(Scores 7-8)
TOTAL WARDS 2,578 39.8 66.9
-454- -




APPENDIX E
Characteristics of Youth Authority

and Camp Releéase Females

Youth Authority

Camp Releases

Characteristic N % N %
Total Sample 36  100.0 246  100.0
Ethnic Grouﬁ

White 11 30.6 136 55.3
Hispanic 13 36.1 50 20.3
Black 12 33.3 51 20.7
Other 0 0.0 9 3.7
Age at 1st Sust. Petition
" 13 and under 11 28.2 67  27.3
14-15 17 43.6 128 52.0
16-17 8 20.5 51 20.7
Avg. Age 14.6 . 14.3
Age at Admission
13 and under 1 2.8 23 9.4
14-15 10 28.9 122 49.6
16=17 25 69.5 101 41.1
Avg. Age 15.9 16.1
Type of Commitment Offense
Person | 22 61.1 62 25.4
Property 10 27.8 105 43.0
Drugs/Narcotics 1 2.8 9 3.7
_Other ' 3 8.3 68 27.9
Prior Institutional Comm's.
None 25 69.4 200 81.3
‘1 or more 11 30.6 46 18.7
Prior Sustained Petitions
None 6 16.7 99 -40.2
1 6 16.7 66 +26.8
2 9 25.0 40 16.3
3 2 5.6 18 7.3
.4 or more 13 36.1 23 9.4
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APPENDIX F

Additional Outcome Data Related

to Youth Characteristics - Chapter 10

Youth Characteristics Pages

Age at Admission F.2 - F.7
Prior Commitment History F.8 - F13
Prior Sustained Petitions F.14 - F.19
Risk of Recidivism F.20 - F.24

Type of Prior Offense History F.25 - F.30
Prior History of Violence F.31 - F.36

_Ethnicity, . . e F.37 - F.42

* A1l Data Pertain to Satisfactory Male Releases.
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F.2

Age at Admission

TABLE F10.1

Number and Percentage of Males With
Satisfactory and Unsatisfactory
Camp Program Completions,
by Age at Admission

Type of Camp Program Completion

Age at : Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Admission N % N %
14 and Under (A) 345 19.1 91  20.9
15 - 16 (B) : 1,105 81.4 252 18.6
17 and Over (C) 665 84.7 120 15.3

Total 2,115 82.0 463 18.0

Note: Significant difference: A vs. C.

TABLE F10.2

Number and Percentage of Males
With Specified Lengths of Stay in Camp
by Age at Admission
(Satisfactory Releases)

Length of Stay and
Number/Percentage of Releases

Total Under 4 to 6 7 Mos. Days in

Age at Releases 4 Mos. Mos. or QOver Program
Admission . A N N % N % N % Avg.
14 and Under (A) 345 112 32.5 115- 33.3 118 34.2 185.4
15 - 16 (8) 1,105 325 29.4 434 39.3 346 31.3 "183.8
17 and Over (C) 665 222 33.4 263 39.6 180 27.1 - 189.3
Total 2,115 659 31.2 812 3B.5 644 30.4 179.5

——

Note: Significant differences: A vs. C, B vs., C.
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F.3

Age at Admission

TABLE F10.3

Number and Percentage of Males With One or More Sustained
’ Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods,
by Age at Admission and Recidivism Risk Group
(Satisfactory Releases)

Length of Follow-Up and

Age at No. in Number/Percentage of Recidivists
Admission Risk 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
and Risk Group Group N % N % N _ % N - %

14 and Under (A)

Lower Risk 46 18 39.1 22 47.8  28°60.9 31 67.

Medium Risk 178 69 38.8 98 55.1 116 65.2 126 70.

Higher Risk 121 58 47.9 80 66.1 81 71.9 .94 77.
15 - 16 (B) |

Lower Risk 282 76.°27.0 129 45.7 148 52.5 156 55.

Medium Risk 638 218 34.2 335 52.5 393 61.6 423 66.

Higher Risk 185 80 43.2 118 63.8 140 75.7 144 77

17 and Over (C)
Lower Risk 273 58 21.2 87 31.9 105 38.5 122 44,
Medium Risk 332 91 27.4 140 42.2 165 49.7 181 54,

Higher Risk 60 21 35.0 31 51.7 38 63.3 39 65.

Note: Significant differences:

Lower risks - 6 mos. A vs. C
12 mos. B vs. C
18 mos. A vs. C, Bwvs. C
24 mos. A vs. C, B vs. C
Medium risks - 6 mos. A vs. C
12 mos. A vs. C, B vs. C
18 mos. A vs. C, Buvs. C
24 mos. A vs, C, Bvs. C

Higher risks - No significant differences
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F.4

Age at Admission

TABLE F10.4

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among Male
Recidivists During 12-Month Follow-Up,
by Age at Admission
(Satisfactory Releases)

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Age at Recidivists Lower Medium Higher
Admission. N N % N % N %
14 and Under 197 39 19.8 127 64.5 KN 15.7
15 - 16 569 118 20.7 350 61.5 101 17.8
17 and Over 250 45 18.0 163  65.2 42 16.8
Total 1,016 202 19.9 640 63.0 174 17.1

Note: No significant differences.

TABLE F10.5

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among Male
Recidivists During 24-Month Follow-Up,
by Age at Admission
(Satisfactory Releases)

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Age at Recidivists Lower Medium Higher
Admission N N % N % N %
14 and Under 245 37  15.1 162 66.1 46 18.8
15 - 16 73 95 13.3 466 65.4 152 21.3
17 and QOver 332 43 13.0 23] £9.6 58 17.5
Total 1,290 175 13.6 859 6b6.6 256  19.8

Note: No significant differences.
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F.5

Age at Admission

TABLE F10.6

Total and Average Number of Sustained Petitions Per Recidivist
and- Per Release During 12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups,
' by Age at Admission
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Total Number and Average Number of Sustained Petitions

12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Sustained Per Per Sustained Per Per
Age at Petitions Recidivist Release Petititions Recidivist Release

Admission N Avg. Avg. N Avqg. Avg.
14 and Under (A) 306 - 1.53 0.89 474 1.89 1.37
15 - 16. (B) . 842 1.45 0.76 1,280 1.77 1.16
17 and Over (C) 364 1.41 0.55 559 1.63 0.84
Total _ o 1,512 1.45 .M 2,373 1.76 1.09

Note: Significant differences:

Camp Releases - 12 mos. A vs. C, B vs. C
24 mos. A vs. B, Avs. C, Bvs. C

Recidivists - 12 mos. none
24 mos. A wvs. C

TABLE F10.7

Number of Days From Camp Release
to First Sustained Petition,
by Age at Admission
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Total
Recidivists Time to First Sustained Petition

Age at ' Avg. Avg.

Admission N Days Months
| 14 and Under 251 217.3 7.1
15 - 16 723 224.6 7.4
17 and Over 342 239.4 7.9
Total 1,316 2211 7.5

lote: No significant agifferences.
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F.6

Age at Admission

Number and- Percentage of Sustained Petitions
Occurring During 24-Month Follow-Up Period,

TABLE F10.8

by Age at Admission
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Age at Admission and

Number/Percentage of Follow-Up Sustained Petitions

Follow-Up Petition 14 _and Under 15 - 16 17 and Over
Offense Type N % N X N %

GRAND TOTAL 468 100.0 1,270  100.0 549 100.0
Homicide/Manslaughter 2 0.4 1 0.9 4 0.7
Robbery 26 576 19 6.2 37 6.7
Assault 46 9.8 122 9.6 37 6.7
Forcible Rape 2 0.4 4 0.3 1 1.3
Kidnapping 0 0.0 4 0.3 -1 0.2
Arson 1 0.2 2 0.2 1 0.2
Burglary 88 18.8 233 18.4 15 21.0
Theft/Forgery 60 12.8 214 16.8 107 18.4
Petty Theft 33 1.1 63 5.0 45 8.2
Other Sex Offenses 4 0.8 9 0.7 4 0.7
Drugs/Narcotics 9 1.9 30 2.4 22 4.0
Other Drug Offenses 18 3.8 75 5.9 38 6.9
Marijuana 7 1.5 30 2.4 . 7 1.3
Misc. Felony 9 1.9 25 2.0 24 4.4
Mjsdemeanor Property 15 3.2 31 2.9 16 2.9
Misc. Misdemeanor 25 5.3 111 8.7 34 6.2
Traffic/Drunk Driving 10 2.1 35 2.8 N 2.0
Probation Violation 97 . 20.7 148 11.6 44 8.0
Fscape 16 3.4 38 3.0 1 0.2

X




F.7

Age at Admission

-TABLE F10.9

Number and Percentage of Males, by Type of Termination or Removal
From Probation During 24-Month Period Following Camp Release and
by Age at Admission
(Satisfactory Releases)

Probation Status and Termination Type

Age ‘ Total Still Wardship Adult Court CYA or
at Releases Active Termination or Jail CcDC Other
Admission N N % N % N % N X N %

14 and Under (A) 345 157 45.5 81 25.2 1 0.3 94 27.2 6 1.7
15 - 16 (B) 1,105 259 23.4 554 50.1 23 2.1 247 22.4 22. 2.0
17 and Over (C) 665 50 7.5 533 80.2 30 4.5 40 6.0 12 1.8

Total 2,115 466 22.0 1,174 55.5. 54 2.6 381 18.0 40 1.9

" Note: Significant differences exist between positive outcomes (wardship termi-
nation) and combined negative qutcomes for: A vs. C, A vs. B, B vs. C.

s
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F.8

Prior Commitments

TABLE F10.10

Number and Percentage of Males With
Satisfactory and Unsatisfactory
Camp Program Completions,
by Prior Commitments

Type of Camp Program Completion

Prior Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Commitments N % N X
No Priors 1,600 85.6 >270 14.4
One or More .515 72.1 193  27.3
Total 2,115 82.0 463 18.0

Note: Significant difference exists between percentages of
satisfactory completions.

TABLE F10.11

Number and Percentage of Males
With Specified Lengths of Stay in Camp,

by Prior Commitments
(Satisfactory Releases)

Length of Stay and
Number/Percentage of Releases

Total Under 4 to 6 1 Mos. Days in
Prior Releases 4 Mos. Mos. or Over Program
Commitments N N % N % N %
No Priors (A) 1,600 499 31.2 592 37.0 509-31.8
One or More (B) 515 160 31.1 220 42.7 135 26.2
Total 2,115 659 31.2 812 38.4 644 30.4
Note: No significant differences.
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F.9

Prior Commitments

TABLE F10.12

Number 2nd Percentage of Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods,
by Prior Commitments and Recidivism Risk Group
(Satisfactory Releases)

: Length of Follow-Up and
No. of No. in Number/Percentage of Recidivists

Prior Commitments Risk 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
and Risk Group Group N % N % N % N. %
No Priors

Lower Risk 601 152 25.3 128 39.6 281 46~B 309 51.4

. .
Medium Risk 809 241 29.8 395 38.8 369 58.0 509 62.9
_ y 7
Higher Risk 190 70 36.8 110 57.9 132 69.5 138 72.6

One or More

Lower Risk 0 - - - - - - - -
X
Medium Risk 339 137 40.4 178 52.5 205 60.5 221 65.2
, y z
Higher Risk 176 89 50.6 119 67.6 133 75.6 139 79.0

X, ¥, z: Significant differences were found between groups with the same
letters. For instance, at 6 mos., medium risks with no priors had a
significantly lower rate than did medium risks with one or more priors.
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F.10

Prior Commitments

TABLE F10.13

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among Male
Recidivists During 12-Month Follow-Up,
by Prior Commitments
(Satisfactory Releases)

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Prior Recidivists Lower Medium Higher
Commitments N N % N % N %
No Priors 125 145 20.0 445 61.4 135 18.6
One or More 291 57 19.% 195 67.0 39 13.4
Total 1,016 202 19.9 640 63.0 179 117.1

Note: No significant differences.

TABLE F10.14

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among Male
Recidivists During 24-Month Follow-Up,
by Prior Commitments
(Satisfactory Releases)

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Prior Recidivists Lower - Medium Higher
Commitments N N %¥ N % N %
No Priors 937 130 1313.9 605 64.6 202 21.6
One or More 353 45 12.8 254 12.0 54 15.3

Total 1,290

175 13.6 859 66.6 256 19.8

Note: No significant differences.
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F.11

Prior Commitments

TABLE F10.15

Total énd”Average Number of Sustained Petitions Per Recidivist
and Per Release During 12- and 24-Month F011ow -Ups,

by

Prior Commitments

(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Total Number and Average Number of Sustained Petitions

12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Sustained Per Per Sustained Per Per.
Prior Petitions Recidivist Release Petititcns Recidivist Release
Commitments N Avg. Avg. N Avg. Avg.
No Priofs Lo,08 1.50  0.65 1,631 1.7 1.02
One or.More 4N 1.59 0.91 682 1.89 1.32
Tota] 1,512 1.45 0.7 2,313 1.76 1.09
Note: . ' Significant differences exist between averages of both
“recidivists and total release groups at 12 and 24
"~ months.
TABLE F10.16
Number of Days From Camp Release

to First Sustained Petition,
by Prior Commitments
(Satisfactory Male Release)

Total
Recidivists Time to First Sustained Petition
Prior Avg. Avg.
Commitments N Days Months
No Priors 956 238.6 7.8
One or More - 360 196.4 6.5
Total 1,316 227.1 7.5

Note: Averages are significantly different.
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F.12

Prior Commitments

TABLE F10.17

Number and Percentage of Sustained Petitions
Occurring During 24-Month Follow-Up Period,
by Prior Commitments
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Prior Commitments and
Number/Percentage of Follow-Up Sustained Petitions

Follow-Up Petition No Prior Commitments One or More Prior Commitments

Offense Type N % N %
GRAND TOTAL 1,612 100.0 675 100.0
Homicide/Manslaughter 12 0.7 5 0.7
Robbery mn 6.9 31 4.6
Assault 156 9.7 49 1.3
Forcible Rape 8 0.5. 5 0.7
Kidnapping 4 0.2 1 0.2
Arson 2 0.1 1 0.2
Burglary 308 19.1 128 19.0
Theft/Forgery 263 16:3. 12 16.6
Petty Theft 96 6.0 45 6.7
Other Sex Offenses 13 0.8 4 0.6
Drugs/Narcotics 45 2.8 16 2.4
Other Drug Offenses 88 5.5 43 6.4
Marijuana 36 2.2 8 1.2
Misc. Felony 44 2.7 14 2.1
Misdemeanor Property 53 3.3 15 ' 2.2
Misc. Misdemeanor 114 7.1 56 8.3
Traffic/Drunk Driving 39 2.4 17 2.5
Probation Violation 194 12.0 95 14.1
Fsrane 26 15 "1 P
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F.13

Prior Commitments

- TABLE F10.18

Number and Percentage of Males, by Type of Termination or Removal
From Probation During 24-Month Period Following Camp Release and
- by Prior Commitments
(Satisfactory Releases)

Probatijon Status and Termination Type

Total Still Wardship Adult Court CYA or
Prior Releases Active Termination or Jail cDC Other
Commitments N N % N % N % N % N %
No Priors 1,600 356 22.2 904 56.5 43 2.7 21016.9 27 1.1
One or More 515 110 21.4 270 52.4 1 2.1 111 21.6 13 2.5
Total 2,115 466 22.0 1,174 55.5 54 2.6 381 18.0 40 1.9

Note: Significant difference exists between positive outcome (wardship termi-
nation) and combined negative outcomes.
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Prior Sust. Petitions

TABLE F10.19

"Number and Percentage of Males With
Satisfactory and Unsatisfactory
Camp Program Completions,
by Number of Prior Sustained Petitions

Type of Camp Program Completion

No of Satisfactory  Unsatisfactory
Prior Petitions N % N %
None (A) 485 89.6 56 10.4
1 (B) 693 85.6 117 14.4
2 (€) 449 80.3 100 19.7
3 or More (D) 488 73.1 180 26.9
Total 2,115 82.0 463 18.0

Note: Significant differences: A vs. C, A vs. D, B vs. D,
B wvs. D, Cwvs. D.

TABLE F10.20

Number and Percentage of Males
With Specified Lengths of Stay in Camp,
by Number of Prior Sustained Petitions
(Satisfactory Releases)

Length of Stay and

Number/Percentage of Releases

Total Under 4 to 6 7 Mos. Days in

No. of Releases 4 Mos. Mos. or_over Program
Prior Petitions N N % N % N % Avg.
None ' 485 155 32.0 171 35.3 159 32.8  178.4
1 683 204 29.4 ‘270 39.0 219 31.86 183.8
2 449 136 30.3 168 37.4 145 32.3 182.1
3 or More 488 164 33.6 203 41.6 121 24.8 172.1
Total 2,1f5 659 31.2 812 38.4 644 30.5 179.5
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Prior Sust. Petitions

TABLE F10.21

Number and Percentage of Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods,
by Number of Prior Sustained Petitions and Recidivism Risk Group
(Satisfactory Releases)

Length of Foilow-Up and

No. of No. in Number/Percentage of Recidivists
Prior Petitions Risk 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
and Risk Group Group N % N % N % N %
None
Lower Risk 435 108 24.6 169 38.8 202 46;4 219 50.3
Medium Risk 50 13 26.0 24 48.0 29 " 58.0 32 64.0
Higher Risk 0 - - - - - - - -

1 Prior |
Lower Risk 166 45 271.1 69 41.6 j9 47.6 90 54.2
Medium Risk 5217 168 31.9 262 49.7 304 57.7 331 62.8
Higher Risk 0 - - - - - - - -

2 Priors |
Lower Risk 0 - - - - - - - -
Medium Risk 314 93 29.6 141 44.9 180 57.3 193 61.5
Higher Risk 135 58 43.0 86 63.7 100 74.1 108 80.0

3 or More

! Lower Risk 0 - - - - - - - =

Medium Risk 2517 104 40.5 135 56.8 161 62.6 174 67.7

Higher Risk 231 101 43.7 143 61.9 165 71.4 169 73.2

Note: Significant difference exists between "2 priors group" and "3 or more
priors group" for medium risks.
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Prior Sust. Petitions

TABLE F10.22

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among Male
Recidivists During 12-Month Follow-Up,
by Number of Prior Sustained Petitions
(Satisfactory Releases)

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths

No. of Recidivists Lower Medium Higher

Prior Petitions N N % N % N %

None 192 48 25.0 109 456.8 35 18.2

1 318 60 18.9 195 51.3 63 19.8

2 224 ' 37 16.5 150 67.0 37 16.5

3 or More 282 57 20.2 186 66.0 39 13.8
Total 1,016 202 19.9 640 63.0 174 17.1.

Note: No significant differences.

TABLE F10.23

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among Male
Recidivists During 12-Month Follow-Up,
by Number of Prior Sustained Petitions
' (Satisfactory Releases) ‘

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths

No of Recidivists Lower Medium Higher

Prior Petitions N N % N % N %
None 248 38 15.3 156 62.9 54 21.8

1 410 55 13.4 269 65.6 86 21.0

2 298 37 12.4 203 68.1 58 19.5

3 or More 334 45 13.5 2317 69.2 58 17.4

Total 1,290 175 13.6 859 66.6 256 19.8

Note: No significant differences.
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F.17

Prior Sust. Petitions
TABLE F10.24

Total-.and Average Number of Sustained Petitions Per Recidivist
and Per Release During 12- and 24-Month fFollow-Ups,
by Number or Prior Sustained Petitions
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Total Number and Average Number of Sustained Petiticns

‘ 12 Mos. 24 Mos.
~ Sustained Per Per Sustained Per . Per

No. of Petitions Recidivist Release Petitions Recidivist Release
Prior Petitions N ~_Avg. Avg. N Avg. Avg.
None ©(A) 260 1.36 0.54 419 1.67 0.86
1 (B) - 472 1.43 0.68 728 1.73 1.05
2 (C) 325 1.43 . 0.72 513 1.70 1.14
3 or More . (D) 455 1.57 0.93 ' 653 1.90 1.34
Total 1,512 . 1.45 0.717 2,313 : 1.76 1.09

Note: Significant differences:

Camp Releases - 12 mos..A vs B, Avs. C, Avs. D, Bvs. D, Cwvs. D
24 mos. A vs B. Avs. C, C, Avs. D, Buvs. D

Recidivists - 12 mos.
24 mos.

Vs.
Vs.

> >
oo

TABLE F10.25

Number of Days From Camp Release
to First Sustained Petition,
by Number of Prior Sustained Petitions
{Satisfactory Male Releases)

Total Time to First Sustained Petition
No. of Recidijvists Avg. Avg.
Prior Petitions N Days Months
None (A) 251 241.5 7.9
N (8) 421 240.3 7.9
2 (C) ’ 301 234.4 7.7
3 or More (D) : 343 193.8 ‘6.4

Total A 1,316 227.1 7.5

Note: Significant differences: A vs. D, B vs. D, C vs. D.
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Prior Sust. Petitions
TABLE F10.26

Number and Percentage of Sustained Petitions
Occurring During 24-Month Follow-Up Period
by Number or Prior Sustained Petitions
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Number of Prior Sustained Petitions and
Number/Percentage of Follow-Up Sustained Petitions

M8 G I G Gy A N Gm N AP an G S am e

Follow-Up Petition None 1 Prior 2 Priors 3 or More
Offense Type N % N % N % N %
GRAND TOTAL 416 100.0 717 100.0 510 100.0 644 100.0
Homicide/Manslaughter 1 0.2 ] 1.3 5 1.0 2 0.3
Robbery 27 6.5 49 6.8 33 6.5 33 5.1
Assault 44 10.6 66 9.2 40 7.8 55 8.5
Forcible Rape 1 0.2 4 0.6 4 0.8 4 0.6
Kidnapping 2 0.5 2 0.3 0 0.0 1 0.2
Arson 1 0.2 0 0.0 3 0.6 0 0.0
Burglary 74 11.8 125 17.4 107 21.0 130 20.2
Theft/Forgery 55 13.2 128 17.8 87 117.1 105 16.3
Petty Theft 217 6.5 37 5.2 27 5.3 50 1.8
Other Sex Offenses 3 0.7 ) 0.8 7 1.4 1 0.2
Drugs/Narcotics 16 3.8 18 2.5 14 2.8 13 2.0
Other Drug Offenses 21 6.5 51 7.1 26 5.1 21 4.2
Marijuana 9 2.2 10 1.4 12. 2.4 13 2.0
Misc. Felony 1 2.6 15 2.1 17 3.3 15 2.3
Misdemeanor Property 16 3.8 31 4.3 7 1.4 14 2.2
Misc. Misdemeanor 37 8.9 45 6.3 34 6.7 54 8.4
Traffic/Drunk Driving 9 2.2 20 2.8 5 1.0 22 3.4
Probation Violation 48  11.5 87 12.1 73 14.3 81 12.6
Escape _ 8 1.9 14 2.0 g 1.8 24 3.7
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Prior Sust. Petitions

- TABLE Fi10.27

Number and Percentage of Males, by Type of Termination or Removal
From Probation During 24-Month Period Following Camp Release and
by Number of Prior Sustained Petitions
(Satisfactory Releases)

Probation Status and Termination Type

No. of Total Still Wardship Adult Court CYA or
Prior Releases Active Termination or Jail €DC Other
Petitions N N % N % N % N % N %

None (A) 485 99 20.4 307 63.3 9 1.9 59 12.2 11 2.3

1 (B) 693 163 23.5 374 54.0 26 3.8 121 17.5 9 1.3

2 (C) 449 106 23.6 230 .51.2 9 2.0 96 21.4 8 1.8

3 or More (D) 488 ° 98 20.1 263 53.9 10 2.1 105 21.5 12 2.5
Total 2,115 466 22.0 1,174  55.5 54 2.6 3817 18.0 40 1.9

Note: Significant differences exist between positive outcomes (wardship termi-
nation) and combined negative outcomes: A vs. B, A vs. C, A vs. D.
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Recidivism Risk

TABLE F10.28

Number and Percentage of Males With
Satisfactory and Unsatisfactory
Camp Program Completions,
by Recidivism Risk Group

Type of Camp Program Completion

Recidivism Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Risk Group N % N %
Lower (L) 601 88.5 78  11.5
Medium (M) ' 1,148 82.2 249 17.8
Higher (H) A 366 12.9 136 27.1
Total 2,115 82.0 463 18.0

Note: Significant differences: L vs. M, L vs. H, M vs, H.

TABLE F10.29

Number and Percentage of Males
With Specified Lengths of Stay in Camp,
by Recidivism Risk Group
(Satisfactory Releases)

Length of Stay and
Number/Percentage of Releases

Total ‘Under 4 to 6 7 Mos. Days in
Recidivism Releases 4 Mos. Mos. or Qver Program
Risk Group N N % N % N % Avg.
Lower 601 190 31.6 - 211 35.1 200 33.3 180.1
Medium 1,148 360 31.5 451 39.3 337 29.4 178.4
Higher ) 366 109 29.8 150 41.0 107 29.2 179.8
Total 2,115 659 31.2 812 38.5 644 30.4 179.5

Note: No significant differences.
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Recidivism Risk

TABLE F10.30

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among Male
Recidivists During 12-Month Follow-Up,
by Recidivism Risk Group
(Satisfactory Releases)

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Recidivism Recidivist Lower Medium Higher
Risk Group N N % N % N . %
Lower 233 55 23.6 134 57.5 44 18.9
Medium 556 112 20.1 345 62.1 99 17.8
Highef 221 35 15.4 163 70.9 31 13.7
Total 1,016 202 19.9 640 63.0 174 17.1

Note: No significant differences.

TABLE F10.31

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among Male
Recidivists During 24-Month Follow-Up,
by Recidivism Risk Group
(Satisfactory Releases)

Serjousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Recidivism Recidivists Lower Medium Higher
Risk Group N ‘ N % N % N %
Lower 301 45 15.0 188 62.5 68 22.6
Medium 715 99 13.8 478 66.8 138 19.3
Higher 274 31 11.3 193 70.4 - 50 18.2
Total

1,290 175 13.6 859 66.6 256. 19.8

Note: No significant differences.
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F.22

Recidivism Risk

TABLE F10.32

Total and Average Number of Sustained Petitions Per Recidivist

and Per Release During 12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups,
by Recidivism Risk Group
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Total Number and Average Number of Sustained Petitions

12 Mos. 24 Mos.

Sustained Per Per Sustained Per Per
Recidivism Petitions Recidivist Release Petitions Recidivist Releases
Risk Group N Avg. Avg. N Avg. Avg.
Lower (L) 324 1.36 0.54 - 515 1.67 0.85
Medium (M) 841 1.47 0.73 1,294 1.77 1.13
Higher  (H) 347 1.52 0.95 504 1.82 1.38
Total

1,512 1.45 0.7 2,313 1.76 1.09

Note: Significant differences:
Camp Releases - .12 and 24 mos. L vs. M, L vs. H, Mvs. H
Recidivists - none

TABLE F10.33

Number of Days From Camp Release
to First Sustained Petition,
by Recidivism Risk Group
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Total Time to First Sustained Petition
Recidivists
Recidivism Avg. Avg.
Risk Group N Days Months
Lower (L) 309 239.2 7.9
Medium (M) 730 232.1 7.6
Higher (H) 211 200.3 6.6
Total 1,316 - 2271 7.5

Note: Significant differences exist for: L vs. H, M vs, H.
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Number and Percentage’ of Sustained Petitions
Occurring During 24-Month Follow-Up Period
by Recidivism Risk Group

TABLE F10.34

(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Recidivism Risk

F.23

Recidivism Risk Group and
Number/Percentage of Follow-Up Sustained Petition

Follow-Up Petit{oﬁ Lower Risk Medium Risk Higher Risk
Offense Type N % N % N %
GRAND TOTAL - 507 100. 1,279 100. 501 100.0
Homicide/Méns]aughter 2 0. 12 0. 3 0.6
Robbery 31 7. 74 5. 3 6.2
Assaylt‘ 51 10. m 8. 43 8.6
Forcible Rape 3 0. 5 0. 5 1.0
Kidnapping | 2 0. 3 0. 0 0.0
Arson 1 0. 2 0. 1 0.2
Burglary 93 18. 237 18. 106 21.2
Ttht/Forg;ry 15 14. 216 16. 84 16.8
Petty Theft 29 5. 76 5. 36 1.2
Other Sex Offenses 3 0. 12 0. 2 0.4
Drugs/Narcotics 20 3. 32 2. 9 1.8
Other Drug Offenses 28 5. 89 7. 14 2.8
- Marijuana 12 2. 16 1. 16 3.2
Misc. Felony 17 3. 217 2. 14 2.8
Misdemeanor Property 21 4, 39 3. 8 1.6
Misc. Misdemeanor 39 7. 99 7. 32 - . 6.4
Traffic/Drunk Driving 11 2. 33 2. 12 2.4
Probation Violation 56 1. 163 12. 70 14.0
Escape - 7 1. 33 2. 15 3.0
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F.24

Recidivism Risk

TABLE F10.35

Number and Percentage of Males, by Type of Termination or Removal
From Probation During 24-Month Period Following Camp Release and
by Recidivism Risk Group
(Satisfactory Releases)

Probation Status and Termination Type

Total Stinl Wardship Adult Court CYA or

Recidivism Releases Active Termination or Jail coc Other
Risk Group N N % N % N % N % N %
Lower (L) 601 91 15.1 416 69.2 20 3.3 64 10.6» 10 1.
Medium (M) 1,148 274 23.9 617 53.8 29 2.5 202 17.6 26 2.3
Higher (H) 366 101 27.6 141 38.5 5 1.4 115 31.4 4 1.
Total 2,115 466 22.0 1,175 55.5 54 2.6 381 18.0 40 1.

Note: Significant differences exist between positive outcomes (wardship termi-
nation) and combined negative outcomes for: L vs. M, L vs. H, M vs. H.
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Type of Prior Offense

TABLE F10.36

Number and Percentage of Males With
Satisfactory and Unsatisfactory
Camp Program Completions,
by Type of Prior Offense History

Type of Camp Program Completion

Type of Prior Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Offense History N % N %
Person 167 83.3 154 16.7
Property 1,139 80.7 273 19.3
Property/Drugs : - 141 84.9 25 15.1
Other 68 B6.1 11 13.9
Total 2,115 .82.0 463 18.0

Note: No significant differences.

TABLE F10.37

Number and Percentage of Males
With Specified Lengths of Stay in Camp,
by Type of Prior Offense History
(Satisfactory Releases)

Length of Stay and
Number/Percentage of Releases

.
.

| Total Under 4 to 6 7 Mos. Days in
f Type of Prior Releases 4 Mos. Mos. or Over Program
Offense History N N % N % N % Avg.
Person (A) 767 180 23.5 295 38.5 292 38.1 197.3
Property (B) 1,138 392 34.4 447 38.7 306 26.9 171.8
Property/Drugs (C) 141 56 41.8 50 35.5 32 22.7 154.5
Other (D) 68 28 41.2 26 38.2 14 20.6 161.0
Total 2,115 659 31.2 812 38.5 644 30.4 179.5
Note: Significant differences: A vs. B, C, and D.
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Type of Prior Offense

TABLE F10.38

Number and Percentage of Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods,
by Type of Prior Offense History and Recidivism Risk Group
(Satisfactory Removals)

Length of Follow-Up and -

Type of Prior No. in Number/Percentage of Recidivists

Offense History Risk 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.

and Risk Group Group N % N % N % N %
Person (A)

Lower Risk 235 47 20.0 85 36.2 110 46.8 119 50.

Medium Risk 385 118 30.6 184 47.8 214 27.9 230 59.7

Higher Risk 1417 64 43.5 89 60.5 107 72.8 110 174.
Property (B)

Lower Risk 297 87 29.3 124 41.8 138 46.5 154 51.8

Medium Risk 647 212 32.8 320 49.5 383 59.2 418 64.6

Higher Risk 195 82 42.1 124 63.6 142 72.8 150 76.9

Property/Drug (C)

Lower Risk 27 1 3.7 7 25.9 8 29.6 9 33.3
Medium Risk 90 42 46.7 58 64.4 63 70.0 67 74.4
Higher Risk 24 13 54.2 16 66.7 16 66.7 17 70.
Other (D)

Lower Risk a2 17 40.5 - 22 52.4 25 59.5 27 64.
Medium Risk 26 6 23.1 11 42.3 14 53.8 15 57.7
Higher Risk 0 . - - -~ - - - - =

Note: Significant differences:
Lower risks - &6 mos. A vs. D, B vs. C, C vs. D

Medium risks - 6 mos. A vs. C, B vs. C
-12 mos. A vs. C, B vs. C-

Higher risks - No significant differences
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Type of Prior Offense

TABLE F10.39

Level of Most Serijous Sustained Petition Among Male
‘ Recidivists During 12-Month Follow-Up,
by Type of Prior Offense History
(Satisfactory Releases)

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Type of Prior Recidivists Lower Medium Higher
Offense History N N % N % N %
Person 347 68 19.6 204 58.8 15 21.6
Property 557 113 20.3 363 65.2 81 14.5
Property/Drug 79 12 15.2 54 68.4 13 16.5
Other w830 e 09,2003 0919 576 - 6 1512

Total 1,016 202 19.9 640 63.0 174 17.1

Note: No significant differences.’

TABLE F10.40

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among Male
Recidivists During 24-Month Follow-Up,
by Type of Prior Offense History
(Satisfactory Releases)

Serijousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Type of Prior Recidivists Lower Medium Higher
Offense History N N % N % N %
Person 446 56 12.6 280 62.8 110 24.17
Property 710 98 13.8 492 6£9.3 120 16.9
Property/Drug 92 13 14.1 61 66.3 ~ 18 19.6
Other 42 8 19.1 26 61.9 8 16.1
Total , 1,290 175 13.6 859 66.6 256 19.8

Note: No significant differences.
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Type of Prior Offense

TABLE F10.41

Total and Average Number of Sustained Petitions Per Recidivist
and Per Release During 12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups,

by Type of Prior Offense History
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Total Number and Averagg Number of Sustained Petitions

12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Sustained Per Per Sustained Per Per
Type of Prior Petitions Recidivist Release Petitions Recidivist Release
Offense History N Avg. Avg. N Avg. Avg.
Person 513 1.43 0.67 1117 1.69 1.01
Property 836 1.47 0.73 1,289 1.79 1.13
Property/Drug 118 1.46 0.84 178 1.91 1.26
Other Y 1.36 0.66 69 1.64 1.01
Total 1,512 . 1.45 0.77 2,313 1.76 1.09
Note: No significant differences.
TABLE F10.42
Number of Days From Camp Release
to First Sustained Petition,
by Type of Prior Offense History
Total Time to First Sustained Petition
Recidivists

Type of Prior Avg. Avg.

Offense History N Days Months

Person 459 230.8 7.6

Property 122 229.6 7.6

Property/Drug 93 193.4 6.4

Other 42 216.0 7.1

Total 1,316 - 2271 ' 1.5

Ncte: No significant differences.
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Type of Prior Offense

TABLE F10.43

R Numbér and Percentage of Sustained Petitions
Occurring During 24-Month Follow-Up Period

by Type of Prior Offense History
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Follow-Up Petition

Of fense Type

Type of Prior Offense History and
Number/Percentage of Follow-Up Sustained Pet1t1on

Property Property/Drug Other

N % N % N % N X

GRAND TOTAL .
Homicide/Mané]aughier
Robbery

Assault

Forcibﬁe Rape.
Kidnapping

Arson

Burglary
Theft/Forgery

Petty Theft

Other Sex Offenses -
Drugs/Narcotics
Other Drug 0ffense§
Marijuana

Misc. Felony
Misdemeanor Property
Misc. Misdemeanor
Traffic/Drunk Driving
Probation Violation

Fscane

764 100.0 1,277 100.0 177 100.0 69 100.0

9 1.2 8 0.6 0 0.0 0 0.0
61 8.0 69. 5.4 N 6.2 1 1.4
88 11.5 95 7.4 15 8.5 7101

5 0.6 6 0.5 2 11 0 0.0
104 2 0.2 0 0.0 2 2.9
1 0.1 3 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0
N6 15.2 282 22.1 30 17.0 8 11.6

130 17.0 214 16.8 17 9.6 14 20.3

53 6.9 73 5.7 N 6.2 4 5.8
8 1. 8 0.6 1 0.6 0 0.0
19 2.5 38 2.7 7 4.0 1 1.4
38 5.0 58 4.5 29 16.4 6 8.7
17 2.2 20 1.6 6 3.4 1 1.4
22 2.9 25 2.0 6 3.4 5 1.2
15 2.0 46 3.6 6 3.4 1 1.8
63 8.2 91 7.1 9 5.3 7 .10.1
17 2.2 32 2.5 2 1. 5 7.2
78 10.2 186 14.6 19 10.7 6 8.7
23 0 25 2.0 £ 1 1.4
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Type of Pridr Offense

TABLE F10.44

Number and Percentage of Males, by Type of Termination or Removal
From Probation During 24-Month Period Following Camp Release and
‘ by Type of Prior Offense History
(Satisfactory Releases)

Probation Status and Termination Type

Total Still Wardship Adult Court CYA or
Type of Prior Releases Active _Termination _ or Jail coc Other
Offense History N N % N % N % N % N %
Person 767 147 19.2 434 56.6 25 3.3 152 19.8 9 1.2
Property 1,139 271 23.8 615 54.0 22 1.9 204 17.9 271 2.4
Property/Drug 141 37 26.2 82 58.2 3 2.1 17 121 2 1.4
Other ’ 68 11 16.2 43 63.2 4 5.9 8 1.8 2 2.9
Total 2,115 466 22.0 1,174 55.5 54 2.6 381 18.0 40 1.9

Note: No significant differences.
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F.31

Prior Violence History

TABLE F10.45

Number and Percentage of Males With
Satisfactory and Unsatisfactory
Camp Program Completions,
by Prior History of Violence

Type of Camp Program Completion

Prior History Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
of Violence : N % N %
Violence 743 83.2 150 6.8
No Violence 1,372 81.4 313 18.6
Total , 2,115 82.0 463 18.0

Note: No significant difference.

TABLE F10.46

Number and Percentage of Males
With Specified Lengths of Stay in Camp,
by Prior History of Viclence
(Satisfactory Release)

Length of Stay and
Number/Percentage of Releases

Total Under 4 to 6 7 Mos. Days in
Prior History Releases 4 Mos. Mos., or Over Program
of Violence N N % N % N % Avg.
Violence 743 170 22.9 287 38.6 286 33.5 198.6
No Violence 1,372 489 35.6 @ 525 38.3 358 26.1 169.2
Total 2,115 659 31.2 812 38.4 644 30.4 ' 179.5

Note: Significant difference exists between length of stay in program.
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Prior Violence History

" TABLE F10.47

Number and Percentage of Males With One or More Sustained
Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods,
by Age at Admission and Recidivism Risk Group

(Satisfactory Releases)

Length of Follow-Up and

Prior History No. in Number/Percentage of Recidivists
of Violence Risk 6 Mos. 12 Mos.. 18 Mos. 4 Mos.
and Risk Group Group N % N % N % N %
Violence
Lower Risk 226 45 19.9 B2 36.3 105 46.5 114 50.4
Medium Risk 375 116 30.9 180 48.0 210 56.0 225 60.0
Higher Risk 142 62 43.7 86 60.6 103 72.5 106 74.6
No Violence
Lower Risk 3175 107 28.5 156 41.6 176 46.9 195 52.0
Medium Risk 7173 262 33.9 393 50.8 464 60.0 505 65.3
Higher Risk 224 §7 43.3 143 3.8 162 72.3 171 76.3

Note: At the S-month follow-up,

among lower risks, those with a prior history

of violence had a significantly lower recidivism rate than those with no
history of violence.
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F.33

Prior Violence History

TABLE F10.48

Level of Most Serijous Sustained Petition Among Male
' Recidivists During 12-Month Follow-Up,
by Prior History of Violence
(Satisfactory Releases)

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Prior History Recidivists Lower Medium Higher
of Violence N N % N % N %
Violence 3317 63 18.7 199 59.1 75 22.3
No Violence 679 139 20.5 441 65.0. 99 14.6
Total 1,016 202 19.9 640 63.0 174 171

Note: Significant difference was found between average seriousness level of
petition.

TABLE F10.49

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among Male
Recidivists During 24-Month Follow-Up,
by Prior History of Violence
(Satisfactory Releases)

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Prior History . Recidivists Lower Medium Higher
of Violence N N % N % N %
Violence 432 51 11.8 271 62.7 110 25.5
No Violence 858 124 14.4 588 68.5 146 17.0
Total 1,290 175 13.6 859 66.6 256 19.8

Note: Significant difference was found between average seriousness level of
petition. .
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Prior Violence History

TABLE F10.50

Total and Average Number of Sustained Petitions Per Recidivist
and Per Release During 12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups,
by Prior History of Violence
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Total Number and Average Number of Sustained Petitions

12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Sustained Per Per Sustained Per Per
Prior History - Petitions Recidivist Release Petitions Recidivist Release
of Violence N Avg. Avg. N Avg. Avg.
Violence 498 1.43 0.67 154 1.69 1.01
No Violence 1,014 1.47 0.74 1,559 1.79 1.14
Total 1,512 1.45 0.7 2,313 1.76 1.09

Note: Significant difference exists between averages of total release groups

at 24 months.

" TABLE F10.51

Number of  Days From Camp Release
to First Sustained Petition,
by Prior History of Violence
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Total ‘
Recidivists Time to First Sustained Petition
Prior History Avg. ) Avg.
of Violence N Days Months
Violence 445 231.1 7.6
No Violence 871 225.0 7.4
Total 1,316 2271.1 1.5

Note: No significant difference.
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TABLE F10.52

F.35

Prior Violence History

Number and Percentage- of Sustained Petitions
Occurring During 24+Month Follow-Up Period
by Prior History of Violence
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Follow-Up Petition

Prior Violence History and
Number/Percentage of Follow-Up Sustained Petition

Violent History

No

Violent History

Offense Type N % N %
GRAND TOTAL - 1M 100.0 1,546 100.0
Homicide/Méns1aughter 9 1.2 8 0.5
Robbery | 61 8.2 8] 5.2
Assault: 88 11.9 1179 7.6
Forcible Rape 5 0.7 8 0.5
Kidnapping 1 0.1 4 0.3
Arson 1 0.1 3 0.2
Burglary . 111 15.0 325 21.0
Theft/Forgery 127 7.1 248 16.0
Petty Theft 52 7.0 89 5.8
Other Sex Offenses 8 1.1 9 . 0.6
Drugs/Narcotics‘ 18 2.4 43 ' 2.8
Other Drug Offensés 35 4.7 96 ‘{6.2
Marijuana 17 2.3 27 H].B
Misc. Felony 21 2.8 37 2.4
Misdemeanor Property 15 2.0 53 3.4
Misc. Misdemeanor 60 8.1 110 7.1
Traffic/Drunk Driving 17 2.3 39 2.5
Probation Violalion 73 9.8 216 14.0
Escape . 22 3.0 33 2.1
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Prior Violence History

'TABLE F10.53

Number and Percentage of Males, by Type of Termination or Removal
From Probaton During 24-Month Period Following Camp Release and
by Prior History of Violence
(Satisfactory Releases)

Probation Status and Termination Type

Total Still Wardship Adult Court CYA or
Prior History Releases Active Termination or Jail coc Other
of Violence N N % N % N % N % N %
Violence 743 138 18.6 421 56.7 24 3.2 151 20.3 9 1.2
No Violence 1,372 328 23.9 753 54.9 30 2.2 230 16.8 31 - 2.3
Total 2,115 466 22.0 1,174 55.5 54 2.6 381 18.0 40 1.9

Note: No significant differences.
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TABLE F10.54

Number and Percentage of Males With

Satisfactory and Unsatisfactory

Camp Program Completions,

by Ethnicity

Type of Camp Program Completion

Satisfactory Unsatisfactory
Ethnicity N % N %
White 801 80.6 193  19.4
Hispanic 615 82.8 128 17.2
Black 654 B82.9 135 17.1
Other 45 86.5 7 13.5
Total 2,115  82.0 463 18.0
Note: No significaﬁt difference.

TABLE" F10.55

Number and Percentage of Males
With Specified Lengths of Stay in Camp,
by Ethnicity
(Satisfactory Release)

F.37

Ethnicity

Length of Stay and
Number/Percentage of Releases

Total Under 4 to 6 7 Mos. Days in

Releases, 4 Mos. Mos. or Qver Program
Ethnicity N N % N % N .% Avg.
White 801 321 40.1 301 37.6 179 22.3  159.6
Hispanic 615 183 29.8 244 39.7 188 30.6 182.0
Black 654 137 20.9 = 255 39.0 262 40.1 202.5
Other 45 18 40.0 12 26.17 15 33.3 167.2
Total 2,115 695 31.2 812 38.4 644 30.4 179.5
Note: Signifiﬁant differences: White vs. Black, White vs. Hispanic, Hispanic

VsS.

Black.
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Ethnicity

TABLE F10.56

Number and Percentage of Males With One or More Sustained

Petitions During Four Follow-Up Periods,

by Ethnicity and Recidivism Risk Group
(Satisfactory Release)

Length of Follow-Up and

No. in Number/Percentage of Recidivists
Ethnicity and Risk 6 Mos. 12 Mos. 18 Mos. 24 Mos.
Risk Group Group N % N % N % N %
White K
Lower Risk 221 49 21.6 76 33.5 84 37.0 93 41.0
Medium Risk 448 143 31.9 208 46.4 245 54.7 263 58.7
Higher Risk 126 43 34.1 66 52.4 77 61.1 85 67.5
Hispanic
Lower Risk 197 51 25.9 B2 41.6 98 49.8 109 55.3
Medium Risk 324 107 33.0 181 55.9 204 63.0 222 68.5
- Higher Risk 94 b2 55.3 63 67.0 74 78.17 75 79.8
Black
Lower Risk 162 47 29.0 14 45.7 _91 56.2 98 60.5
Medium Risk 354 122 34.5 174 49.2 213 60.2 233 65.8
Higher Risk 138 60 43.5 93 67.4 107 771.5 110 79.7
Other
Lower Risk 15 5 33.3 6 40.0 8 53.3 9 60.0
Medium Risk 22 6 27.3 10 45.4 12 54.6 12 54.6
Higher Risk 8 4 50.0 _7 87.5 7 87.5 7 87.5
Note: Significant differences:
Lower risks 18 mos. White vs. Black, White vs. Hispanic
24 mos. White vs. Black, White vs. Hispanic
Medium risks - 24 mos. White vs. Hispanic
Higher risks - 6 mos. White vs. Hispanic ,
12 mos. aggregate significance, no individual group
differences

18 mos. White vs. Hispanic, White vs.
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Ethnicit
TABLE F10.57

_Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among Male
Recidivists During 12-Month Follow-Up,
by Ethnicity
(Satisfactory Releases)

Seriousness Level of Petition and

Total Number/Percentage of Youths
Recidivists Lower Med1ium Higher
Ethnicity N N % N % N %
White 343 102 29.7 209 60.9 32 9.3
Hispanic 317 60 18.9 209 65.9 48 . 15.1
Black 333 35 10.5 209 62.8 89 26.7
Other 23 5 21.7 13 56.5 5 21.7
Total 1,016 202 19.9 640 63.0 174 17.1

Note: Significant differences: White vs. Hispanic, White vs. Black,
Hispanic vs. Black.

TABLE F10.58

Level of Most Serious Sustained Petition Among Male
Recidivists During 24-Month Follow-Up,
by Ethnicity
(Satisfactory Releases)

Serijousness Level of Petition and

Total Jumber Percentage of Youths
Recidivists Lower Medium Higher
Ethnicity N N % N % N %
White 432 g2 21.3 294 68.1 46 10.6
Hispanic 397 50 12.6 276 69.5 71 17.9
Black 433 29 6.7 271 62.6 133 30.7
Other 28 4 14.3 18 64.3 6 21.4
Total 1,290 175  13.6 859 &6.06 256 19.8

Note: Significant differences.

White vs. Hispanic, White vs. Black,
Hispanic vs. Black. :
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Ethnicity
TABLE F10.59

Total and Average Number of Sustained Petitions Per Recidivist
and Per Release During 12- and 24-Month Follow-Ups,
by-Ethnicity
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

Total Number and Average Number of Sustained Petitions

12 Mos. 24 Mos.
Sustained Per . Per Sustained  Per Per
: Petitions Recidivist Release Petitions Recidivist Release

Ethnicity N Avg. Avg. N Avg. Avg.
White 518 1.48 0.65 798 1.81 1.00
Hispanic 491 1.51 0.80 732 1.80 1.19
Black 469 1.51 0.72 733 1.66 1.12
Other 34 1.48 0.76 50 1.79 1.1
Total 1,512 1.45 0.71 2,313 1.76 1.09

Note: Significant differences:
Camp Releases - 12 mos. White vs. Hispanic
24 mos. White vs. Hispanic

Recidivists - 12 mos. none
24 mos. none

TABLE F10.60

Number of Days From Camp Release
to First Sustained Petition,
by Ethnicity
(Satisfactory Male Releases)

~Total Time to First Sustained Petition

Recidivists .

Avg. Avg.
Ethnicity N Days Months
White 441 222.1 7.3
Hispanic 406 224.4 7.4
Black 447 235.1 7.7
Other 28 208.4 6.9
Total 1,316 227.1 7.5

Note: No significant differences,
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Ethnicity
TABLE F10.61
Number énd Percentage.of Sustained Petitions
Occurring During 24-Month Follow-Up Period
, by Ethnicity
(Satisfactory Male Releases)
Ethnicity

o Number/Percentage of Follow-Up Sustained Petition
Follow-Up Petition White Hispanic Black Other
Offense Type N % N % N % N - %
GRAND TOTAL - 789 100.0 723 100.0 725 100.0 50 100.0
Homicide/Mdés]aughter 100 7 1.0 8 1.1 1 2.0
Robbery ' 17 2.2 28 3.9 95 13.1 2 4.0
Assau]t: S 49 6.2 73 107 - 79 10.9 4 8.0
Forcible Rape | 0 0.0 5 07 8 10 0 0.0
Kidnapping ' .: 0 0.0 3 0.4 2 0.3 - 0 0.0
Arson : ' 1. 0. 1 0.1 1 0.1 1 2.0
Burglary B {64 20.8 119 16.5 143 19.7 10 20.0
Theft/Forgery - 137 17.4 .97 13.4 131 18.1 10 20.0
Petty Theft 54 6.8 36 5.0 48 6.6 3 . 6.0
Other Sex Offenses 7 0.9 ° 4 0.6 6 0.8 0 0.0
Drugs/Narcotics : 12 1.5 36 5.0 13 1.8 0 0.0
Other Drug Offensés 17 2.2 101 14.0 13 1.8 0 0.0
Marijuana 1 1.4 8 1.1 24 3.3 1 2.0
Misc. Felony 14 1.8 13 1.8 28 3.9 3 .6.0
Misdemeanor Property 22 2.8 22 3.0 20 2.8 4 8.0
Misc. Misdemeanor 77 9.8 51 1.1 8 52 4 8.0
Traffic/Drunk Driving 32 40 21 2.9 3 0.4 0 0.0
Probation Violation 144 18.2 86 11.9 53 7.3 6 12.0
Escape 30 3.8 12 1.7 12 1.7 1 2.0
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F.42
Ethnicity
TABLE F10.62
Number énd Percentage of Males, by Type of Termination or Removal
From Probation During 24-Month Period Following Camp Release and
by Ethnicity
(Satisfactory Releases)
Probation Status and Termipation Type
Total Still Wardship Adult Court CYA or l
Reteases Active Termination or Jail ()Y Other
Ethnicity N N % N % N % N % N %
White 801 180 22.5 493 61.6 16 2.0 95 11.9 17 2.1
Hispanic 615 142 23.1 322 52.4 19 3,1 118 19.2 14 2.3
Black 654 130 19.9 333 50.9 19 2.9 164 25.1 B 1.2
Other 45 14 31 26 57.8 0 0.0 4 8.9 1 2.2
Total 2,115 466 22.0 1,174 55.% 54 2.6 381 18.0 40

Note: Significantb differences exist between positive outcomes (wardship
termination) and combined negative outcomes:
~Hispanic.
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Following are several examples of the three systems--also called approaches—-

G.1

APPENDIX G

CASE PROCESSING VARIABLE:
SYSTEM OF PROGRESS THROUGH PROGRAM

used for analyzing progress through program. Each example is essentially

verbatim from the written descriptions by camp staff, in response to the

questionnaire:

1. STAGES

Camp A.

Camp B.

Camp C.

“Successful progression through the three program 1levels

“depends upon behavior modification, attitudinal changes, per-

formance in school and work -assignments, and achievement of

objectives....As boys progress, they gain access to more

-activities, greatgr freedom of movement, availability of pay-

ing jobs, and pribrity to sign-up for recreational outings."

i

e

"tach ward is evaluated biweekly. He must make satisfactory;

grades for a total of 18 weeks (nine grading periods) to be
considered for release. Ward enters the program in Group I
and must accomplish eight satisfactory grades. He advances
to Group II for a minimum of four weeks. He then advances to

Group III for a minimum of six weeks."

"Wards should earn at least five weeks at Level I, 12 at

Level II, and three at Level III. Level I is adjustment to

rules and regulations of authority. Level II is problem
identification and resolution. Level III is a graduation/

transition phase. Weeks are earned by maintaining a minimum

-499-




G.2

Camp D.

Camp E.

Camp F.

level of acceptable performance (five on a ten-point scale)
in school. work area, counseling, conduct, and personal
merits, and by not receiving major disciplinary reports....
Home visits begfn at Level II, during which seven weeks of in-
depth éounse]ing occur. During lLevel specjfic plans are made

for boy's return to the community."

"Wards progress from Level I to Level IV. Responsibilities
and privileges increase wilh each level. Minimum performance
requirements are spelled out for each level....Achieving third

and fourth level can accelerate .release.” .

“tevel I consists of orientation, training, school testing and

good behavior. After four weeks in lLevel I, goals are set
and monitored for Level II. After eight weeks in Level 11,
(there] comes Level 111, during which Liime] case goals and

behavior goals are completed and graduation is set."

“Phase I is Orientation and requires adjustment to camp pro-

" gram, and learning camp rules and regulations. Phase II is

Stabilization; ward starts to-earn weekend furloughs and con-
tracts for behavior changes. Phése 111 is Development and
Growth; there  is progress on treatment contract and an
increase of fur]ough'privi1eges. Phase IV is Pre-graduation;
ward is eligible for 'grounds' pass (honor status) because of

matdrity,'résponsibility, and trustworthiness."
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I1.

Camp G.

Camp H.

Camp I.

RANKINGS

Camp J.

G.3

“Step 1 is the negative entry level for poor behaQior;
Step 2, the normal entry level. In Step 3, minor earns an
eight-hour pass. Each of Steps 1, 2, and 3 lasts two weeksi
Step 4, lasting four weeks, allows for a 32-hour pass.
Step 5, of six weeks' duration, allows for a 52-hour pass....
School evaluation forms, participation in counseling, passes,
and unit behavior determine a ward's moving to his next step.*
"Minor's progress earns his steps and his release. If he

does exceptionally well, his program can be shortened."

"Status levels are Entrance, Responding, Trust, Helping, and
Positive. When promoted to Positive, [students] are given a
release date four Qeeks away." "Each status has progressively
higher expectations and requires that all students struggle
and learn rather than 'do time.' Students must exhibit behav-

ior that corresponds to their status."

"In the initial two-week orientation, resident may make calls,
but is not eligible for furloughs. Average points earned on
daily and weekly basis determine progression through ten-step

program. Step 3 wards are eligible for furloughs."”

"A ward may reduce his stay by scoring in the excel]eni range
on the Weekly Merit Ladder. Each staff grades every ward
daily. Daily averages are accumulated weekly for the total

[X]

points, which determine stunding on 152 Waekly Herii " adder.
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G.4

Camp K.

Camp L.

Camp M.

Lines are drawn on the tladder to dif;erentiate excellent,
good, and bad categories. Being in the bad or 'dead week'
category may result in losé of privileges, such as possession
of personal items....Each Deputy Probation officer is required
fo chetk the Weekly Merit Ladder regarding additions or reduc-

tions in a ward's stay at camp."

"Resident is graded each day for performance in schoocl, work,
and general program....Points are +totaled for merit 1list.
Failure 1in any phase bf program is noted. At weekly
'position' meeting, jobs and.leadership positions are assigned
based on the group's assessment of wards' performance over. a
period of time....Length of stay can be reduced to minimum.by

satisfactory progress."

"Weekly prégress 'Merit Ladder' shows points earned or lost,
and determines privileges, job assignment eligibility, and
additions or deletions of extra time. High rankings on Merit
Ladder earn time off for individual wards. High ranking in

group performance earns time off for group members."

“A weekly merit 1ist is posted. Better behaved and [better)
working boys - (honor role) are eligible for specié] movies,
etc.  Poorly behaved (marginal)  boys are not allowed fur-

loughs, out-of-camp treats, etc."
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Camp 0.

Camp P.

Camp'N:

G.5

"Weekly ‘Merit List' standings are_posted. showing each

minor's relative standing on the 'ladder.' Each minor also

“sits with a group of staff members three or more times during

his stay to discuss his overall progress or standing, or any

special problems."

"Before going off duty, each staff member grades each ward. ...
Once a week, ward's points are totaled and a Merit lLadder is
published. Standing on the Merit Ladder determines progress

across four living groups. Upon entry, minor is placed in the

: 1owest‘1iving group. When a vacancy arises in the next higher

'group, it is filled by the entry-group minor with the highest

standing on the last Merit Ladder. Minors should be in the
top two grqups'to graduate....Minor's progress almost totally
determines his release. The top 25 wards on the Merit Ladder

earn an extra week."

“Wafds‘éhou1d complete specified number of 'satisfactory-or-
above weeks, e.g., 24 or 36. The exact number changes depend-
ing on performance. individuals and groups must earn special
privileges, in-camp work assignments, etc; MeritvLadder and
group performance are primary determinants....Wards are graded
on work crew and school behavior. Points count tﬁward Merit

Ladder standing."
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G.6

II1.

OTHER

Camp 0.

Camp R.

Camp S.

Camp T.

Camp U.

"Performance in dorm, school, and work is graded daily.

Points determine privileges and release date."

"Minor 1is rated on attitude and behavior every day and is

given privileges and assignments according to his point

standing."

"Performance is graded seven times a day and can earn minors
good time toward early release. Poor behavior results in

fewer points or loss of good time credit."”

"Home visits and other privileges are earned through a dorm
grading system, honor job performance, school grades, and
behavior ‘'subtraction.' The earning of home visits and per-
formance on home visits indicate preparedness for release.
Length of stay 1is partially dependent upon seriousness of
offense and 'legal time' opfions....School and dorm grades

are reviewed weekly and incorporated into progress reports."

"To earn a minimum program, ward must: (1) not receive a zero
~grade; (2) make passing grades in all school! subjects. After

six weeks and accumulating 840 points, a student may earn a

Qeekend furlough."
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Camp V.

Camp W.

Camp X.

Camp Y.

G.7

"Kid must pass in school and camp to be eligible for privi-
leges....tach day, progress is evaluated numerically and is
also reviewed every eight weeks."..."[To graduate,] ward must

pass camp and school for 32 weeks."

"Point system is used. Wards need 20 ‘'good weeks' to be
released. S:oventy-five percent of the maximum possible pojnts
are needed....Boys must earn a prearranged number of good
weeks in order to be released to their homes. The standard
expectations are taﬁ]ored to meet the needs of individuals,
as they become apparent. Points are used to earn weeks and
privileges....Each boy's behavior, tracked and recorded on
the 'grade sheet necapitd]ation,' is reviewed [weekly] by tﬁe
total staff....Grades are figured in percentages at the end
of each day. At the Start of the next day's shift, the grades
for the previous day and the cumulative grades for the week .
are presented. Each boy knows each day what he has earned and

what he must earn to get credit for the week."
*30-day progress reports are written by therapists.”

"...goals are established and periodic reviews are held to
determine minor's success in meeting his goéls...lSchoo] and
work grades each constitute 25% of the weekly grades. Overall
camp behavior accounts for the remaining 50X. Frequent con-
sultations with school and work staff are heid to review

ward's progress, cooperation and achievement."
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H.1

APPENDIX H

OUTCOME SCORES FOR LOWER-, MEDIUM-
AND HIGHER-RISK YOUTHS

The data in this appendix supplement the analysis in Chapter 15 on the
reTétionship between camp features and outcomes, by youth risk level. Below,
grouped by risk level are those outcomes where differences in adjusted scores
were statistically significant. Outcomes are for 24-month follow-up. Actual

scores are shown first, followed by adjusted scores in parentheses.

I. FINDINGS FOR LOWER RISKS

A. Type of Camp Release

For lower-risk youths, a higher rate of satisfactory program
completion was associated with three camp features:
1.  Length of Stay

Shorter LOS camps - 88.8%; longer LOS - 88.2%.
{(93.9 vs. 85.0) :

2. Vocational Training
Lower frequency - 94.6%; higher - 84.5%. (92.4 vs. 86.4)

3. Academic Training
Lower frequency - 93.6%; higher - 84.6%. (91.7 vs. 86.1)

B. Recidivism
For lower risks, a lower recidivism rate was associated with
the following:
1. Setting
Rural - 46.9%; nonrural - 53.9%. (45.8 vs. 54.5)

2. Living Unit Capacity :
Smaller units — 42.7%; larger units - 53.7%. (42.5 vs. 53.7)

-3. Counseling
' Higher hours - 43.6%; lower - 55.9%. (44.4 vs. 55.5)
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Lower Risks {cont.)
C. Violence
Camps with the following features had significant]y fewer
lower-risk youths with one or more sustained petitions for
violent offenses, during follow-up.

1. Living Unit Capacity
Smalier units - 4.0%; larger units - 15.7%. (7.2 vs. 14.9)

2. Living Arrangement
Rooms - 0.0%; dorms - 14.6%. (0.0 vs. 14.7)

3. Length of Stay A
Shorter - 3.4% vs. medium - 17.4% and longer - 15.9%.
(5.1 vs. 17.9 and 14.4)

4. Work Activities
Higher frequency - 9.1%; lower - 16.8%. (10.0 vs. 16.1)

D. Number of Sustained Petitions

With lower risks, no significant differences were found for

any feature, relative to number of sustained petitions.

E. Probation Terminations

With Tower risks, a higher_pefcehtage of positive probation
terminations was found for three features.
1. Length of Stay

Shorter - 69.1%; medium - 66.7%. (72.9 vs. 63.2) Not
significant for longer LOS.

2. Recreation
Higher hours - 73.4%; Tower - 64.0%. (73.3 vs. 64.4)

3. Ratio of Youths to Treatment Staff
Higher - 70.9%; lower - 68.2%. (75.9 vs. 65.2)
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H.3

Lower Risks'(Cont )

F. State Comm1tments
" For 1ower r1sks, Tower state commitment rate was associated
with five features.
1. Camp Capacity

Medium - 10.6%; larger - 23.8%. (12.8 vs. 22.3)
Not significant for smaller capacity.

2. Length of Stay
e Shorter - 6.7% vs. medium - 24.4% and Tlonger - 21.3%.
(7.8 vs. 13.5 and 11.4)

3. -Vocat1ona1 Training
Lower hours - 17.3%; h1gher - 20.1%. (4.3 vs. 22.7)

" 4. Ratio of Youths to Total Staff
. Higher - 8.9%; Jower - 22.3%. (171.3 vs. 21.5)

5. Ratio.of Youths to Treatment Staff
Higher - 9.7%; Tower - 24.3%. (11.2 vs. 23.4)

IT. FINDINGS FOR MEDIUM-RISKS

“A. Type of Camp Release

'Fdr youths of medium 'risk, a higher rate of satisfactory

program completions was as.srciated with the following camp

features:
1. Setting

Nonrural - 82.9%; rural - 80.8%. (84.1 vs. 78.7)

2. Camp Capacity Used (Density)
Higher - 88.7% and medium - B82.2%, compared to 1lower -
73.0%. (86.4 and 82.4 vs. 75.1) )

3. Number of Living Units
Multiple - 85.8%; single - 79.6%. (B87.9 vs. 78.2) .

4. Length of Stay
Shorter. - 84.0% and medium - 84.5% had more satisfactory
releases than longer - 78.6%. (88.3 and 85.4 vs. 74.9)
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Medium Risks (cont.)

5. Vocational Training

Lower hours - B87.8%; higher - 77.4%. (86.3 vs. 78.6)
Lower frequency - 87.6%; higher - 78.6%. (85.8 vs. 80.2)

6. Recreational Activities

Lower frequency - 82.2%; higher - 82.2%. (84.8 vs. 79.3)

7. O0ffgrounds Activities

Lower hours - 87.2%; higher - 76.9%. (85.0 vs, 79.2)
Lower frequency - 85.9%; higher 78.3%. (84.2 vs. 79.7)

8. Outside Contacts

Lower hours - 86.7%; higher ~ 76.6%. (86.0 vs. 77.4)
Lower frequency - B5.4%; higher - 79.5%. (85.2 vs. 79.7)

9, Ratio of Youths to Treatment Staff
Lower - 88.7%; higher - 74.2%. (86.6 vs. 76.7)

Recidivism

For medium risks, a Jlower recidivism rate was associated

~with the following:

1. Setting
Rural - 45.4%; nonrural -~ 52.4%. (45.6 vs. 52.3)

2. Number of Living-Units
Single - 60.6%; multiple -~ 67.6%. (60.6 vs. 67.6)

3. Recreational Activities

Higher hours - 59.1%; lower - 69.0%. (59.8 vs. 68.2)

4. Progress through Program

Rankings (57.5%) and stages (63.6%) approach each had a

lower rate than "other" - 70.6%. (Adjusted:
58.7; stages - 63.0; other - 70.8)

Violence

rankings

For medium risks, no significant differences were found on

any camp feature, with respect to the percentage of such youths

who had one or more violent offenses during follow-up.
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Medium Risks (cont.)

D. Number of Sustained Petitions

With medium risks, fewer petitions per recidivist were found

for nine camp features.

1. Setting
Rural - 1.0; nonrural - 1.2. (0.1 vs. 1.2)

2. Camp Capacity Used (Density)
Higher - 0.9; medium 1.2 and lower - 1.4. (1.0 vs. 1.2 and
1.2)

3. Number of Living Units
Single - 1.0; multiple - 1.3. (1.0 vs. 1.3)

4. Length of Stay
Longer (0.9) and medium (1.1) had fewer petitions than
shorter (1.5). (0.9 and 1.1 vs. 1.5)

5. Vocational Training
Higher frequency - 1.1; lower - 1.2. (1.0 vs. 1.2)

6. Recreational Activities
Higher hours - 1.0;"lower - 1.3. (1.0 vs. 1.2)
Lower frequency - 1.1; higher - 1.1. (1.0 vs. 1.2)

7. Progress through Program .
Fewer petitions were found for stages (1.1) and rankings
(0.9) than "other" (1.5). (1.0 and 1.1 vs. 1.4)

8. Aftercare: Post-Camp Emphasis
Lower - 1.2; higher - 1.1. (0.9 vs. 1.2)

E. Probation Terminations

With medium risks, a higher percentage of positive proba-
tion terminations was found for ten features:
1. Setting
Rural - 60.5%; nonrural - 50.1%. (58.8 vs. 51.0)

2. Camp Capacity
Larger - 56.2%; smaller - 47.6%. (56.4 vs. 46.0)
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Medium Risks (cont.)

3.

10.

Length of Stay
Shorter (51.1%) and Jlonger LOS camps (59.4%) each had a
higher percentage of positive terminations than medium
(50.3%). (shorter - 58.0 and longer - 56.5 vs. medium -
48.6) :

Higher hours - 59.7%; lower - 50.7%. (58.9 vs. 51.1)
Higher frequency - 57.3%; lower - 47.9%. " (57.1 vs. 48.1)

Recreationa1'Activities
Higher hours - 59.1%; lower - 47.3%. (57.7 vs. 49.0)

Offgrounds Activities .
Lower hours - 54.1%; higher - 53.3%. (56.7 vs. 50.0)
Lower frequency - 53.5%; higher - 52.3%. (57.3 vs. 48.8)

Qutside Contacts
Lower hours - 54.8%; higher - 52.3%. (56.2 vs. 50.3)

Ratio of Youths to Treatment Staff
Higher - 57.4%; lower - 51.2%. (59.3 vs. 50.0)

Progress through Program
Rankings - 57.9%; “other" - 50.8%. (60.2 vs. 48.8) Not
significant for stages.

Aftercare: Percentage of Camp Releases on Probation
Caseload , :
Higher - 56.7%; Tower - 47.0%. (56.2 vs. 48.0)

) F. State Commitments

For medium risks; a lower state commitment rate was

associated with the following:

Living Unit Capacity )
Smaller - 16.7%; larger - 28.4%. (18.7 vs. 27.8)

Length of Stay
Shorter LOS camps had a lower state commitment rate (17.6%)
than longer (33.8%). (20.4 vs. 30.2)

Counseling
Higher frequency - 20.6%; lower - 34.1%. (22.4 vs. 31.0)

Work Activities :
Higher hours - 22.0%; lower - 33.4%. (23.4 vs. 30.6)
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Medium Risks (cont.)

5.

0ffgrounds Activities

Lower frequency - 25.8%; higher - 25.9%. (22.1 vs. 29.3)

Method of Progress

"Other" - 17.5%; stages - 25.2%. (20.5 vs. 28.0) Not
significant for rankings.

III. FINDINGS FOR HIGHER RISKS

A. Type of Camp Release

For higher-risk youths, a higher rate of satisfactory

program completions 'was associated wtih the. following camp

features:

Camp Capacity Used (Density)

Higher - 84.6%; medium - 68.2%. (79.9 vs. 68.7) Lower
capacity used not significant.

Number of Living'Units
Multiple - 80.0%; single - 68.2%. (79.8 vs. 68.3)

Length of Stay
Shorter - 72.0% and medium - 74.5% vs. longer - 71.0%.
(Adjusted: shorter - 78.2 and medium - 76.6 vs.
longer - 63.6)

Counseling
Lower hours - 78.1%; higher - 63.5%. (76.6 vs. 66.1)

Religious Activities
Lower hours - 75.8%; higher 64.7%. (75.8 vs. 64.7)

Offgrounds Activities
Lower frequency - 82.6%; higher - 66.2%. (79.2 vs. 68.4)

Outside Contacts
Lower hours - 79.1%; higher - 67.4%. (77.5 vs. 68.9)
Lower frequency - 82.3%; higher - 67.1%. (78.8 vs. 69.3)

Ratio of Youths to Treatment Staff
Lower - 82.4%; higher - 64.0%. (78.6 vs. 67.5)

Volunteer Services
Lower - 77.3%; higher - 66.2%. (77.7 vs. 65.6)

-513-



H.8

Higher Risks (cont.)

B. Recidivism

For higher risks, a lower recidivism rate was associated

with the following:

1. Setting

Rural - 67.9%; nonrural - 79.1%. (67.6 vs. 79.2)
2. Vocational Training |

Higher hours - 71.2%; lower - 81.0%. (70.5 vs. 81.8)
3. Religious Activities

Lower frequency - 74.1%; higher - 81.3%. (73.0 vs. 85.2)
4. OQutside Contacts

Higher hours - 70.6%; lower - 80.6%. (70.2 vs. 80.9)
5. Youth's Presence at Case Reviews

Presence - 71.7%; absence - 81.2%., (71.6 vs. 81.3)

C. Violence

There were no findings at 24-month follow-up pertaining to

violent offenses and higher risk youths.

D. Number of Sustained Petitions

For higher risks, fewer petitions were found for ten camp

features:

1.

Length of Stay

Longer - 1.1 and medium - 1.3 vs. shorter - 1.9. (1.7 and
1.4 vs. 1.8) .

Vocational Training
Higher hours - 1.2; lower - 1.6. (1.2 vs. 1.6)
Higher frequency - 1.3; lower - 1.5. (1.2 vs. 1.6)

Academic Training
Higher frequency - 1.3; lower - 1.5. (1.3 vs. 1.7)

Youth's Presence at Case Reviews

24 mos.: presence - 1.2; absence - 1.6. (1.2 vs. 1.6)
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Higher Risks (cont.)

E. .Probation Terminations
With higher risks, a.ﬁigher percentage of positive probation
terminations was found for three features:

1. Academic Training
Lower frequency - 56.7%; higher - 35.0%. (51.6 vs. 36.0).

2. Religious Activities
Higher hours - 54.5%; lower - 33.0%. (47.8 vs. 35.1)

T3, Aftércare: Percentage of Camp Releases on Probation
Caseloads

Higher - 45.1%; lower - 25.9%. (43.7 vs. 28.4)

"F. * State Commitments

For higher risks, a lower state commitment rate was

associated ‘with the following:

7. Living Unit Cépacity
: Smaller - 28.1%; larger - 41.2%. (28.0 vs. 41.2)

2. Religious Activities
Higher hours - 30.7%; lower - 40.86%. (27.2 vs. 41.7)

3. OQutside Contacts
Higher hours - 29.4%; lower - 46.2%. (29.7 vs. 46.0)

4. Aftercare: Percentage of Camp Releases on Probation
Caseload ‘ ‘ :
Higher hours - 37.6%; lower - 38.5%. (32.0 vs. 47.8)
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APPENDIX 1
Technical Details Regarding Factor Scores
qnd Factor Analysis of Camp Features
Scores were derived for each camp on each factor, and these "factor scores”
were then used in several analyses. In one analysis, scores were used in
regression equations to see how well each factor predicted recidivism and state
commitment at 24-month follow-up. In this connection, the resulting R-squares
(percents of variance-in-recidivism accounted for) ranged--for recidivism--from
.00 to only .12. R-square was significant on one factor for the total group

(i.e., all youths combined) and for medium risks in particular. Regressions

on state commitment were marginally better, with R-squares ranging from .01 to
.22. Here, R-square reached significance for some risk groups on two of the
factors.
In a separate analysis, using a covariance épproach, in which outcome-
scores were adjusted, some significant findings emerged: Higher scores on two
factors were associated with lower recidivism rates, and higher scores on two
other factors were related to lower commitment rates. |
Following these preliminary analyses, probation outcomes were compared for
camps with higher and Tower scores on each factor. The five "standard" covari-
ates were used to adjust these outcomes‘for pre—existing'youth differences
within each camp group. Camps with higher factor scores had significantly
lower recidivism rates than low-scoring cémps on two factors. Lower commitment

rafés were found for high-scoring camps on three factors.
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APPENDIX J
Regression and Factor Analysis of Camp-Types:

Convergence of Results

In Chapter 16, separate sets of camp features were identified, each repre-
senting a distinct type of camp.  For each camp-type, the group of camps that
most resemb]ed the respective type had better outcomes than camps unlike those
types. Two independent methods were used to identify camp-types: stepwise
multiple regression and factor analysis.

What, if any, was the convergence of findings derived through these two
statistical approaches? 1n other words, were‘the types identified by regres-
sion similar to or contained within the factor types? 1If a regression-type
contained, say, nine items, did some or all of these items appear on one of
the factors? The following chart shows the number of items the regres-
sion-types had in common with the six factors resulting from factor analysis.

(Based on the analysis of non-LA camps.)

Regression Factors

Types 1 2 3 4 5 6
1(9 items) 5 5 3 7 2 0
2 (6 items) 4 3 0 2 2 2
3 (5 items) 2 1 1 0 1 1
4 (6 items) 4 3 4 2 0 1
5 (6 items) 4 5 3 2 4 1
6 (14 items) 7 9 4 3 5 3
7 (6 items) 0 5 1 3 2 0
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The above chart is read as follows: Regression-type 1 waé comprised of
nine items. Seven of those nine items were also contained in Factor 4 (while
five regression itéms were foupd in Factor 1, five in Factor 2, and so forth).
Regression-type 1,'then, showed a high degree of convergence with Factor 4--
that is, seven of the nine items were grouped together by both methods of
jdentifying camp-types. Convergence between regression-fypes and factors is
shown below.

Type 1: convergent with Factor 4 (7 of 9 items in common)

vape 2: convergent with Factor 1 (4 of 6 items)

Type 4: convergent with Faciors 1 and 3 (4 of 6 items)

Type 5: convergent with Factor 2 (5 of 6 items)

Type 6: convergent with Factor 2 (9 of 14 items)

Type 7: convergent with Factor 2‘(5 of 6 i1tems)

Only regression-type 3 did not appear to be convergent with any of the
factor-types, sharing, as it did, only two of its five items with any factqr.

A1l seven regression-types were retained as camp—types because each was
significantly related to probation outcomes. Factors 1, 5, and 6 were also
retained as camp-types because they, too, were related to outcomes. Factors
2, 3, and 4 did not show any direct relationship with outcomes and were there-
fore dropped from analysis. This resulted in 1ittle loss of information about
camp-types because Factor 2 had convergence Qith regression-type 6 (nine of
fourteen items) and Factor 4 converged with regression-type 1 (seven of nine
items).

An analysis similar to the above was conducted with the types derived among
LA camps. Satisfactory convergence was also found between types derived

through regression and factor analysis.
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APPENDIX K
PRE-POST CHANGE IN NUMBER OF
SUSTAINED PETITIONS FOR VIOLENT OFFENSES

o -Youths released from camps had fewer sustained petitions for violent
" offenses during 24-month follow-up than they had during the 24-month
period immediately preceding admission to camp.
Background. As mentioned in the study limitations presented in Chapter 2,
the nature and inconsistency of follow-up data negated a comparison.of the
number of sustained petitions prior to and after release from camp. However,

it was deemed possible to look at pre-post changes in the number of sustained

petitions for violent offenses. It was believed that, beécause of the serious-

ness of violent offenses, these offenses would uniformly appear in criminal
history 1nformation¥—regard1ess of its source (either probation records or BCS
rap sheets). Therefore, the research team decided to include an analysis of
pre~-to~post change in the number of sustained petitions for violent offenses.

-~ M2thod. Violent offenses included homicide, forcible rape, robbery,
assault, and kidnapping. Sustained petitions for these offenses were tabulated
for periods 24 months prior to admission to camp and 24 months after release.
The analysis was based on male satisfactory releases and was conducted for
total camps and for LA and non-LA camps separately. Unsatisfactory removals
were excluded because many of them were removed from camp and transferred
immediately to other custody, such as the Youth Authority. Since these cases
were not at-large, their presence in the sample would have skewed the findings

in favor of a decrease in violent offending.
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fFindings. As shown in Table K-1, of the 2,11é statewide releases,
682 youths had a cumulative total of 797 violent offenses during thé 24-month
period prior to camp admission (including any violent commitment of fenses).
During the 24-month period following release from camp, 369 violent offenses
were committed by 318 youths. The number of sustained petitions fdr violent
offenses decreased 53.7%. Violent offenses decreased 50.4% for youths
released from non-LA camps andk56.6% for LA camp releases.

Figure K shows the number of violent offenses that occurred during four
time periods: 1 to 12 and 13 to 24 months prior to admission; 1 to 12 and 13
to 24 months after release. These figures show that violent offending had
increased dramatically during the 12 monfhs prior to camp admission: state-
wide, from 170 in the period 13 to 24 months prior, to 627 in the 12 months
»immediately preceding camp admission. Similar increases were shown for LA and
non-LA camp releases.

‘Violent offending decreased. during the first 12 months following camp
release and continued to decrease in the following period 13 to 24 months

after release. Statewide, the decrease was from 251 to 118 violent offenses.

TABLE K-1

SUSTAINED PETITIONS FOR VIOLENT OFFENSES
PRIOR TO CAMP ADMISSION AND AFTER RELEASE
' STATEWIDE CAMPS

No. of No. of Sustained Petitions for Violent Offenses

Time Period Of fenders Statewide Non-LA Camps LA _Camps
24 Mos. Prior to Camp 682 197 ' 3N 426
24 Mos. After Release 318 369 184 185
Decrease N -364 428 -187 -241
% -53.4 -53.7 -50.4 -56.6

Note: Sample consists of satisfactory male releases:
Statewide = 2,115, Non-LA = 1,206, LA = 909,
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K.4

Table K-2 shows the number of sustained petitions for violent offenses
during 24-month f0119w-up for youths with none, one or two prior viclent
offenses. The table shows that among total camp releases with no prior
violent offenses, 86.5% had no violent offenses during follow-up, 11.9% had
one, and so forth. Of those with one prior violent offense, 82.1% had no
post-release violent offenses. 0Of those with two priors, 79.2% had no
post-release violent offenses.

Discussion. In general, the findings indicate that the camp programs had
a suppression effect on violent offending.  The number of violent offenses
committed after release was 53.7% lower than the number committed during an
equal time period prior to admission. The number of youths with violent
offenses decreased from 682 prior, to 318 post, or 53.4%. 1/

The data also indicate that a prior violent offense was only a moderate
indicator of the possibility of a subsequent violent offense. Of those with
no priors, 13.5% committed a violent offense during follow-up; of those with
one prior, 17.9% committed'a later violent offense; of those with two priors,

20.8% went on to commit another violent offense.

1/ It is recognized that possible chronic violent offenders who committed a
violent offense after camp release may have been re-incarcerated and,
therefore, not at-large to commit another offense. WNevertheless, the data
show a reduction in the incidence of violent offending.

-522~




SUSTAINED PETITIONS FOR VIOLENT OFFENSES

TABLE K-2

PER WARD 24 MONTHS PRIOR TO CAMP ADMISSION
AND AFTER CAMP RELEASE

STATEWIDE CAMP RELEASES

K.5

No. of Violent Offenses

Per Ward 24 Mos.

Prior

No. of Vio?ent‘Offenses Per Ward, 24-Month Fo]]ow-up‘

Two Three

to Camp Admission Total None One
None N 1,433 1,240 170 18 5
% 100.0 86.5 11.9 1.3 0.4
One N 576 473 . 90 M 2
% 100.0 82.1 15.6 1.9 0.4
Two N 106 84 17 4 1
% 100.0 79.2 16.0 3.8 0.9

NON-LA CAMP RELEASES

No. of Violent Offenses

Per Ward 24 Mos.

Prior

No.

'fota1

of Violent Offenses Per Ward, 24-Month Follow-up

to Camp Admission None One . Two Three
None N 889 - 785 91 9 4
% 10Q.0 88.3 10.2 1.0 0.5
One N 267 229 | 33 4 1
% 100.0 85.8 12.4 1.5 0.4
Two N 50 36 10 3 1
% 100.0 72.0 20.0 6.0 2.0

LA CAMP RELEASES

No. of Violent Offenses

Per Ward 24 Mos.

Prior

No. of Violent Offenses Per Ward, 24-Month Follow-up

to Camp Admission Total None One Two Three
None N 544 455 79 9 1
% 100.0 83.6 14.5 1.6 0.2
One N 309 244 57 1 1
% 100.0 79.0 18.4 2.3 0.3
Two N 56 48 7 1 0
\% 100.0 85.17 12.5 1.8 0.0
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APPENDIX L

Intercorrelations Among Youth Probation Qutcomes
Part 1 - Non-Los Angeles County Camp Releases

Average
Recidivism | Seriousness|{ Violence ‘Petitions State
Commit-
Probation 12 24 12 24 12 24 12 24 | ments
OQutcome Mos. Mos. Mos. Mos.| Mos. Mos.| Mos. Mos. 24 Mos.
Recidivism -
12 Mos. - .77 .00 .02 | .30 .26 | .78 .64 .34
Recidivism -
24 Mos. ‘ g7 - .00 .00 | .23 .28 | .60 .69 .34
Seriousness -
12 Mos. . .00 .00 - .85 .60 .51 | .11 .04 .34
Seriousness - ‘
24 Mos. .02 .00 .85 - .49 .60 | .10 .17 .34
Violent Offenses
1 or more -
12 Mos. .30 .23 .60 .49 - .80 | .28 .19 .28
Violent Offenses
1 or more - ' .
24 Mos. : .26 .28 .51 .60 | .80 - 1-.26 .29 .29
No. of Sustained
Petitions -
12 Mos. .78 .60 A1 .10 | .28 .26 - .85 .31
- No. of Sustained
Petitions -
24 Mos. .64 .69 .04 .17 .19 .29 | .85 - .30
State Commit- -
ments -
24 Mos. ‘ .34 .34 .34 .34 | .28 .29 1 .31 .30 -

Nonsignificant correlations are underlined.
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APPENDIX L (Continued)

Intercorrelations Among Youth Probation Qutcomes
Part 2 - Los Angeles County Camp Releases

3

Average
Recidivism | Seriousness | Violence Petitions State
Commi t~
Probation 12 24 12 24 12 24 12 24 ments
Qutcome Mos. Mos. Mos. Mos. | Mos. Mos. { Mos. Mos. 24 Mos.
Recidivism = }
12 Mos. - .76 .00 .09 |.41 .37 | .84 .68 .56
Recidivism - )
24 Mos. .76 - .00 .00 .31 39 (.64, .77 .56
Seriousness - .
12 Mos. .00 .00 - .80 |.80 .69 .13 -.08 .27
Seriousness -
24 Mos. .09 .00 .80 - .66 .82 A2 .12 .28
Violent Offenses
1 or more -
12 Mos. .41 .31 .80 .66 - .81 .41 .25 .35
Violent Offenses |
1 or more -
24 Mos. .37 .39 .69 .82 .81 - | .36 .37 .38
No. of Sustained
Petitions -
12 Mos. .84 .64 A3 12 .41 .36 - .80 .48
No. of Sustained
Petitions -
24 Mos. .68 .77 |-.08 12 .25 .37 .80 - .45
State Commit-
ments -
24 Mos. .56 .56 27 .29 .35 .38 | .48 .45 -

Nonsignificant correlations are underlined.
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Intercorrelations Among Camp Characteri

APPENDIX M

and Features :
Part 1 - Non-Los Angeles County Camps

stics

Camp Camp | Capa-| Unit No. | Liv- |Length Volun-| Pro-
Characteristic Capa-| city | Capa-|{ of ing of Rural | Staff| teer | gram !
or Feature city | Used | city | Units|Arrgt.| Stay |[Setting| Ratio| Hrs. |Assgt :i
Capacity - .32 .45 .21 | -.43 | -.12 | -.08 -.28 | -.36 | -.08 |
Capacity Used .32 - .06 .11 .17 |°-.06 .01 -.13 | -.24 .18
Unit Capacity .44 .06 - {~.36 | -.69 .25 .19 -.31 | -.11 .04
No. Units 21 11 1 -.36 - .11 | -.54 | -.45 -.13 | -.19 Oll
Living Arrangement | -.43 | .17 | -.69 | .11 - {-.13 | -.09 14 | -.05 | .17
Length of Stay -.11 | -.06 | .25 | -.54 | -.13 -] .54 .20 | .34 | .42
Rural -.08 .01 .19 | -.45 | -.09 .54 - .19 .22 .15
.Staff Ratio -.28 { -.13 | -.31 | -.13 .14 .20 .19 - .31 .02'
Volunteer Hrs. -.36 | -.24 | -.11 | -.19 | -.05 .34 .22 .31 - .22
Program Assignment -.08 .18 .04 .01 .17 .42 .15 .02 .22 -
Stages 0| 32| .15 -8 8| 37| .42 | .01 |-.15] . 19'
Rankings .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Case Review .04 | -.28 .50 | -.27 | -.46 | -.08 .00 -.23 .13 -.19'
Counseling Hrs. .10 | -.15 .02 .22 | -.20 .08 .08 .16 | -.02 | -.04
Counseling Freq. .34 .16 | -.07 | -.08 .01 .00 .08 .22 | -.07 -.04.
Vocational Hrs. 11 ] -.06 .30 | -.13 | -.59 .34 .15 .18 .22 .09
Vocational Freq. .07 | -.09 .34 t -.11 | -.59 .34 .14 .12 .08 | -.03
Work Hrs. .08 10 ) -.19 .31 -.07 | -.27 .16 -.03 | -.08 -.15'
Work Freq. .08 19 | -.19 .16 .25 | .00 .02 -.03 | -.08 | -.01 ‘
Academic Hrs. .08 .19 .36 | -.27 .05 | .18 .31 -.19 | -.08 .27' |
Academic Freq. -.38 | -.07 { -.03 | -.27 .23 .34 .10 -.23 .03 | -.01 |
Religious Hrs. .16 | .25 -.10 | -.06 | -.15 .17 .07 .32 .25 .05'
Religious Freq. -.00 .06 | -.34 .11 211 -.14 ) -.11 24 | -.02 ] -.16
Recreation Hrs. .13 .09 .25 | -.13 | -.31 .33 .13 -.23 } -.25 .19,
Recreation Freq. .04 | -.25 | -.29 .22 .22 1 -.18 | ~.06 22 | -.11 ] - 21.
0ffgrounds Hrs. -.13 | -.14 16 | -.22 | -.22 .00 .06 -.06 | -.02 | -.20
Offgrounds Freq. -.23| .25| .02 |-.08]-.07| .26]| .35 .09 |. .24 ;07'
Outside Hrs. -.04 .00 .13 [ -.13 } -.02 .42 .27 .08 .25 .19
Outside Freq. -.08) .09 -.22 | .15 .17 ] .17 | .28 18 1 .22 .22'
(Continued next page)
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APPENDIX M -
(Part 1 - Conp'dy Non-Los Ahge]es County Camps
Camp . -Rank-| Case | Coun-| Coun-| Voca-| Voca-| Work | Work
Characteristic .- |Stages| ings Re- |[seling|seling|tional {tional | Det. | Det.
or Feature System System view | Hrs. Freg.| Hrs. Freq. | Hrs. | Freq.
Capacity .00 | .00 | .04 | .10 { .38 | .11 | .07 | .08 | .08
Capacity Used .32 .00 |-.28 |-.15 .16 | ~.06 | -.09 .18 .19
Unit Capacity .15 | .00 | .50 | .02 |-.07 | .30 | .34 |-.19 |-.19
No. Units ’-.18 | .00 |-.27 | .22 |-.08 |-.13 |-.11 .31 | .16
Living Arrangement .18 00 | -.46 |-.20 .01 | -.59 |-.59 |-.07 .25
Length of Stay .37 | .00 {-.08 | .08 | .00 | .34 .34 | -.27 .00
Rural .42 .00 | .00 [ .08 | .08 | .15 14 | .16 | .02
Staff Ratio .01 | .00 (-.23 | .16 | .22 | .18 | .12 |-.03 |-.03
Volunteer Hrs. -.15 | .00 | .13 [-.02 |-.07 | .22 | .07 |-.08 |-.08
Program Assignment .19 | .00 {-.19 |-.04 |-.04 - .09 |-.03 |-.15 |~-.01
Stages - ‘ - .00 |{-.07 | .13 | .12 | .19 .17 | .18 | .33
Rankings .00 .00 | .00 | .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Case Review -07 | 00| - | .13] .00 .19 .16 .00 [-.13
Counseling Hrs. .13 .00 .13 - .36 .09 .03 .19 .46
Counseling Freq. . 12 | 00 | .00 | .36 - |-.08 {-.25 [-.08 | .23
Vocational Hrs. .19 | .00 | .19 | .09 [-.04 - .87 | .27 |-.01
Vocational Freq. .17 | .00 .16 | .03 | -.25 .87 - .17 | -.14
Work Hrs. .18 | .00 { .00 | .19 |-.08 | .27 | .17 - .27
Work Freg. .33 | .00 |-.13 | .46 | .23 [-.01 |-.14 | .27 -
Academic Hrs. .33 | .00 | .27 |-.08 {-.08 |-.01 [-.03 {-.31 [-.16
Academic Freq. .30 | .00 | .09 |-.14 |{-.05 | -.01 .07 |-.29 .08
Religious Hrs. 01 | .00 [-.02 | ;22| .32 { .20 | .11 |-.07 | .05
Religious Freq. -.14 | .00 {-.28 | .13 | .24 |-.16 |-.25 |-.26 | .09
Recreation Hrs. .07 | .00 | .00 | .00 | .00 | .32 .39 |-.13 | .00
Recreation Freq. -.13 .00 |-.07 .16 .27 | -.07 |-.21 .06 | .20
0ffgrounds Hrs. -.01 | .00 | .33 |-.29 |[-.27 | .08 | .21 [-.06 |-.49
0ffgrounds Freq. .28 | .00 [-.07 |-.02 | .04 | .07 .07 | .08 [-.20
Outside Hrs. .21 | .00 | .00 |-.13 | .00 | .19 | .02 [<.13 | .13
Outside Freg. .19 | .00 |-.06 | .09 | .11 | .22 .02 | .13 | .13
(Continued next page)
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(Part 1 - Cont'd)

APPENDIX M

Non-Los Angeles County Camps

Camp Aca- | Aca- |Relig-|Relig- {Recre- |Recre-| Offg.| Offg.| Outs.| Outs.
Characteristic demic.|demic | ious | ious [ation [ation | Act. | Act. | Cont.| Cont.
or Feature Hrs. |Freq. | Hrs. | Freq.| Hrs. | Freq.| Hrs. | Freq.| Hrs. Freqg.
Capacity .08 | -.04 .16 { -.00 .13 .04 | -.13 | -.23 [ -.04 | -.08
Capacity Used L19 | -.07 .25 .06 .09 | -.25 | -,14 .25 .00 .09
Unit Capacity .36 | -.03 | -.10 | -.34 .25 | -.29 Lok .02 .13 | -.22
No. Units -.27 | -.27 | -.05 11 | -.13 .22 | -.22 | -.08 | -.13 .15
Living Arrangement .05 .23 1 -.15 .21 | -.31 .22 | -.22 | -.07 | -.02 .17
Length of Stay .18 .34 17 | -.14 .33 1 -.18 .00 .26 42 17
Rural .31 .10 .07 { -.11 13 | -.06 .06 .35 .27 .28
Staff Ratio -.19 | -.23 .32 .24 | -.23 .22 | -.06 .09 .08 .18
Volunteer Hrs. .08 .03 .25 | -.02 | -.25 | -.11 | -.02 .24 .25 .22
Program Assignment .27 | -.01 .05 | -.16 .19 | -.21 | -.20 .07 .19 .22
Stages .33 .31 .01 | -.14 .07 | -.13 | -.01 .28 211 .19
Rankings .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Case Review 27| .09 |-.02 {-.28| .00|-.07| :33|-.07| .00} -.06
Counseling Hrs. -.08 | -.14 .21 .13 .00 .16 | -.29 | -.02 | -.13 .09
Counseling Freq. -.08 | -.05 .32 .24 .00 27 1 -.27 .04 00!V 11
Vocational Hrs. -.01 | -.01 .20 | -.16 .32 | -.07 .07 .07 .19 .22
Vocational Freq. -.03 .07 11 ] -.26 .39 ] -.21 .21 .07 .02 .02
Work Hrs. -.31 [ -.29 | -.07 | -.26 | -.13 .06 | -.06 .08 | -.13 .13
Work Freq. -.16 .08 .05 .09 .00 .20 | -.49 | -.20 .13 .13
Academic Hrs. - 27 | -.11 | -.11 .27 | -.08 .22 | -.06 .00 .13
Academic Freq. .27 - | -.21 -.09 .26 | -.05 .23 | .23 .09 | -.01
Religious Hrs. -.11 | -.21 - .54 W13 1 -.13 § -.02 .13 .17 .05
Religious Freq. -.11 | -.09 | .54 -]-10| .22 |-.22|-.08]-.07] .02
Recreation Hrs. .27 .26 .13 | -.10 - .07 .07 | -.20 Jd2 | -.19
Recreation Freq. -.08 | -.05 | -.13 .22 .07 -+ -.17 |1 -.31 .19 .06
0ffgrounds Hrs. .22 .23 | -.02 | -.22 .07 | -.17 - .45 .20 .07
0ffgrounds Fregq. -.06 .23 .13 1 -.04 | -.20 | -.31 .45 - .33 .34
Qutside Hrs. .00 .09 .17 | -.07 .12 .20 .20 .33 - .45
Outside Freq. .13 | -.01 .05 .02 | -.19 .06 .07 .34 .45 -
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' APPENDIY. M M.4
o | Intercorrelations Among Camp Characteristics
l and Features
Part 2 - Los Angeles County Camps
Camp Camp | Capa-| Unit No. | Liv- |Length Volun-|. Pro-
l Characteristic Capa- | city | Capa-| of ing of Rural | -Staff| teer | gram
or Feature city | Used | city | Units|[Arrgt.| Stay [Setting} Ratio| Hrs. |Assgt.
l Capacity - 37| -a11|-.28| 08| 22| .28 | .08 28 |-.21
Capacity Used .37 -1-.30 | a5 .21 | 12| .34 .21 .ea | .07
II Unit Capacity -.11 { -.30 - .41 | -68| .00 |-.06 | -.681}|-.06 |-.30
No. Units -.28 1 .15 | -.41 -1 .28 .34 1| -.29 .28 | .00 | -.44
Living Arrangement .08 .21 | -.68 .28 - 22 | -.24 - .32 21
l Length of Stay 22 | .12 .00 | .38 .22 - | -.46 221 .23 |1-.36
Rural 24 | .34 | -.06 | -.29 | -.24 | -.46 - | -.24] .12 ] .08
l Staff Ratio .08 .21 -.68 | .28 - .22 | -.24 - 32 | .2t
Volunteer Hrs. .24 | .65 | -.06 | .00 | .32 23| .12 .32 -1 .04
II Program Assignment | -.21 | .07 { -.30 | -.45| .21 | -.36 .04 .21 .04 -
Stages 18 1 -.19 | -.19 | .32 | .44 .25 ] -.55 44 | .09 | -.19
Rankings -.24 | -.04 .06 | -.29 | -.32 | -.46 A6 | -.32 | -2 | .26
II Case Review .37 .37 | -.30 | -.45 ] .21 | -.36 .65 21| .34 | .38
Counseling Hrs. 14 .39 | -.78 | .52 | .53 .14 | .25 53| .25 1 .03
' Counseling Freq. .24 .34 | -.47 |.°.00 .32 .00 .71 .32 .12 .04
Vocational Hrs. .24 .34 | -.06 .00 .32 .23 .12 .32 .12 .04
' Vocational Freq. 18| .| .25 |-.32|-.18] .00| .09 |-.18]-.23| .14
~ Work Hrs. -.24 | .56 .06 | .00 |-.32|-.23]| .46 | -.32 A7 1 .26
ll Work ireq. 21| -.07{-.12 |-.15} .37 | .12 | -.04 .37 | -.04 | -.07
Academic Hrs. -.18)-14| 19| .32 |-44| .00 .23 | -.44|-.09]-.47
Academic Freq. .28 | -.15| .00 | .14 | .28 .34 | -.29 .28 | -.29 | -.45
' Religious Hrs. .24 | .04 .35 | -.58 | -.24 | .23 | .12 |-.24 | .12} .34
Religious Freg. .28 | .15 41 [ -.43 ] -.28 | -.11 .00 | -.28| .00] .15
| Il Recreation Hrs. -.24 | .26 -.35 | .00 | .24 | -.23| -.12 24 | -.12 | .56
Recreation Freq. -.18 | -.14 | -.25 .00 .18 .00 | -.09 .18 | -.09 .19
|| Of fgrounds Hrs. -53) .03|-.28| .17 .53 .14|-.10 | .53 .25 | .39
Offgrounds Freq. -.43 | -.16 | .28 |{-.05 [-.19 | .22 | .16 | -.19| .05} -.18
Outside Hrs. 24 | .04 -.47 ! 29| .32 | .23 -.17 .32 | -.17 | .04
Il " Qutside Freg. .28 | .45 | -.41 |-.14 | .28 .11 .00 281 .00] .45




M.5
APPENDIX M
(Part 2 - Cont'd) Los Anceles County Camps
Camp Rank-| Case | Coun-| Coun-| Voca-| Voca- | Work | Work
Characteristic Stages | ings Re- |seling|seling|tional [tional | Det. | Det.
or Feature System|System| view { Hrs. | Freq.{ Hrs. | Freg. | Hrs. | Freq.
- Capacity 18 [-.24 | .37 | .14 | .24 | .24 | .18 |-.24 | .21
Capacity Used -.19 | -.04 .38 .39 .34 3] .14 .56 | -.07
Unit Capacity -.19 .06 {-.30 |-.78 | -.47 | -.06 .26 .06 |-.12
No. Units .32 {-.29 | -.45 .52 .00 .00 | -.32 .00 |-.15
Living Arrangement 44 | -.32 .21 .53 .32 .32 | -.18 | -.32 .37
Length of Stay .25 | -.46 | -.36 .14 .00 .23 .00 | -.23 .12
Rural -.55 .46 .65 .25 W71 .12 .09 46 | -.04
Staff Ratio 44 [ -.32 .21 .53 .32 .32 [ -.18 | -.32 .37
Volunteer Hrs. .09 | -.12 .34 .25 .12 12 | -.23 .17 | -.04
Program Assignment -.19 .25 .38 .03 .04 .04 .14 .26 | -.07
Stages - |-.73|-.19 | .05-|-.23| .09 |-.05 |-.73 | .19
Rankings -.73 - .26 .10 17 | -.42. | -.41 .42 .04
Case Review -.19 .26 - .39 .65 .34 .14 .26 | -.07
Counseling Hrs. .06 .10 .39 - .60 .25 | -.33 .10 | -.03
Counseling Freq. -.23 .17 .65 .60 - .42 .09 .17 .26
Vocational Hrs. .09 | -.42 .34 .25 .42 - .73 .17 | -.04
Vocational Freq. -.05 | -.41 | .14 [-.33 | .09 | .73 - | .23 |-.14
Work Hrs. -.73 .42 | .26 | .10 | .17 | .17 | .23 - |-.56
Work Freq. .19 .04 | -.07 }-.03 .26 | -.04 |-.14 }-.56 -
Academic Hrs. -.30 .09 | ~-.47 |-.05 | -.09 | -.41 [-.30 .09 |-.19
Academic Freq. .32 |-.29 | -.45 |-.17 .00 .00 .00 | -.58 .75
Religious Hrs. -.23 .17 .34 1 -.10 12 .42 .41 | .17 | -.04
Religious Fregq. -.32 .29 A5 | -.17 -1 -.29 .29 .32 .29 |-.15
Recreation Hrs. -.41 | .42 | -.04 .10 | -.12 | -.12 | -.09 .42 .04
Recreation Freq. .05 | .41 | .19 | .33 | .23 |-.09 |-.30 |-.23 | .47
Offgrounds Hrs. .06 |-.25 .03 .15 .25 .25 .06 .10 [ -.03
O0ffgrounds Freq. -.44 .28 1 -.16 .03 .16 .16 .03 .28 }-.08
Qutside Hrs. 41 {-.71 .04 .25 .12 .42 .41 |-.12 |-.34
Qutside Freq. .00 |-.29 .45 .17 .29 .58 .63 .29 -.15
(Continued next page)
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M.6
APPENDIX M
(Part 2 - Cont'd) Los Angeles County Camps

Camp Aca- | Aca- |Relig- |Relig-[Recre- |Recre-| Offg.| Offg.| Outs.| Outs.
Characteristic demic |demic | ious | ious [ation [ation | Act. | Act. | Cont.| Cont.

or Feature Hrs. |Freq. | Hrs. | Freq.| Hrs. | Freq.| Hrs. | Freq.| Hrs. '| Freq.
Capacity . -.18 .28 | .24 .28 | -.24 | -.18 | -.53 | -.43 .24 .28
Capacity Used -.14 |-.15 .04 .15 .26 1-.14 .03 |-.16 .04 .45
Unit Capacity .19 .00 .35 41 .35 .26 | -.28 .28 | -.47 | -.41
No. Units .32 .14 | -.58 | -.43 .00 | .00 17 | -.05 | .29 |-.14
Living Arrangement -.44 .28 | -.24 | -.28 .24 .18 .53 }-.19 .32 .28
Length of Stay .00 .34 23 | -.11 | -.23 .00 .14 .22 .23 .11
Rural .23 | -.29 .12 .00 | -.12 | -.09 |-.19 .16 | -.17 .00
Staff Ratio -.44 .28 | -.24 | -.28 .24 .18 .53 | -.19 .32 .28
Volunteer Hrs. -.09 |-.29 .12 .00 | -.12 .09 .25 .05 | -.17 .00
Program Assignment -.47 | -.45 34 1 .15 .56 .19 .39 .18 .04 .45
Stages -.30 | .32 |-.23|-.32]-.41] .05 | .06 |-.44 [ .41 | .00
Rankings 09 | -.29 A7 .1 .29 .42 41 | -.25 .28 | -.71 | -.29
.Case Review -.47 | -.45 .34 | .15 | -.04 .19 .03 | -.16 .04 .45
Counseling Hrs. -.06 |-.17 | -.10 | -.17 .10 .33 .15 .03 .25 .17
~ Counseling Freq. -.09 .00 .12 1 -.29 | -.12 .23 .25 .16 .12 .29
Vocational Hrs. -.41 .00 .42 .29 | -.12 | -.09 .25 .16 .42 .58
Vocational Fregq. -.30 .00 .41 .32 1 -.09 | -.30 .06 .03 .41 .63
Work Hrs. .09 | -.58 .17 .29 42 | -.23 .10 .28 | -.12 .29
Work Freq. -.19 .75 | -.04 | -.15 .04 .47 | -.03 | -.08 | -.34 | -.15
Academic Hrs. - .00 |-.41 {-.32 |-.23 | -.40 | -.06 37 | -.09 | -.63
Academic Fregq. .00 - 1-.29 {-.14 .00 .00 | -.17 | -.28 .00 | -.14
Religious Hrs. -.41 | -.29 - .58 | -.12 .23 | -.10 .50 | -.17 .29
Religious Freq. -.32 | -.14 .58 - .29 .00 | -.52 .05 | -.29 .14
Recreation Hrs. -.23 | .00 |-.12 | .29 - | .09 | .10 [-.05|-.12 | .29
Recreation Freq. -.40 .00 .23 .00 .09 - |-.06 |-.08 | -.41 .00
Offgrounds Hrs. -.06 {-.17 | -.10 |-.52 | .10 |-.06 - | 43| .25 | .17
Offgrounds Freq. .37 | -.28 .50 .05 | -.05 .08 .43 - 1-.28 |-.28
Outside Hrs. -.09 .00 | -.17 |-.29 | -.12 | -.41 .25 | -.28 - .58
Outside Freg. -.63 | -.14 .29 .14 .29 .00 17 | -.28 .58 -
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