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A STUDY OF THE IMPACT OF TEN PENNSYLVANIA RESIDENTIAL 
PLACEMENTS ON JUVENILE RECIDIVISM 

The effectiveness of a juvenile justice system is frequently 
measured by its ability to prevent juvenile offenders, once identified, 
from continuing to engage in crime. This study targets the subgroup of 
juvenile offenders considered sufficiently serious or dangerous to 
require removal from their communities and incrceration in a public or 
private residential facility. It examines recidivism among juveniles 
released from 10 selected residential placements in Pennsylvania in an 
attempt to determine the relative effectiveness of each placement in 
influencing recidivism patterns amoI,1g its residents. The following are 
the key findings of the study: 

o By the end of the follow-up period, 55 percent of the study 
sample had been arrested; 48 percent had been arrested within 
the first 12 months. 

o Juveniles with more extensive arrest records were more likely 
to be arrested, convicted and incarcerated after release from 
placement than juveniles with fewer pre-placement arrests. 

o "Juveniles with more extensive delinquent placement histories 
were more likely to be arrested, convicted, and incarcerated 
after release than juveniles with fewer delinquent placements. 

o The younger a juvenile. was at first arrest, the more likely he 
was to be arrested, convicted, and incarcerated after release. 

o The older a juvenile was at release from placement, the less 
likely he was to be arrested, convicted, and incarcerated after 
release. 

o Poor performance in school and difficulties in adjusting to 
the residential placement were related to more recidivism 
beha.vior. 

o Race, chemical dependency, and family stability were not found 
to predict recidivism in the study sample. 

o No statistically significant differences on post-release arrest, 
conviction', or inca'rceration lvere found among the groups released 
from the ten residential placements. 
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Introduction 

The decision to send an adjudicated juvenile offender to a 
residential correctional facility is a critical, and not a con~on, 
event. In addition to a policy of using the "least restrictive 
alternative" in meting out dispositions, costs for placing juveniles in 
residential facilities are significant. Counties pay between $65.00 and 
$161.00 per day to place a juvenile in a residential facility, resulting 
in an average (9 month) expenditure of $18,000 to $40,000 per child. 
Thus it should not be surprising that during the 1984 calendar year, for 
example, the Pennnsylvania juvenile court system collectively handled 
25,688 dispositions while only 2,978 of these, or 11.59 percent, 
resulted in residential placements. 

While the predominant tendency of probation officers and juvenile 
court judges may be to find alternatives to residential placement, there 
are obviously occasions which merit the removal of a delinquent child to 
a residential facility. In these instances it may be felt that a 
juvenile offender merits residential placement either by the severity of 
his/her offense and/or criminal history or because the offender is in 
need of the type of rehabilitative treatment only available at a 
residential facility, or both. Whatever the reason, once the decision to 
place has been reached, the judge is faced with the responsibility of 
selecting from among the over 300 residential facilities available in 
Pennsylyania. 

Making this choice is difficult. Residential programs differ 
markedly from one another with respect to their size, location, 
treatment philosophy, and services provided, not to mention cost. 
Moreover, the objective of sending a juvenile offender to a residential 
placement is not merely to remove him or her from the community but also 
to provide the offender with opportunities. to engage in the 
rehabilitative process. 

Considering the wide range of placements available in the state of 
Pennsylvania, it is important for individuals responsible for placement 
decisions to have the most comprehensive information concerning each 
residential facility's effectiveness. Of course, the first issue that 
must be addressed in an attempt to evaluate effectiveness is: effective 
for what? It could be argued that residential placements available 
throughout the state of Pennyslvania focus on many different needs and 
concerns of offenders., communities, and the juvenile justice system. 
Some may be viewed as superior in providing residents with quality 
educational experiences, others may excel in treating chemical 
dependency, while still others may be viewed as providing the community 
witq the greatest degree of safety. 
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While specific stre~gths of residential placements may differ, 
there is one type of outcome most generally accepted as an indicator of 
correctional effectiveness- reduced recidivism. Most individuals 
responsible for sending offenders to residential placement facilities 
believe, or at least hope, that the juvenile's experience at the 
facility will reduce his/her likelihood of engaging in criminal behavior 
after release. Moreover, in the choice of one placement over another 
for a particular juvenile, there is the implicit assumption that 
placements are differentially effective in abilities to reduce or 
eliminate recidivism. It was upon this assumption that the research to 
be reported in this document was funded. 

The Research Problem 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

The objective of this study is to measure the influence of various II 
institutional placements on the post-release criminal behavior patterns 
of selected residents released from these placements. Specifically, the I 
research addresses the following questions: 

o What factors reliably predict: (1) the likelihood that residents 
will return to criminal involvement and (2) the extent of that 
involvement? 

o Does placement in a particular -institution increase or decrease 
a juvenile/srisk of recidivism? 

o Does placement in a particular institution increase or decrease 
the period of time a juvenile would be expected to spend in the 
community before returning to criminal behavior? .. 

o Does placement in a particular institution increase or decrease 
the risk of recidivism for certain types of juveniles? 

While these questions seem rather straightforward, they require 
complex solutions if one des ires to address them carefully. The maj 017 

complicating factor is selection bias, that is, the fact that juveniles 
are not assigned to institutions in Pennsylvania in a random fashion. 
On the contrary, probation officers and judges carefully consider the 
"match" between placement strengths and the needs of the offender in 
making placement decisions. In doing so, for example, juveniles with 
extensive delinquent histories will be more likely to be sent to certain 
placements, while juveniles with less serious delinquent backgrounds 
will be sent to others. Therefore, bias is introduced in the process of 
selecting juveniles for placements. 

What makes selection bias problematic from the standpoint of the 
evaluation of correctional treatment effectiveness is that it is quite 
probable that at least some of the criteria used to assign individuals 
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to particular placments are related to the outcome measure of interest, 
in this case, recidivism. It is quite logical that juveniles would be 
assigned to different residential placements on the basis of criteria 
such as age, criminal history, delinquent placement history, and school 
adjustment, for example. Indeed, in the case of assigning juveniles to 
secure facilities in Pennsylvania, state Department of Public Welfare 
policy stipulates' that certain criteria must be present in the 
juvenile's background before such a placement can be made. These 
criteria, and others which may also be used in placement decisions have 
been documented in numerous studies as predictors of recidivism (see 
Sechrest and Brown, 1979, for a review of these studies). 

The potential outcome of such selection bias is that the groups 
from the residential placements being evaluated may differ from one another 
on their recidivism risk before exposure to the placements themselves. 
Thus, it is not possible to accurat~ly assess the impact of the 
placement on recidivism without first taking into account the effects of 
these other factors . 

. Researchers are virtually unanimous in their endorsement of the so
called "controlled experiment" as the design of choice if one wants to 
obtain definitive answers to questions of the effectiveness of 
correctional treatments. Involving random assignment of cases to 
institutions, it insures that all facilities contain equivalent mixes of 

. residents with "good" and "poor" recidivism potential. This equivalence 
of resident populations on background risk factors implies that 
differences in subsequent recidivism would be attributable to "what 
happened" to those residents while they were incarcerated in the 
institutions (assuming other factors of treatment, for example, time 
served, are also equivalent across institutions). 

However, difficulties in performing controlled experiments are 
many; they require long time periods to follow participants through the 
treatments; theY'demand the cooperation of many agents in conforming to 
the experimental design; and oftentimes, moral and ethical questions 
persist concerning the witholding of treatment to some participants. 
Consequently, despite their potential, true experiments have not 
generally been used in the evaluation of correctional treatments 
(Farrington, 1983). Nor was a controlled experiment attempted in the 
present study. Rather, the study was designed to gathel:' sufficent data 
on potential "confounding" variables to enable the investigators to 
account for their effects st~tistically in the data ana.lysis. 

4 



Methodology 

Selection of Placements for the Study 

Ten residential placement facilities in Pennsylvania were selected 
for the present study. They include (number of cases): Vision Quest, 
Inc. (52), George Junior Republic (58), Glen Mills School (54), St. 
Gabriel's Hall (50), Youth Development Center (YDC) Bensalem Residential 
(52), YDC Loysville (51), YDC New Castle Residential (56), Youth Forestry 
Camp #2 (54), YDC Bensalem Secure (57), and YDG New Castle Secure (43). 
These particular facilities were selected for several reasons. 

Size of placemen~. First and most importantly, these facilities 
comprise some of the largest residential placements in Pennsylvania; and 
due to research design consid~rations, only placements accepting a 
minimum of 50 referrals per year could be considered. 

Diversity of placements. Second, an attempt was made to obtain a 
balance of public and private placements and to include placements with 
some geographic diversity. 

Exclusion of placements for females. Third, a decision was made to 
exclude placements for female delinquents due to their small sizes. 

Exclusion of non-residential placements. Fourth, the scope of the 
study was limited to an evaluation of residential placements, thus 
excluding community placements from consideration. 

Selection of Cases 

Cases were selected from the 1984 data base of the Center for 
Juvenile Justice Training and Research, which contains information 
concerning all individuals sent to the sample placements during that 
calendar year. 

Random samples of 75 cases were drawn for each facility, with the 
expectation that from these, 60 useable cases per facility could be 
located. Three facilities had received fewer than 75 commitments in 
1984 (Youth Forestry Camp #2 (YFC #2), Bensalem Residential, and Bensalem 
Secure). For these facilities, every case committed in 1984 was 
considered part of the original sample. A total of 696 cases (from 55 to 
75 per institution) comprised the original sample. 

Once in the field, coders were forced to disqualify a considerable 
number of cases for various reasons. Cases were not used in the study 
if they: (1) had not been released from the sample placement for at 
least 12 months [1]; (2) had been transferred to another placement for 
more than one month before being released; (3) had never been at the 
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sample placement; (4) had their case closed and their records destroyed; 
or (5) if their case record could not be located. 

For each disqualified case, attempts were made to locate a 
replacement case, when possible from same county. Replacements were 
randomly selected from the list of remaining (unsampled) cases placed 
within each facility during 1984. In.the case of two facilities, YFC #2 
and Bensalem Residential, locating replacement cases necessitated the 
inclusion of several juveniles placed in 1983, and some from early 1985, 
as all available 1984 cases had either been coded or were disqualified. 
By the completion of data collection, useable data had been obtained for 
a total of 527 cases from 31 of the 67 counties in Pennsylvania. 

In addition to the 696 original cases, over 200 potential 
replacement cases were considered. Of these, 188 were coded for 
inclusion in the sample. In all, 527 useable cases were obtained, while 
over 280 were rejected. 

Tests for Potential Sources of Bias 

As in any research of this type, there was a concern that the 
rej ection of ce'rtain cases might introduce sources of bias into the 
composition of institutional sub-samples. And in fact, there were 
circumstances related to the rejection 'of cases from certain placements 
which made this a serious concern. A brief discussion of this issue 
follows. 

In Allegheny County Family Court a considerable number of case 
files were unavailable because they had been routinely p~rged (the Cottrt 
retained a face sheet, but this was not detailed enough to permit 
coding). Court staff assisting the coders explained that once a 
probationer reached 18 years of age and had maintained a period of 
successful adjustment, his case was normally closed and the record 
destroyed. It should be noted that this court often maintains 
juveniles in placement and under supervision beyond their eighteenth 
birthday. 

The researchers' were concerned because 14 of the cases in the 
original sub-sample for YDC-New Castle Secure had been purged (no other 
sample placement lost more than 4 cases for this reason). This raised 
~he possibility that the "lost" cases represented juveniles who had 
likely had a successful post-release adjustment, and that their 
exclusion would bias the eventual sub-sample. In an effort to test this 
theory, the researchers checked the adult arrest records of these 14 
cases. The results showed that four of the 14 had at least one arrest. 
This represents the same percentage (28.5 percent) of the overall sample 
which had at least one adult arrest (150 of 527). This suggests that 
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the exclusion of these 14 cases did not bias the YDC-New Castle Secure 
sub-sample. 

In Philadelphia County coders experienced a great deal of 
difficulty in locating case files. A total of 72 cases from 
Philadelphia were excluded from the sample for this reason alone. 
Unlike the situtation in Allegheny County, there was no systematic 
pattern to the "lost" files; some were known to be active cases and 
others were closed. Thus there was little concern that this problem 
introduced any systematic bias into the sub-samples of placements which 
contained large proportions of Philadelphia juveniles. 

The unlocated Philadelphia files did contribute to another problem 
concerning the sub-samples for YDC Bensalem Residential and YDC Bensalem 
Secure. The pool of 1984 commitments to these two programs was exhausted 
long before the target number of 50 useable cases was reached. In order 
to obtain an adequate number of useable caSeS, the files of juveniles. 
committed in early 1985 were obtained and coded. By limiting the search 
to the first few months of 1985, an adequate follow-up period could still 
be assured. Court staff provided a chronological list of commitments 
beginning in January 1985, and the cases were simply checked in 
chronological order until the target number had been located and coded 
for each sample placement. 

A final source of concern was cases excluded from the sample 
because the juveniles were transferred out of sample placements due to 
inappropriate behavior, such as rule violations and escapes. A total of 
68 cases were rejected for this reason. The reader will note later in 
this paper that such institutional misconduct did in fac~ 'correlate with 
increased likelihood of post-release recidivism. This raises the 
possibility that sample placements from which significant numbers of 
cases were rejected for this reason ended up with sub-samples which were 
biased in that they contained fewer recidivism-prone cases. 

The number of cases excluded for this reason varied from a low of 
two at St. Gabriel's to a high of 14 at YDC-Loysville. A prior concern 
that the private programs would have "lost" significantly more cases for 
this reason than the' public programs proved unfounded. The four private 
programs lost an average of five cases each and the six public programs 
an average of eight. 

Representativeness of the Sample 

The ten institutions selected for study received a total of 1405 
commitments in 1984. This represents 47 percent of the 2978 juveniles 
committed to any residential placement in 1984. The most conservative 
interpretation would be that the sample is representative of the 
population committed to any of these ten placements. And in light of 
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the above discussion of excluded cases, a more accurate statement would 
be that the sample is representative of juveniles who were committed to 
and ~propriately released from those ten placements. 

The placements in our study are considered public institutions, 
private institutions, and public secure facilities. The total number of 
juveniles committed to any private or public institution or public 
secure facility in 1984 was 1811, or 61 percent of all residential 
commitments. The most liberal interpretation of our sample would be 
that it is representative of this population. The facilities in these 
three categories not represented in our sample include small secure 
facilities (two public and one private), one public Youth Forestry Camp, 
and several private institutions of varying sizes. 

A separate issue is whether our sample of 1984 commitments may be ~ 

considered representative of the populations of juveniles sent to 
residential facilities in more recent years. The researchers are not 
aware of any historical factors which would jeopardize this assumption. 
The proportion of delinquency referrals committed to institutions and 
secur.e facilities combined has remained very stable over the past ten 
years at about 7 percent. In addition, all of the facilities in the 
study sample are still in operation. 

Data Sources 

Probation office ~ files. From July to November, 
1986, trained coders visited the probation offices of all counties 
containing at least seven cases in the sample. They then transferred 
information from each juvenile's comprehensive case file to specialized 
co~ing forms prepared by the investigators. This instrument was 
developed to obtain detailed information concerning six general areas: 
(1) demographics; (2) criminal history; (3) social and emotional 
history; (4) juvenile's experience in plac~ment; (5) juvenile's post
placement adjustment; and (6) juvenile's post-release criminal behavior. 

In addition to gathering recidivism information from the juvenile's 
probation office case file, two other sources of data concerning 
recidivism were consulted. 

State Police Data Base. First, as arrests after juveniles turned 
18 \-,ould not be en~d--rn-a juvenile probation case file, the 
Pennsylvania State Police performed a database search on all 527 
juveniles in the sample. This search was performed in early December, 
1986. 

Juvenile Court Judges' Commission Data Base. In addition, a search 
of the 1984 and 1985 data bases of the Center for Juvenile Justice 
Training and Research yielded some additional information concerning 
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referrals which had not been recorded in the individual juvenile case 
files. 

The Follow-up Period 

The follow-up period, or amount of time during which an 
individual's post-release behavior was monitored, differs across the 
cases in the sample. This is the result of the fact that cases were 
selected on the basis of the dates they entered the sample placements, 
not the dates they were released. Some individuals were maintained 
in their sample placements for longer periods than others, and, even 
though mostly 1984 referrals·were included in the sample, some 
e'ntered placements as much as a year before others. 

Thus, follow-up periods for cases in the sample range from a 
minimum of six months to a. maximum of 40 months. Follow-up data for at 
least the first 12 months after release are available for 92. percent of 
the sample. A majority of the cases, 62 percent, were followed for at 
least 18 months. 

Defining and Measuring Recidivism 

Recidivism has been defined and measured in various ways, with 
each definition potentially producing substantially differen~ results. 
The present study uses two types of recidivism measures, with several 
definitions within each type. The first type, which will be covered in 
the first part of the report, consists of static measures, which do not 
take the timing of the incidents into account. The second type, which 
will be discussed in Part IV of the report, concerns survival ~ time. 
The static measures include:· 

1. Number of arrasts after release, which. refers to the total 
number of times an individual is arrested for a criminal offense 
following release from placement during his follow-up period. Summary 
offenses and probation violations were excluded. 

2. Number of convictions after release, which refers to the number 
of times an individual is convicted during the follow-up period. 

3. Number of incarcerations after release, which refers to the 
number of times an individual is placed in a residential facility during 
the follow-up period. 

4. Rate of arre'sts, which refers to the number of arrests per year 
occuring to an individual during his follow-uR period. This measure 
takes into account, follow-up period variation. 
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5. Number of arrests during the first. 12 months, which refers to 
the total number of arrests during the first 12 month period, thus 
taking into account individual differences in lengths of follow-up. 

No distinctions were made between cases handled by the juvenile and 
adult justice systems. Thus, regardless of whether a releasee was 
arrested and then adjudicated in juvenile court or convicted in adult 
court, the case was coded as having been convicted. 

Each recidivism measure contains its own weaknesses. For example, 
in most studies in which follow-up periods differ in length for various 
cases, a simple count of arrests should yield higher numbers for cases 
tracked for longer periods of time. It could also be argued that 
convictions are more valid indicators of recidivism than arrests, which 
may reflect the behavior of the police and not the juvenile. 

On the other hand, there is often a long lag time between arrest 
and conviction. If the follow-up period ends before a conyiction can be 
coded, incomplete information would be maintained. This problem may be 
particularly acute for cases in certain jurisdictions where case 
processing timeo is longer. It may also be more serious for cases 
processed as adults, as the adult system routinely allows more time for 
case processing than does the juvenile ·system. 

In this study researchers attempted to broaden the validity and 
reliability of the findings by including several conventional measures 
of recidivism. Considering the potential problems outlined above, the 
researchers consider the arrest data as more reliable than the 
conviction and incarceration data. 

Overview of Study Results 

The remainder of this report presents detailed findings from the 
Recidivism Study. These findings are presented in the following six 
sections: 

I. A profile of the study sample, focusing on the six categories 
of variables: demographics, criminal history, social history, sample 
placement experiences, post-release experiences, and post-release 
criminal behavior. 

II. Profiles of sample placement groups on the above six 
categories, including comparisons of groups on criticoal pre-placement 
variables (e.g. criminal history) and on the static recidivism measures. 
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III. Identification of critical variables predictive of recidivism 
(using static measures) .. 

IV. Analyses of the effects of the sample placements on recidivism 
after selection effects had been accounted for. 

V. Investigations of potential impacts of the ten sample 
placements on specific types of juveniles. 

VI. Analyses of the effects of ~nstitutional placement on 
recidivism patterns over time with a methodology especially suited to 
the data, failure rate analysis using the proportional hazards model. 

~ Recidivism Study Sample Profile 

Findings discussed in this section are illustrated in Table 1, 
which corresponds to the order of presentation used in the text of the 
report. 

Demographic Chararacteristics 

The majority (60 percent) of cases in the sample are black, compared 
to 33 percent white and 6.5 percent Hispanic and other. This breakdown 
reflects, in part, the selection of four placements which receive 
disproportionately larger numbers from counties which refer 
proportionately more blacks, Philadelphia and Allegheny. 

Well over half of the cases studied (68.5 percent) were referred by 
Philadelphia and Allegheny counties. The remainder of the cases are 
approximately equally distributed among rural, suburban and other urban 
counties [2]. 

Criminal History Variables 

Variables described in this section apply to the sample juveniles 
prior to their sample placements. In general, the study sample appears 
to be comprised of juveniles who were. relatively experienzed in 
delinquent behavior prior to their sample placements. For example, most 
(67.9 percent) had been arrested before they turned 15; 27 percent had 
been arrested before their 13th birthday. 

In addi.tion, most (70.6 percent) had been arrested at least three 
times prior to the sample placement; and the majority (56.9 percent) had 
been previously placed for delinquency in at least one other residential 
facility. 
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I TABLE 1 

I Profile of Recidivism Study Sample 

(n:=527 ) 

I 7- (n) 

I DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 

Race: 

I White 33.4 (176) 
Black 60.2 (317) 
Other 6.5 ( 34) 

I Home Community: 
Rural 1:2..9 ( 68) 
Suburban 11.6 ( 61) 

I Other Urban n.o ( 63) 
Allegheny Co. 28.8 (152) 
Philadelphia 34.7 (183) 

I CRIMINAL HISTORY VARIABLES 

I 
Age at First Arrest: 

Under 13 Years 26.2 (138) 
13-14 Years 39.7 (209) 
15 Years or Over 34.2 (180) 

I Number of Arrests Prior 
t'o Sample Placement: 

I 1-2 29.4 ('155) 
3-4 33.8 (178) 
5 or Hore 36.8 (194) 

I Number of Convictions 
Prior to Sample Placement: 

0-1 20.3 (107) 

I 2-3 44.0 . (232) 
4 or More 35.7 (188) 

I 
Number of Delinquent 
Placements (including 
s~~ple placement): 

One 43.1 (227) 

I Two 28.5 (150) 
Three or More 20.5 (150) 

I Annual Arrest Rate 
Prior to Sample Placement * 

.4 or below 32.8 (173) 

I 
.41 to .76 34.9 (184) 
.77 and over 32.3 (170) 

I 12 
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TABLE 1 (continued) I 
Profile of Recidivism Study Sample 

(n=527) 

I 7- ~n~ 
Most Serious Alleged 

I Offense Prior' to 
Sample Placement: 

Non-Criminal & Drug 10.4 ( 55) 
Property & Other 34.5 (182) I Person 55.0 (290) 

SOCIAL HISTORY VARIABLES 

I School Prr~lem Index: 
(Conduct & Achievement) 

None to Minor Problems 17.5 ( 92) I Moderate Problems 34.0 1(179) 
Serious Problems 36.6 (193) 
Missing 12.0 ( 63) 

I Drug and Alcohol Problem Index: 
No Involvement 37:6 (198) 
Minor Involvement I (Drugs, Alcohol or 

Both) 37.8 (199) 
Serious Involvement I (Major problem with 

Drugs, Alcohol or 
Both) 23.7 (125) 

I Missing .9 ( 5) 

Family Instability Index: 

I Stable 23.0 (121) 
Minor Instability 23.1 (122) 
Moderate Instability 23.3 (123) 
Severe Instability 29.2 (154) I Missing 1.3 ( 7) 

Living Arrangements Before 

·1 Placement: 
Both Natural Parents 30.7 (162) 
One Natural Parent 60.2 (317) 
Surrogate Parents 8.9 ( 47) I Missing .2 ( 1) 

SAMPLE PLACEMENT RELATED VARIABLES 

I , 

Most Serious Offense 
Leading to Sample 

I Placement: 
Non-Criminal & Drug 12.3 ( 65) 
Non-Serious Property 29.8 (157) 
Serious Property 22.2 (117) I Offenses Against Person 35.7 (188) 
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I TABLE 1 (continued) 
Profile of Recidivism Study Sample 

I 
(n=527) 

% (n) 
Age at Sample Plac~ent: 

I Under 16 Years 26.9 (142) 
16 Years 29.2 (154) 
17 to 17.5 Years 17.8 ( 94) 

I 
Over 17.5 Years 26.0 (137) 

Length of Stay in Sample 
Placement: 

I Up to 6 Months 25.2- (133) 
7 to 9 Months 26.0 (137) 
10 to 12 Months 27.7 (146) 

I Over 12 Honths 21.1 (111) 

Institutional Problem Index: 

I 
Few or No Problems 41.7 (220) 
Moderate Adjustment 

Problems 23.9 (126) 
Serious Adjustment 

I Problems 33.8 (178) 
Missing .6 ( 3) 

I 
POST-RELEASE RELATED VAlUABLES 

Age cIt Release from 

I 
PlacBl.'lent: 

UIlder 17 32.S (173) 
17'·18 33.4 (176) 
OV/ar 18 33.8 (178) 

I Post-Release Adjustment 
Inda:x: 

I' 
Not Employed or in 

School 11.4 ( 60) 
Either Employed or 

in School 74.0 (390) 

I Missing 14.6 ( 77) 

Post-Release Supportive 

I 
Services: 

Neither Counseling 
nor Day Treatment 64.5 (340) 

I 
Counseling or Day 

Treatment 27.3 (144) 
Missing 8.2 ( 43) 

I High School Graduate by 
End of Follo'Wup: 

Not a Graduate 62.0 (327) 

I 
G.R.D. or Graduated 

High School 22.4 (118) 
Missing 15.6 ( 82) 

I 14 
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I 
TABLE 1 (continued) I Profile of Recid.ivism Study Sample 

(n=527) 

7- ~n2 I Maintenance on Probation 
Caseload after Release: 

0-3 Months 32.3 (170) I 4-6 Months 16.7 ( 88) 
7-12 Months 26.4 (139) 
13+ Months 24.7 (130) 

I Length of Time from Release 
to End of Observation Period: 

I Up to 18 Months 38.3 (202) 
18 to 24 Months 36.1 (190) 
24 Months or Longer 25.6 (135) 

POST-RELEASE CRIMINAL BEl~VIOR I 
Number of Arrests Following 

I Release from Placement: 
None 45.2 (238) 
One 24.5 (129) 
Two or More 30.4 (160) I 

Number of Convictions 
Following Release from I Placement: 

None 69.3 (365) 
One 19.5 (103) 

I Two or More 11.2 ( 59) 

Number of Incarcerations 
Following Release: I None 76.7 (404) 

Ona 15.2 ( 80) 
Two or More 8.2 ( 43) 

I Rate of Arrests Per Year 
Following Release·: ** 

Below .3 45.4 (239) I .3 to .99 28.7 (151) 
1.0 and Above 26.0 (137) 

Most Serious Offense I 
Committed Following Release: 

Non-Criminal & Drug 3.2 ( 17) 

I Non-Serious Property 22.0 (116) 
Serious Property 12.3 ( 65) 
Offenses Against Person 20.7 (109) 
None 41. 7 (220) I 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 
Profile of Recidivism Study Sample 

(n=527) 

Number of Arrests During 
First 12 Months Following 
Release: 

None 
One 
Two or More 

Number of Convictions 
During First 12 Months 
Following Release: 

None 
One 
Two lor More 

52.4 
26.8 
20.9 

71.9 
19.,2 
8.9 

(n) 

(276) 
(141) 
(110) 

(379) 
(101) 
( 47) 

* Annual arrest rate prior to sample placement reflects all known 
arrests for a criminal offense from the subject's tenth birthday 
to the arrest leading to sample placement. 

** Rate of arrests per year following release reflects all known 
arrests for a criminal offense from the subject's release from 
sample placement to the end of his follow-up period. It does not 
take possible time in confinement into account. That is, some 
subjects may have been incarcerated during portions of their 
observation periods. 

16 



Considering strictly the most serious offense for ~lhich each 
juvenile was ever arrested, offenses against the person comprised the 
most frequent type, with 55 percent of the sample arrested for a person 
offense. The most serious offeClse for which juveniles were ever 
arrested was predominantly: robbery (40 percent), burglary (34 percent), 
aggravated assault (6 percent), and rape (5 percent). 

Considering the most serious offense contained in the 
petition which led the juvenile to his sample placement, offenses 
against the person were again most prevalent, affecting 35.7 percent of 
the cases. The four most frequent specific ·offenses leading to sample 
placement: were: burglary (22 percent), robbery (21 percent), theft (17 
percent), and aggravated assault (7 percent). 

Social History Variables 

A large amount of information concerning the social histories of , 
the juvenHes was coded from the probation office files. In the 
interests of efficiency and reliability, the investigators,were able to 
condense this information into more useable forms through the creation of 
indexes. In addition to providing the profiles for the recidivism study 
sample, this section reviews the components of these indexes. Detailed 
descriptions of the indexes can be found in Appendix B. 

School problem index. This score reflects information gleaned from 
probation office files concerning the juvenile's conduct and achievement 
in school. It is comprised of 6 items measuring: attendance 
difficulties, disciplinary action (suspensions, etc.), aggressiveness or 
disruptiveness, poor achievement, involvement in alternative education, 
and failing. Cases were classed into three categories: (1) no or minor 
problems (no more than one problem listed), (2) moderate problems (2-4 
problems), and (3) serious problems (5 or 6 problems). 

As TaLble 1 illustrates, data on our sample suggest extensive school 
problems olverall, with 70.6 percent coded as having either moderate or 
serious problems in school prior to placement. 

Drug and alchohol problem index. This measures the juvenile's 
involvement in drugs or alchohol (excluding experimentation) and his 
efforts to obtain professional help :i,n dealing with such involvement . 
. Cases are categorized into three groups: (1) no evidence, (2) minor 
involvement (occasional use of marijuana, a1chohol, or both), and (3) 
major involvement (regular use of marijuana and/or alchohol, or any use 
of "hard drugs"). 

Table 1 suggests that problems of chemical dependency are not 
extensive among juveniles in this sample. The majority (75.4 percent) 
were coded as having either no or minor involvement. 
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Family instabili~ index. This scale reflects the degree of 
instability and inadequate socialization experienced by the juvenile in 
his home environment. It measures evi.dence of: neglect, ineffective 
parental control, punitiveness to juvenile, parental alcohol d.ependency, 
parental drug abuse, parental criminality, absence of natural parents, 
and lack of opportunities for bonding with parents. Cases were 
categorized as follows: (1) stable family; (2) minor instability (no 
more than one problem coded as major); (2) moderate problems (several 
trouble spots); and (4) severe problems (problems, at least some 
major, indicated for the majority of the above categoriep). 

The overall sample is distributed evenly on the family instability 
index. While about a quarter of the cases grew up in relatively stable 
environments, almost 30 percent lived in homes with serious 
ins tab Ii ty , probably providing those juveniles with inadequate 
socialization experiences. 

Sample Placement Related Variables 

An attempt was made to obtain information from case files 
concerning the experience of the juvenile during sample placement. 
Of particular interest was information on the juvenile's ability to 
function effectively in his placement. Information for the 
sample placement problem index was obt.ained from reports from the sample 
placements available in juveniles' case files. This index reflects the 
juvenile's involvement in: rule infractions, awol's, new charges for 
criminal conduct occuring during placement, and failure to participate 
in available programming. Juveniles were categorized as either: 
su~essfully adjusted, moderate problems (major problem on 1 item), or 
major problems (combination of major and minor problems). 

Table 1 suggests that the majority of. cases adjusted well to their 
placements, although a substantial minority (33.8 percent) experienced a 
considerable degree of difficulty in their placement .. It should be 
noted, however, that only cases who successfully completed their sample 
placements were included in the study. 

Almost half of the sample (43.8 percent) were 17 or over when they 
entered their sample placements. 'i'he youngest case was 12 and oldest 
over 19 at the time of entry. 

The majority (53.7 percent) spent between 6 and 12 months in the 
sample placement, with the minimum time spent being 1 month and maximum 
being 28.8 months. (Note: Cases with extremely short placements, 
regarded as two months or less, were generally excluded.) 
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Post-Release Adjustment 

The majority of cases in the study sample (67.2 percent) were at 
least 17 years of age at the time of their release from placement. In 
general, they reentered environments which provided at least some 
structure and supervision. For example, 74.0 percent of the releasees 
were either employed 'or in school after returning to the community. In 
addition, 27.3 percent had received some form of post-release supportive 
services in the form of counseling or day treatment. About one fourth 
(22.4 percent) had earned their high school diploma or G.E.D. by the 
completion of the follow-up period. 

The degree to which cases were maintained on probation status 
varied greatly across the study sample. Thirty-two percent of the cases 
were m~intained on probation status for no longer than three months; 
another 17 percent were followed foJ;' between 3 and 6 months. Thus, 
almost half of the study sample was maintained on a probation caseload 
for 6 months or less. At the other end of the continuum, about one 
fourth (34.7 percent) of the cases was maintained for at least 13 
months. 

Post-Release Criminal Behavior 

During the follow-up period, 55 percent cr the sample was arrested 
at least once, broken down as follows: 30.4 percent were arrested two or 
more ti~es and 24.5 percent had one arrest. Almost 50 percent were 
arrested during the first 12 month period. Thus, one's likelihood of 
being arrested was much higher during the first year (and especially 
during the first 6 months) than during subsequent years. 

While the majority of cases were arrested, only 31 percent .. ,ere 
convicted, 28 percent for offenses committed during the first 12 months. 
About one fourth of the study sample (23.4.percent) was incarcerated 
again during the follow-up period. 

The most serious alleged offense committed subsequent to 
release was computed for those cases (55 percent) who had at least one 
post-release arrest. Four offense types comprised almost 80 percent of 
the offenses committed: theft (27 percent); robbery (23 percent); 
burglary (21 percent); and aggravated assault (6 percent). 

II. Profiles of Sa~~ Placement Groups 

The next section of the report deals with characteristics of 
juveniles placed ih the ten sample placements. By comparing the 
characteristics of the groups assigned to each placement, we are able to 
infer the criteria used by judges and probation officers in their 
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decisions to send juveniles to particular placements [3]. Table 2 
presents the findings discus·sed below, which are also illustrated in 
accompanying figures. 

Demographic Characteristics 

When the demographic profiles of the placements are examined it 
becomes apparent that juveniles are not randomly assigned to placements. 
For example, judges and probation officers appear generally to select 
placements proximate to their geographic region, at least in the case of 
the two major metropolitan counties. As these counties place 
disproportionate numbers of minority juveniles, this fact influences the 
racial composition of the placments as well. 

Area of origin. Of the ten placements, five are comprised of 
at least 75 percent of their residents from a single county. Allegheny 
County is responsible for placing the majority of the residents at 
George Junior (78 percent), Newcastle Residential (79 percent) and 
Newcastle secure (93 percent) 1 while juveniles from Philadelphia 
comprise 96 percent of the Bensalem residential cases and 90 percent of 
the Bensalem secure cases. The remaining placements attracted residents 
from a somewhat larger county base. 

FIGURE 1 
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TABLE 2 

PROFILE OF SAMPLE PLACEMENr GROUPS 

VQ CJ GM SG BR LOY NR YFC BS NS 

DEKXRAPHIC VARIABLES \. %. \. \. '" %. %. %. % % 

Race: 
~ite 48.1 46.6 24.1 32.0 1.9 37.3 41.1 51.9 5.3 48.8 
Black 42.3 50.0 .72.2. 60.0 94.2. 51.0 58.9 31.5 89.S 48.8 
Other 9.6 3.4 3.7 8.0 3.8 11.8 16.7 5.3 2.3 

Home Community: 
Rural 23.1 10.3 14.8 12.0 29.4 16.1 20.4 2.3 
Suburban 15."- 8.6 27.8 20.0 3.8 9.8 1.8 13.0 10.5 4.7 
Other Urban 26~9 1.7 14.8 10.0 11.8 53.7 
Allegheny Co. 11.5 77.6 13.0 19.6 78.6 93.0 
Philadelphia Co. 23.1 1.7 29.6 58.0 96.2 29.4 3.6 13.0 89.5 

CRIMINAL HISl'ORY VARIABLES 

Age at First Arrest: 
Under 13 Years 28.8 12.1 18.5 34.0 17.3 37.3 35.7 20.4 35.1 23.3 
13-14 Years 42.3 39.7 44.4 42.0 53.8 39.2 30.4 29.6 33.3 44.2 

'" IS Years or Over 28.8 48.3 37.0 24.0 28..8 23.5 33.9 50.0 31.6 32.6 
I-' 

Number of Arrests Prior to Sample 
Placement: 

1-2 25.0 63.8 33.3 34.0 17.3 35.3 23.2 25.9 12.3 20.9 
3-4 32.7 31.0 42.6 30.0 38.5 29.4 42.9 31.5 21.1 39.5 
5 or More 42.3 5.2 24.1 36.0 44.2 35.3 33.9 42.6 66.7 39.5 

Number of Convictions Prior to 
Sample Placement: 

0-1 15.4 46.6 25.9 26.0 7.7 31.4 14.3 11.1 7.0 16.3 
2-3 36.5 46.6 44.4 40.0 50.0 37.3 53.6 53.7 36.8 39.5 
4 or More 48.1 6.9 29.6 34.0 42.3 31.4 32.1 35.2 56.1 44.2 

llumber of Delinquent Placements 
(including sample placement): 

28.8 One 70.7 66.7 74.0 28.8 45.1 30.4 55.6 19.3 4.7 
Two 32.7 19.0 25.9 20.0 34.6 33.3 37.5 29.6 22.8 30.2 
Three or More 38.5 10.3 7.4 6.0 36.5 21.6 32.1 14.8 57.3 65.1 

Rate of Arrests Per Year: 
.4 or Below 30.8 56.9 35.2 28.0 25.0 31.4 30.4 33.3 12.3 27.9 

.41 to .76 25.0 39.7 46.3 30.0 48.1 29.4 41.4 29.6 29.8 4t.9 

.77 and Over 44.2 3.4 18.5 42.2 26.9 39.2 28.6 37.0 57.9 30.2 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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SOCIAL HISlORY VARIABLES 

School Problell Index 
(Conduct & Achieve.ent): 

No to Kinor Problellls 
MOderate ~ob1eas 
Serloua Prol;~~1U 

Drug and Alcohol Prob1ea Index: 
No !nvolve.ent 
Minor Im-olv_nt (Drugs. Alcohol or both) 
Serious Involvement (Major ~roblelll with 

Drugs, Alcohol or both 

Family Instability Index: 
Stable 
Minor Instability 
MOderate Instability 
Severe Instability 

Living Arrang_nts Before Plac~nt: 
Botb Natural Parents 
One Natural Parent 
Surrogate Parents 

SAMPLE PLACEMENT RELAIED VARIABLES 

Host Serious Alleged Offense Prior to Sample Placement: 
Non-Crilll!nal & Drug 
Non-Serious Property 
Serious Prperty 
Offenses Against Person 

Age at Sample Placement: 
Under 16 lura 
16 Years 
17 to 17:5 Years 
Over·l7.S Yean 

Length of Stay in Sample Placement: 
Up to 6 Honths 
7 to 9 Months 
10 to 12 Months 
Over 12 Months 

Institutional Problem Index: 
Few or. No Problems' 
Moderate Problems 
Serious Problems 

TABLE 2 (page 2) 

PROFILE OF SAMPLE PLACEHENr GROUPS 

VQ' . CJ CM sa 

% % to % 

21.3 23.5 27.1 16.2 
23.4 47.1 4l.8 4S.S 
55.3 19.4 19.2 36.4 

44.2 40.4 53.7 54.0 
32.7 42.1 33.3 24.0 

23.1 17.S 13.0 22.0 

17.3 32.8 31.5 24.0 
19.2 22.4 35.2 24.0 
25.0 12.1 14.6 32.0 
38.S 37 .• 8 18.5 20.0 

38.5 34.5 38.9 22.0 
44.2 62.1 57.4 74.0 
17.3 3.4 3.7 4.0 

7.7 8.6 3.7 2.0 
28.8 31.0 31.5 28.0 
30.8 24.1 25.9 22.0 
32.7 36.2 38.9 48.0 

26.9 41.4 .27.8 56.0 
36.5 24.1 38.9 34.0 
17.3 20.7 18.5 8.0 
19.2 13.8 14.8 2.0 

3.8 44.8 18.S 6.0 
7.7 25.9 10.4 14.0 

21.2 17.2 33.3 74.0 
.67.3 12.1 27.8 6.0 

46.2 47.4 75.9 26.0 
11.5. 33.3 7.4 38.0 
42.3 19.3 16.7 . 36.0 

- - - - - -

BR LOY NR YFC BS NS 

% % % % 'to % 

8.9 12.2 26.5 19.2 20.9 19.4 
41.2 34.7 42.9 26.9 37.2 44.4 
48.9 53.1 30.6 53.8 41.9 36.1 

27.5 37.3 36.4 14.8 43.6 25.6 
70.6 33.3 31.7 38.9 45.5 25.6 

2.0 29.4 30.9 46.3 10.9 48.8 

17.0 11.8 25.0 18.5 21.8 32.6 
25.5 25.5 28.6 18.5 20.0 14.0 
34.0 15.7 17.9 35.2 29.1 23.3 
23.4 47.1 28.6 27.8 29.1 30.2 

19.6 31.4 33.9 29.6 19.3 41.9 
12.S 52.9 58.9 63.0 70.2 44.2 
7.8 IS.7 7.1 7.4 10.5 14.0 

11.5 27.5 25.0 7.4 12.3 18.6 
25.0 23.5 39.3 31.5 21.1 39.5 
17.3 21.6 16.1 40.7 8.8 14.0 
46.2 27.5 19.6 20.4 57.9 27.9 

11.5 58.8 23.2 5.6 8.8 ~·.13 

28.8 21.6 25.0 ,31.5 35.1 14.0 
21.2 11.8 12.5 37.0 8.8 23.3 
38.5 7.8 39.3 25.=1 47.4 53.5 

23.1 33.3 26.8 66.7 8.8 16.3 
40.4 33.3 35.7 25.9 26.3 30.2 
26.9 27.5 16.1 7.4 42.1 11.6 
9.6 5.9 21.4 22.8 41.9 

40.4 25.5 29.1 44.4 50.9 28.6 
19.2 37.3 30.9 20.4 17.5 26.2 
40.4 37.3 40.0 35.2 31.6 ~5.2 



TABLE 2 (page 3) 

PROFILE OF SAMPLE PLACEMENT GROUPS 

VQ G.J GH SG BR LOY NR YFC BS NS 
POST-RELEASE RELATED VARIABLES 

'Ii. '\ " '\ '\ '\ '\ % '\ '\ 
Age at Release from Placement: 

Under 17 28.8 48.3 33.3 66.0 19.2 66.7 26.8 18.5 14.0 4.1 
17-18 25.0 36.2 44.4 26.0 36.5 27.5 25.0 59.3 28.1 23.3 
Over 18 46.2 15.5 22.2 8.0 44.2 5.9 48.2 22.2 57.9 72.1 

Post-Release Adjustment Index: 
1.9 - Not Employed or in School 18.8 28.6 4.1 12.B 15.2 12.5 16.7 13.3 12.5 

Either Employed or in School 81.3 98.1 71.4 95.9 87.2 84.8 81.5 83.3 86.7 87.5 

Post-Release SUDDOrtiv~ Servfr.es: 
Neither Counseling or Day Treatment 68.6 52.0 84.0 42.9 86.3 58.0 69.8 75.9 83.6 S3.9 
CounseUng or Day Treatment· . 31.4 ·48.0 16.0 57.1 13.7 42.0 30.2 24.1 16.4 16.1 

High School Graduate 
from Placement: 

Not a Graduate. 16.1 87.5 59.1 93.9 72.3 93.2 70.3 48.0 78.7 48.5· 
C.E.D. or Graduated· H~gh School 23.9 12.5 40.9 6.1 27.7 6.B 19.7 52.0 21.3 51.5 

Maintenance on Probation Caseload 
After Release: 

0-3 ~Ionths 26.9 8.6 20.4 4.0 28.8 5.9 14.3 11.1 33.3 23.3 
N 4-6 Honths 28.8 17.2 25.9 32.0 17.3 31.4 30.4 42.6 10.5 25.6 w 1 Months or Longer 44.2 74.1 53.7 64.0 53.8 62.7 55.4 46.3 56.1 51.2 

Length of Time from Release to End of 
Observation Perlod: 

Up to 18 Months 65.4 31.0 46.3 46.0 34.6 13.7 39.3 13.0 54.4 39.5 
18 ·to 24 Months 32.7 31.9 29.6 32.0 48.1 54.9 30.4 27.8 35.1 32.6 
24 .Months or Longer 1.9 31..0 24.1 22.0 17.3 31.4 30.4 59.3 10.5 27.9 

POST-RELEASE CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR 

Number of Arrests Following Reiease 
from Placement: 

None 55.8 58.6 42.6 42.0 44.2 . 37.3 33.9 40.7 45.6 51.2 
One 25.0 15.5 25.9 34.0 19.2 29.4 32.1 24.1 24.6 14.0 
1\10 or More 19.2 25.9 31.5 24.0 36.5 33.3 33.9 35.2 29.8 34.9 

Number of Convictions Following 
Relese from Placement: 

None 80.8 72.4 70.4 60.0 67.3 58.8 67.9 68.5 77.2 67.4 
One 11.5 13.8 22.2 28.0 19.2 27.5 19.6 22.2 14.0 18.6 
1\10 or Hare 7.7 13.8 7.4 12.0 13.5 13.7 12.5 9.3 8.8 14.0 

-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - •• 
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TABLE 2 (PACE 4) 

PROFILE OF SAHP.LE PLA~ CROUPS 

POST-RELEASE CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR (continued) 

Number of Incarcerations Following Release: 
None 
One 
Iwo or More 

Rete of Arrests Per Year>¥ollowing Release: 
Selow .3 
.3 to .99 
1.0 and Above 

Host Serious Offense Committed Following Release: 
Non-C~iJ21n&l & Drug 
Non-Serious Property 
Serious Proper.ty 
Offenses Against Person 

Humber of Arrests During First 12 Months 
follawing Release: 

None 
One 
Iwo or More 

VQ - VISION QUEST 
GJ - GEORGE JUNIOR 
Qt - GLEN HILLS 
SG - ST. GABRIEL'S 
OR - BENSALEM RESIDENtIAL 
LOY- LOYSVILLE 
IlR - NEWCASTLE RESIDENtIAL 
VFC'" VFC #2 
BS - BENSALEM SECURE 
NS • NEWCASTLE SECURE 

VQ 

% 

86.5 
5.8 
7.7 

55.8 
23.1 
21.2 

4.2 
50.0 
25.0 
20.8 

63.5 
23.1 
13.5 

Figures in Table 2 reflect only non missing cases. 

GJ GM SG 

% % % 

77.6 83.3 68.0 
10.3 11.1 24.0 
12.1 5.6 8.0 

58.6 42.6 44.0 
20.7 27.6 32.0 
20.7 29.6 24.0 

20.0 6.5 
26.7 35.5 32.3 
36.7 9.7 25.8 
16.7 54.S 35.5 

65.5 48.1 50.0 
20.7 29.6 28.0 
13.8 22.2 22.0 

- - - - - - -

BR LOY NR YFe as NS 

% % '\ '\ % '\ 

71.2 64.7 76.8 75.9 84.2 76.7 
19.2 27.5 12.5 14.8 14.0 14.0 
9.6 7.8 10.7 9.3 1.8 9.3 

44.2 37.3 33.9 40.7 45.6 51.2 
19.2 39.2 35.7 46.1 22.6 16.3 
36.5 23.5 30.4 11.1, 31.6 32.6 

3.3 5.9 5.1 5.7 3.1 
20.0 SO.O 51.3 42.9 25.0 42.9 
16.7 14.7 28.2 20.0 18.8 14.3 
60.0 29.4 IS.4 31.4 53.1 42.9 

48.1 45.1 42.9 53.7 49.1 58.1 
23.1 33.3 32.1 27.8 31.6 16.3 
26.8 21.6 25.t) 18.5 19.3 25.6 
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Race. Three of the placements contain predominantly black juveniles: I 
George Junior Republic (72.3 percent), Bensalem Residential (94.2 percent) and 
Bensalem Secure (89.5 percent). The remainder of the placements are 
mixed, with the largest proportion of whites found at YFC #2 (52 I 
percent). 

FIGURE 2 

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF INSTITUTIONS 
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Criminal History Variables 

It appears that a youth's criminal hi?tory was considered by judges 
and probation officers in their decisions to send juveniles to 
particula.r placements. While the patterns are not perfect for every 
variable, certain placements appear to have attracted more criminally 
experienced youths and others less experienced residents. 

In particular, more criminally experienced juveniles appear to be 
sent to Vision Quest, as well as to the two secure facilities. The 
three private, non-profit placements, George Junior, Glen Mills, and St. 
Gabriel's, for the most part, attracted a less criminally experienced 
clientele. The remaining placements appear to be viewed as appropriate 
for a wider range of 'residents. ' 

Age at first arrest. Few patterns can be discerned on this 
variable. Indeed, there were no statistically significant differences 
among the ten groups. 
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The following three variables, relating to offense history, are 
illustrated in Figure 3. 

FIGURE 3 

PRE-PLACEMENT CRIMINAL HISTORY MEASURES 

7~------------------------------------------·-' 

2 

Arrests prior ~ placement. 87.8 percent of the Bensalem Secur~ 
group had been arrested at least three times prior to placement (average 
- 6.1 arrests), compared to only 36.2 percent of the residents at George 
Junior (average - 2.4 arrests). Residents from the remaining 
institutions were relatively similar with respect to pre-placement 
arrest records, averaging approximately four arrests. 

Convictions prior !2 placement. The three private non-profit 
placements are distinguished from others with respect to the number of 
residents with no prior convictions: George Junior (47 percent), Glen 
Mills (26 percent), and St. Gabriel's (26 percent). In addition, 
the public facility of Loysville was comprised-of a relatively large 
group (31 percent) with no prior convictions~ Each of the remaining 
placements contained predominantly criminally experienced juveniles. 
Residents with extensive conviction records (4 or more) were clustered 
in the two secure placements and Vision Quest. 

Incarcerations prio~ to placement. The three private non-profit 
placements, George Junior, Glen Mills and St. Gabriel's, contained 
proportionately .larger numbers of residents who had never been placed 
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before, with YFC#2 also containing a relatively large proportion of II 
first placements (56 percent). ConverseJ,y, less than 20 percent of the 
residents at Bensalem secure and New Castle Secure were first 
placements. I 

Offense ~. As shown in Table 2 and Figure 4, relatively few 
differences among placements were found on tl';.a most serious alleged 
offense cOlnmitted by residents prior to placement. Most residents had 
committed at least one relatively serious offense, one that would have 
been considered a felony if it had been committed by an adult. Robbery 
and burglary are th€ two most prevalent offense types for each 
placement, although in some cases robbery is more common and in others, 
burglary is more prevalent. 

FIGURE 4 

MOST SERIOUS PRE-PLACEMENT OFFENSES 
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The two placements which distinguish themselves are those "fed" by 
Philadelphia county, Bensalem Residential and Secure. In both cases, 
,the proportion of robbery cases is higher and proportion of burglary 
cases lower than other placements. 

Offense ~ leading to sample placement. Again, as Figure 5 
shows, the institutions are made up of mixed populations with respect to 
"instant" offense, with robbery, burglary, and theft being the most 
prevalent offenses leading to incarceration in all placements. Robbery 
appears to be more prevalent among juveniles at Bensalem Residential and 
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Secure, accounting for over 30 percent of the cases in each placement. 
Theft is the predominant instant offense for juveniles sent to Vision 
Quest and the Youth Forestry Camp #2. While no facility houses large 
numbers of sex offenders, St. Gabriel's, with 9 percent, has 
proportionately more than any other placement. 

Social History Variables 

Few consistent differences among placement groups were apparent 
with regard to social history variables. Overall, the groups assigned 
to the ten placements experienced approximately similar school problems 
and pre~institutional living'arrangements. 

Two placements, Loysville and Vision Quest, appear to have 
attracted juveniles from somewhat more unstable home environments. Over 

FIGURE '5 
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35 percent of the residents at each institution came from homes 
identified by the Family Instability Index as severely unstable. On the 
other hand, Glen Mills residents appeared to be distinguished by the 
stability of their pre-placement envirorunents, with over two-thirds 
(66.7 percent) from homes with either no or only minor instability. 

Two placements contained residents with significantly more serious 
problems with chemical dependency than the other eight. Forty-six 
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percent of YFC #2's residents and 49 percent of New Castle Secure's 
residents had major problems on this index, compared to not more than 31 
percent (New Castle Residential) at any other placement. 

Sample Placement Related Variables 

Age at placement. St. Gabriel's and Loysville attract the youngest 
residents, with more than half in each placement entering before their 
16th birthdays. Vision Quest, George Junior and Glen Mills also receive 
relatively young residents, with the majority in each case less than 17 
at the time of entry. The remaining placements tend to attract older 
offenders, with the majority'of residents in each case entering after 
their 17th birthdays. 
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These findings suggest that, except for Loysville, probation 
officer and judges are more willing to use private placements on younger I 
offenders, "saving" the public institutions for older offenders. 

Length of stay. Figure 7 shows that placements differ widely on I 
the length of time they reta~n residents, with YFC #2 keeping most 
residents (67 percent) less than 6 months (average - 5.7 months), and 
Vision Quest keeping over 67 percent of its residents over one year I 
(average - 13.5 months). The remainder of placements kept the majority 
of their residents' between 6 and 12 months. 

I 
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FIGURE 7 

AVERAGE LENGTH OF SAMPLE PLACEMENT 
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Institutional problem index. At least one third of the residents 
at eight institutions experienced serious institutional adjustment 
problems. The exceptions were George Junior and Glen Mills, where over 
80 percent at each experienced either no or minor problems. 
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Post-Release Variables 

Juveniles assigned to various institutions differed also on several 
variables measuring post-release experiences. Some of these differences 
are to be expected, especially age and time related variables, as we 
know that placements differed with respect to age at entry and length of 
stay. Moreover, the juvenile justice system may absolve itself of 
responsibility for a juvenile when he turns 18, thus, the degree of 
post-release supervision may be lower for older than younger releasees. 

Age at release. Indeed, not all ten placements were similar with 
respect to the age of release of their resid~nts. Figure 9 illustrates 
that more than 80 percent of the residents released by St. Gabriel's, 
George Junior, and Loysville were under 18 years, and the average age of 
release of juveniles from these placements was under 17 years. 
Releasees from these placements were significantly younger than those 
released from all other placements. In contrast, over half of the 
residents released from the two secure facilities were over 18 years of 
age at the time of release. 

Length of time £n juvenile probation caseload. As might be 
expected, juveniles released from different institutions remained on 
probation caseloads for varying lengths of time. Residents released 
from George Junior and Loysville, with'average lengths of time on 
caseloads of 11 months each, were maintained for significantly longer 
periods than the 6 month averages of residents from Vision Quest and 
Bensalem Secure. 

FIGURE 9: 
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FIGURE 10 

MEAN POST-RELEASE SUPERVISION PERIOD 
DY SMlPLE PUCCMCNT 
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-Length of period "under observation". The amount of time available 
to the investigators for obtaining data concerning post-release 
criminal behavior differed across placements as well. Over half of the 
residents of Bensalenl Secure and Vision Quest were followed for less 
then 18 months; very few from either placement were followed as long as 
24 months. In contrast, between 17 and 31 percent of residents from the 
other institutions (excluding YFC #2) were followed for at least 2l~ 
months. Moreover, almost 60 percent of the releasees from YFC #2 were 
followed for at least two years. 

FIGURE 11 
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Involvement in school £! work. Except for Glen Mills' releasees, 
with almost 30 percent without a full time occupation of either school 
or work, releasees from the remaining 9 institutions were, for the most 
part "gainfully employed." 

High school graduate. Relatively few releasees from George Junior 
(12.5 percent), St. Gabriel's (6.1 percent) and Loysville (6.8 percent) 
had completed their high school degrees by the end of the post-release 
period. This finding reflects the fact that juveniles released from 
these placements were significantly younger, and hence less likely to 
have completed school, than those released from other placements. In 
contrast, at least 20 percent of releasees from the seven other 
placements completed their degrees. Of particular note is the fact that 
over 50 percent of releasees from both YFC #2 and New Castle Secure 
completed their degrees. 

In summary, age at release appears to be a strong determinant of 
the post-release experiences of our cases, and since placements differ 
with.repect to age'of release, our placement groups differ on post
release variables as well. Placements which released younger offenders, 
such as George Junior and Loysville, also had cases which were followed 
for longer periods, were on probation case10ads longer and were less 
likely to receive their high school degrees. 

Summary of Institutional Comparisons on Predictor Variables 

Consistent patterns across placements emerge when institutional 
comparisons are made. In general, the two secure facilities and Vision 
Qu~st contain similar types of juveniles with respect to several 
variables. They contain the most criminally experienced juveniles, and 
they tend to maintain their residents in placement for the longest 
periods. On the other hand, the three non~profit placements, George 
Junior Republic, Glen Mills, and St. Gabriel's Hall attract younger, 
less criminally active residents. Institutional adjus·tment reflects this 
pattern also, with the fewest difficulties experienced by residents at 
George Junior and Glenn Mills. One might speculate that, if criminal 
history and poor institutional adjustment are predictors of recidivism, 
that the secure placements and Vision Quest residents should manifest 
higher recidivism rates, while placements such as George Junior and Glen 
Mills should demonstrate less recidivism. 

On the other hand, if age is inversely related to recidivism, as 
has been found by other researchers (Farrington and Tarling, 1985; 
Loeber and Dishion, 1983), th~n, all else being equal, residents in 
private placements' should experience higher rates of recidivism. 
Residents from the private non-profit placements and Loysville were 
younger at release than those released from public placements and Vision 
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Quest. Residents released from private non profit institutions were 
also generally available for longer term follow-up by the study's 
coders; and, for this reason as well, may be expected to manifest higher 
recidivism rates, at least using certain static measures. 

Few consistent patterns were discernible in the social history 
analyses. While overall differences.were found among the ten placements 
on such variables as drug and alchoriol problems and family stability, no 
consistent patterns are evident and it is difficult to make hypotheses 
concerning institutional differences on recidivism based upon social 
history data. 

Sample Placement Comparisons: Recidivism 

Given that differences among the ten placements were found on 
several variables considered predictive of recidivism, such as prior 
arrests, prior convictions, age at release, prior institutionalization, 
and institutional misconduct, one would expect that'the placement groups 
would differ on recidivism as well. This section addresse·s the question 
of whether differences are found among juveniles in the ten placements 
on static recidivism measures. 

Interestingly, no significant differences between placements are 
found on the static recidivism measures. What is found, instead, is 
considerable variation in recidivism patterns within each institution. 
As Table 2, the last section, illustrates, there appear to be 
approximately equivalent numbers' of cases at each placement who have 
low, moderate and high scores on the various recidivism measures. 
While some variation from cell to cell may be apparent, ~t must be noted 
that the given relatively low numbers of cases in many cells, these 
differences are not reliable. 

Indeed, the investigators ran a series of statistical tests and 
failed to uncover basic institutional differences on any of the 
following static recidivism measures: total number of arrests, 
convictions and incarcerations after release, number of arrests during 
the first 12 months, or rate of arrests. Moreover, when the types of 
offenses committed by recidivists are taken into account, they, like 
offenses committed prior to placement, tend to cluster in two major 
categories, robbery and burglary. This is illustrated in Figure 12, 
which shows these two offenses to comprise more than half the offenses 
'for which releasees were arrested at nine of the ten placements. With 
the exception of releasees from George Junior, who are most likely to 
have committed theft, releasees from anyone placement do not appear to 
commit more "serious" offenses than releasees from any other. 
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FIGURE 12 

MOST SERIOUS POST-RELEASE OFFENSES 
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What inferences can be drawn from these findings? It would appear 
that the levels of post-release criminal activity among juveniles 
released from the ten sample placements are indistinguishable. Yet, as 
the institutional comparisons on the criminal history variables 
suggested, the groups assigned to the various placements were not 
uniform on characteristics which have been found in other studies to 
be predictors of recidivism, Does this imply that, if these factors 
we.re accounted for, some placements would increase or reduce the 
involvement of their residents in post-release criminal behavior? 

Before this question can be addressed., it is necessary to determine 
which factors, if any, are found to be predictive of recidivism. This is 
the objective of the following section. 

III. Identifying Predictors of Recidivism 

To this point the analyses reveal significant differences among 
placement groups on a number of variables, including race, area of 
origin, age at entry, age at relea.se, prior criminal history, 
institutional adjustment, family instability, and length of time in 
placement. Moreover; available research on predictors of recidivism 
suggests that at least some of these variables are also related to 
recidivism rates (see Goodstein and Sontheimer, 1986, for a review of 
this literature), Given that the institutional groups are not 
comparable on some important background measures, simple comparisons on 
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recidivism rates could be misleading. Observed differences in 
recidivism rates, thought to be attributable to the effects of the 
residential placement, may actually be due to basic differences in the 
composition of the groups. To avoid making faulty inferences, 
differences among the institutional groups which are also related to 
recidivism within the general sample must be taken into account. 

The previous section outlined the major differences among the 
institutional groups. In this section, the variables which are related 
to recidivism within this study sample are investigated. Correlations 
were computed between the six static recidivism measures and the entire 
list of demographic, criminal history, social history, institutional 
experience, and post-release experience variables. The results of these 
analyses can be found in Table 3, 

As shown, the relationships among eight predictors and most or all 
of the recidivism variables are statistically significant. In addition, 
other predictors appear to be related to some, but not most, of the 
recidivism variables and will not be discussed here.' 

Table 3 illustrates the degree of statistical significance of the 
relationship. One star implies that the relationship would be expected 
to occur by chance only one time in 20, while two stars implies that the 
relationship would be expected to occur by chance only one time in 100. 
The sign accompanying the correlation coefficient reflects the direction 
of the relationship; with a negative sign signalling that as one 
variable increases, the other decreases. 

Significant Predictors of Recidivism 

Age at first arrest is shown to be a consistent predictor of 
recidivism for all six static measures. The negative relationship 
implies that the younger the juvenile was when he was first arrested, 
the higher his recidivism activity. This finding is further illustrated 
in Figure 13, which demonstrates decreasing recidivism activity on three 
of the static measures as the age at first arrest increases. 

Prior ~elinque~t placements. Recidivism activity on four of the six 
static measures was also greater for juveniles with higher numbers of 
delinquent placements. As Figure 14 shows, juveniles with three or more 
,delinquent placements demonstrated more recidivism activity than 
juveniles with less experience with delinquent placements. 

Pre-plac~~ arrest rate. One of the most powerful predictors of 
recidivism, in terms of the size and significance of the correlations, 
appears to be the rate of the juvenile's arrests prior to placement. 
Again, Figure 15 illustrates that recidivism activity is substantially 
increased as the pre-placment rate of criminal activity increases. 
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TABLE 3 

CORRElATIONS BETWEEN PREDICTORS AND STATIC RECIDIVISM VARIABLES 

Rate of Incarcera- Arrests 1st Convictions 
arres.ts Arrests Convictions tions 12 Months 1st 12 Months 

~emogra~hic Variables 
Race .026 .009 -.043 -.049 -.016 -.063 
Home Population of Communi~ .084* .031 -.073* -.085* .058 -.061 

Criminal Histo~ Variables 
Age at First Arrest -.124** -.098* -.101* --.143** -.116** -.104** 
Prior Arrests .237~* .176** .059 .069 .193** .043 
Prior Convictions .216** .167** .048 .044 .196** .039 
Delinquent Placements .218** .165** .079* .067 .155** .063 
Rate of Arrests .236** .176** .130** .154** .195** .112** 

~oc!al Histo~ Variables 
School Problem Index .084* .074 .096* .085* .082 * .097* 
Drug/Alcohol Problem Index .005 .016 .022 .019 .035 .027 
Family Instabili~ Index .045 .024 .043 .066 .033 .045 
Living Arrangements -.048 -.055 -.006 .020 -.051 -.006 

w 
'-I 

~am~le Placement Related Variables 
Age at Placement -.012 -.002 -.203** -.222** -.021 -.198** 
Length of Stay .022 _ .097 -Ie -.063 -.044 -.007 -.016 
Institutional Problem Index .092 '* .074* .088* .110** . 124-A"* .111** 

fost-Release Related Variables 
Age at Release -.005 -.031 -.222** -.235** -.023 -.202** 
Adjustment Index -.061 -.098* -.034 -.026 -.094* -.038 
Supportive Services -.059 -.050 .086* .055 -.043 .062 
High School Graduate -.094* -.065 - .087* -.079* -.074* -.083* 
Probation Caseload -.064* -.004 .075* .021 -.053 .031 
Length of Follow-Up - .093* .112 -Ie'le .140** .100* -.038 .084* 

* Significant at .05. 
** Significant at .01. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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FIGURE 13 

EFFECT OF AGE AT FIRST ARREST 
ON POST-RCLCASC Cl'JlJlNmrt 
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FIGURE 14 

[FFfCT OF PRIOR PLAC[MENTS 
ON POST-RELEASE CRlMlNAJ..IIt 
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Specifically, cases with high pre-placement rates had arrest rates that 
were 22 percent higher, 45 percent more post-placement arrests, and 72 
percent more convictions than those for juveniles with low pre-placement 
arrest rates. 

FIGURE 15 

EFFECT OF PRE-PLACEMENT ARREST RATE 
ON POST-RCLEASC CIUAI/NN.1rI 
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School problem index. Only one of the social history variables, the 
school problem index, was found to be related to any of the recidivism 
measures. A consistent relationship was found linking school problems 
with higher recidivism activity. This is illustrated in Figure 16, which 
shows juveniles with no or minor problems ~n school as having lower 
arrest rates, fewer total arrests, and fewer total convictions than 
juveniles who had had serious problems in school. 

Institutional problem Jndex. Perhaps the reason for the 
relationship between school problems and recidivism reflects the fact 
that the school problem index measured, in part, disciplinary 
misconduct. Another predictor of recidivism, which also measures 
discipU.nary misconduct, is the institutional problem index. It appears 
that a juvenile's conduct while in the sample placement was related to 
his degree of criminal behavior after release. 

Age at release also appears to be a significant predictor of 
recidivism on three of the six measures. As Figure 18 shows, although age 
at release does not appear to affect arrests or arrest rate, it appears 
to be strongly related to convictions. Juveniles who are older at 
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the time of release are not convicted or incarcerated as frequently as 
are younger juveniles. 

FIGURE 16 

EFFECT OF SCHOOL PROBLEM BEHAVIOR 
'ON POST-Rt:L£',l.SC CRlMINIoUTY 
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FIGURE 17 

EFFECT OF INSTITUTIONAL ADJUSTMENT 
ON POST-R£'IIAS£' CRlUINIoUTY 
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FIGURE 18 

EFFECT OF AGE AT RELEASE 
ON POST-nn.c,t,S~ CIUJ.JINAJJN 
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Follow-up period. Finally, the period of time the juvenile is 
followed after release from placement appears to influence the 
recidivism measures. This stands to reason, as the longer time one is 
observed, the more opportunity he has to commit crime. This is 
illustrated in the total arrests plot in Figure 19, where cases followed 
for over 2 years had an average of 1.29 arrests while cases followed for 
less than 18 months averaged only .93 arrests. 

The relationship between the follow-up period and the rate of post
release arrests appears to be inverse, implying that the longer one is 
followed, the lower his rate of criminal activity. Actually, as Figure 
19 illustrates, the relationship between follow-up time and recidivism 
is actually curvilinear, with lower recidivism for those with shorter 
follow-up times, higher recidivism for those with moderate follow-ups and 
then lower recidivism activity for those with long periods of follow-up. 

This curvilinear relationship probably reflects juveniles' 
opportunities for engaging in criminal behavior. The actual amount of 
criminal activity may have been underestimated for those with short 
follow-up periods, as they were not followed long enough to adequately 
monitor their criminal involvement. Those followed for moderate periods 
probably do have 'the highest recidivism rates, and, ultimately may have 
opportunities for criminal activity curtailed by incarceration. Those 
with the longest follow-up period may be those who have successfully 
avoided repeat incarceration probably because they have lower recidivism 
activity. In addition, longer follow-up periods allow juveniles to 
mature to life-cycle stages in which they may be less delinquency prone. 
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FIGURE 19 

EFFECT OF LENGTH OF OBSERVATION 
PClUOD ON POST-nCU:ASC CF1lIJIN~/T'I 
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Identifying Appropriate Control Variables 

The analyses reported in Table 3 and Figures 13 through 19 reveal 
that there are factors in the data which successfully predict the static. 
recidivism measures. The analyses presented are simple ones; it is 
likely that these factors are at least somewhat interrelated and thus do 
not all independently influence the recidivism measures. For example, 
it is quite possible that the indexes measuring school problems and 
institutional adjustment are primarily reflecting one construct, 
disciplinary misconduct. Taking both variables into account in tests of 
institutional differences on recidivism wO!J.ld not only be redundant but 
would weaken the power of the tests to identify differences among the 
placements. Thus, while it is extremely important to take into account 
important institutional differences, it is also important to include 
only the minimum number of necessary "control" variables. 

Table 4 presents the results of the multiple regression analyses 
used to identify those variables which independently contributed to the 
recidivism scores on the five static measures. Standard multiple 
regressions of each of the six static recidivism measures on eight 
predictor variables were conducted. The predictor variables included 
were those which demonstrated significant zero-order correlations with 
at least four of the five static recidivism measures. They included: age 
at first arrest, prior delinquent placements, prior arrest rate, school 
problem index, institutional adjustment index, age at release from 
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Predictor Variables 

Age at First Arrest 

Inst. Problem Index 

.j::-. 
H.S. Graduate 

LV 
Time Under Observa. 

School Behav. Index 

De1inq. Placements 

Age at Release 

Pre-Placement Arrest 
Rate 

R2 

* Significant at .05 
** Significant at .01 

-- - - - -

. TABLE 4 

Standard Regression Analyses of Five Recidivism 
Measures on Eight ~redictor Variables 

Post-Release Post-Release Post-Release Post-Release 
Arrest Rate Arrests' Convictions Incarcerations 

B SE t B SE t B SE t ~ SE t: 

.040 .031 1.30 .034 .050 .69 .033 .033 1.01 .000 .. 029 .22 

.016 ,023 .72 .049 .037 1.33 .056 .024 2.31* .059 .022 2.73** 

.097 .107 - .90 -.127 .171 - .74 -.051 .1ll~ - .45 -.015 .101 - .15 

-.l10 .088 -1.25 .406 .141 2.88** .280 .094 2.99** .188 .083 2.26* 

.035 .031 1.15 .064 .049 1.30 .054 .033 1.67 .040 .029 1.39 

.161 .036 4.41** .207 .• 058 3.54** .086 .039 2.22* .045 .034 1.30 

-.052 .042 -1.25 •• 073 .067 -1.09 -.186 .045 -4.17** -.159 .040 -4.01** 

.510 .134 3.80** .735 .215 3.42*"* .312 .143 2.19* .246 .127 1. 94 

.127. .103 .114 .106 

- -.! - - - - - - - -

Arrests During 
First 12 Months 
B SE t 

.000 .041 .06 

.049 .030 1.64 

- .077 .140 - .55 

.013 .115 .11 

.042 .040 1.05 

.l19 .048 2.50* 

- .054 .055 - .98 

.522 .176 2.97** 

.082 

- - - -
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placement [4], high school graduate status, and length of the follow-up 
observation period. 

As Table 4 illustrates, five of the predictor variables tested 
appear to have significant independent effects on at least some of the 
static recidivism measures. The institutional adjustment index and age 
at release significantly predict two-of the five recidivism measures 
tested. The length of the follow-up observation period significantly 
predicted three of the recidivism measures. Finally, prior delinquent 
placements and the pre-placement arrest rate significantly predicted 
four of the static measures. 

IV. Evaluating the Sampl~ Placements After 
Controlling for Institutional Differences 

The analysis of covariance is a statistical technique which allows 
one to control for the effects of factors which are known to correlate 
with the dependent measure of interest. It is typically-used to control 
for the effects of factors which "precede" the phenomenon one is trying 
to evaluate. One advantage of the analysis of covariance is that it 
yi,elds "adjusted means" which represent scores on the dependent measures 
which better reflect the true effects of the different levels of the 
predictor of interest (in this case the ten institutions), taking into 
account everything the researcher knows about the sample population and 
the predictor variables. While this technique is not a substitute for 
random assignment to the different institutions, the adjusted means are 
consid6red a more reliable indication of what is really happening than 
the raw means. -

In the present study, the researchers used this technique to 
control for the effects of the factors which had shown the most 
consistent correlation with the recidivism measures: (1) pre-placement 
arrest rate, (2) prior delinquent placements, (3) institutional 
adjustment index, (4) length of time of follow-up observations, and (5) 
age at release from placement. In analysis of covariance terminology, 
these variables are referred to as covariates. The first four covariates 
had a direct relationship to the dependent measures (as an individual's 
score on them increased, so did his score on the recidivism measure). 
Age at release had an inverse effect (the older a. subj ect at release, 
,the lower his expected score on the recidivism measure). 

Table 5 presents two sets of mean scores for each institutional 
group for the six static recidivism measures. For each static measure, 
Column I represents the observed mean scores for each placement group 
and Column II depicts these mean scores after they had been adjusted for 
the effects of the five covariates. Following the observed and adjusted 
mean scores, the F values and probability levels for each analysis have 
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TABLE 5 
I 

OBSERVED AND ADJUSTED MEANS FOR PQST-RtLEASE ARREST RATE, NUMBER OF ARRESTS, I CONVICTIONS, AND INCARCERAtIONS, AND NUMBER OF ARRESTS DURING FIRST 12 
MONTHS, FOR EACH SAMPLE PLACEMENT (COVARIATES USED: PRIOR ARREST RATE, PRIOR 

PLACEMENTS, INSTITJTIONAL ADJUSTMENT" TIME AT RISK, AND AGE AT RELEASE) 

I ARRESTS THE 
POST-RELEASE POST-RELEASE POST-RELEASE POST-RELEASE FIRST POST· 
ARREST RATE ARRESTS CONVICTIONS INCARCERATIONS RELEASE YEAR 

I I 
OBS. ADJ. OBS. ADJ. OBS. ADJ. OBS. ADJ. I OBS. ADJ. 
MEAN MEAN M&\N MEAN MEAN MEAN MEAN MEAN I MEAN MEAN I PLACEMENT I 

I II I II I II ! II I I II 
I 

I VISION QUEST 0.57 0.47 0.75 0.85 0.37 0.47 0.27 0.33 I 0.62 0.55 
GEORGE JUNIOR 0.56 0.76 1.00 1.25 0.56 0.58 0.42 0.45 I 0.60 0.81 
GLEN MILLS 0.77 0.92 1.22 1.46 0.37 0.48 0.22 '0:31 I 0.83 1.01 
ST. GABRIEL'S 0.69 0.76 1.06 1.16 0.62 0.51 0.50 0.38 I 0.86 0.90 

I BENSALEM RESID. 0.90 0.85 1.40 1.37 0.56 0.60 0.44 0.48 I 0.96 0.90 
LOYSVILLE o.n' 0.66 1.29 1.14 0.69 0.45 0.55 0.34 I 0.98 0.90 
NEW CASTLE RES. 0.86 0.82 1.42 1.36 0.53 0.54 0.40 0.42 I 1.13 1.08 
YFC #2 0.50 0.59 l.06 0.88 0".44 0.37 0.35 0.33 I 0.70 0.76 I BENSALEM SEC. 0.94 0.77 1.32 1.24 0.32 0.41 0.18 0.24 I 0.98 0.85 
NEW CASTLE SEC. 0.72 0.55 1.29 1.03 0.55 0.57 0.38 0.43 I 0.83 0.67 

I 
ENTIRE I I SAMPLE 0.72 0.72 l.lS 1.18 I 0.50 0.50 0.37 0.37 I 0.85 0.85 

I I 
N .;. 524 I I 

I I I 
I I 

Covariates: I I 
I I I F 9.67 9.00 I 10.72 10.55 I 6.81 

(df,.,,5) I I 
1:'". 
¥ .001 .001 I .001 .001 I .001 

I I I I I 
Placements: I I 

I I 
F 1.38 1.22 1.02 1.01 I 0.88 0.36 1.15 0.42 I 1.).3 0.90 I (df-9) I I 
p n.8. n.8. n.s. n.s. I n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. I n.s. n.s. 

I 
I 
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been presented. The F values in 'Co1umns I are the results of the 
analyses of variance which compared the ten placements on the five 
static recidivism measures, without controls. The F values in Columns 
II reflect analyses of covariance, in which the placement groups were 
compared after adjusting for the effects of the covariates. The F 
values and ,probability levels for placements indicate the degree to 
which differences among placement groups on the observed and adjusted 
means can be considered statistically significant. 

Interestingly, no significant differences were found on the 
observed means of any of the static recidivism measures. One may infer 
from these results that a juvenile released from one placement is as 
likely as any other juvenile to recidivate. As the last section of 
Table 2 also illustrates, there appear to be approximately equivalent 
numbers of cases at each placement who have low, moderate, and high 
scores on the various recidivism measures. 

The scores in Columns II reflect the recidivism behavior of the 
placement groups after the covariates have been taken into account. 
Keeping in mind these relationships between the five predictors and the 
recidivism measures, the adjusted means can best be understood as the 
result of compensating for the effects of the five covariates on each 
institution's sample population. Given that there are differences 
between institutions on these important predictive )1'_~asures, one ~lould 
expect that the means of institutions which house t.he highest risk cases 
will be adjusted do,~ward when the effects of the covariates are 
accounted for. Conversely, the means of institutions which house the 
lowest risk offenders will be adjusted upward. 

This is: exactly what happens. Consider a relatively extreme case. 
YFC #2 residents were observed for the longest follow-up periods, mainly 
because many of them were 1983 commitments who had short stays. They 
were therefore at risk much longer on average than subjects from other 
placements. As Table 5 illustrates, the observed mean number of post
release arrests for YFC #2 releasees was 1.06 while the adjusted mean was 
only .88 arrests. 

One must remember that the effects of the covariates.may cancel 
each other out, with the net effect that the mean adjustment is very 
small. For instance, the secure institutions and Vision Quest tended to 
be Iowan the length of follow-up period because they kept subjects in 
placement longer, btlt were high on the measure of prior delinquent 
placements in tha'.: they tended to receive cases with many previous 
commitments. Thus, the net adjustment was often modest. 

The adjusted mean scores for three of the recidivism measures, 
number of post-release arrests, convictions, and incarcerations, are 
figuratively presented in Figure 20. While there are apparent 
differences among the ten placement groups with respect to recidivism 
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behavior, the analyses of covariance reveal that no significant 
differences among placements on the static recidivism measureD are 
found. As Table 5 illustrates, after controlling for the effects of the 
fiye covariates, the ten placement groups are found to be 
indistinguishable with respect to recidivism as measured by: number of 
post-release arrests, post-release arrest rate, post-release 
convictions, post-release incarcerations, and number of arrests within 
the first 12 months after release. 
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FIGURE 20 

ADJUSTED MEANS ON RECIDIVISM MEASURES 
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~ Investigating Differential Placement 
Effects £g ~ of ~esidents 

As detailed earlier, assignment to sample placement was not found 
to significantly influence releasees' performance on any of the five static 
dependent measures, either before or after the covariate terms were 
introduced. The researchers also looked for interaction effects between 
the sample placement variable and selected independent varicbles. A 
significant interaction would suggest that a particular placement would 
have had a differential impact on one subgroup of residents than would 
another placement. For example, an interaction of placement and offense 
history could indicate that the criminally experienced residents 
released from Placement A had demonstrably lower recidivism activity 
than that exhibited by a similar subgroup released from Placement B. 
One might infer, therefore, that Placement A is particularly suited for 
handling criminally experienced offenders. 
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Each of the five risk factors (the covariates) was investigated 
for possible interaction effects with the sample placement variable. 
The analy~ds of covariance summarized in Table 5 was repeated '''ith the 
addition of the five two-way interaction terms created by crossing each 
of the covariates with the sample placement variable. None of the 
interaction terms had a significant effect when this model was applied 
to the five static dep~ndent recidivism measures. Nor was there any 
change in regard to the main effects. That is, the effect of the sample 
placement variable was never significant. 

The researchers also checked for interaction effects involving the 
five risk factors through the analysis of variance. Each of the five 
static depemdent measures was used in an analysis of variance with the 
five risk factors in a model which included all possible two and three 
way interaction terms among the risk factors, in addition to all 
possible main effects. None of the interaction terms was significant in 
the analyses using the three dependent measures based on arrests (arrest 
rate, total arrests, first year arrests). 

For the analysis using post release convictions as the dependent 
measure I the ef.fects of two different three way int.~raction terms were 
significant at the .05 level (the interaction of institutional • 
adjustment, prior delinquent placements and observation period; and the 
interaction of pre-placement arrest rate, age at release and observation 
period). For the analysis using post-release incarcerations as the 
dependent measure, the two way interaction term of pre-placement arrest 
rate and age at release was significant at the .05 level. 

To summarize the results concerning interactions involving the risk 
factors, five analyses of variance (one for each static dependent 
measure) were performed, each including 20 two- and three-way interaction 
terms in addition to the main effects of the sample placement variable 
and the risk factors themselves. In these five analyses, only three 
interaction terms showed a significant effect. Given that there were in 
effect 100 significance tests of interaction terms performed across 
these five analyses, it is not surpris{ng that in three instances there 
was a significant: re.sult at the .05 level. Because of the small number 
of significant interactions found, and because these interactions were 
not hypothesized and are not easily explainable with available theory, 
they are presumed to be statistical artifacts. 

It is also worth noting that all three results occurred in analyses 
using convictions or incarcerations, rather than arrests as the 
dependent measure. Each of the three interactions terms contained one 
or both of the variables observation period or age at release (the two 
are closely related), The relationships between the convictionj 
incarceration dependent measures of recidivism and the length of the 
post-release observation period are affected by case processing time, 
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while the arrest-based measures are hot. The relationships are also 
affected by many local factors and may therefore be unstable. For 
instance, it is generally known that case processing times are longest 
in Philadelphia compared to the other four geographical areas 
represented. This may account for the observation that some programs 
containing mostly Philadelphia juveniles fared poorly on the arrest
based measures, but appeared strong on the conviction- and 
incarceration-based measures. Their observation periods likely ended 
while many cases (represented by known arrests) w,ere still pending. 

The geographical area variable was examined for possible main and 
interaction effects. The only main effect noted on any of the static 
dependent measures involved post-release convictions. As noted above, 
this measure is known to depend somewhat on local court processing 
times. No interaction terms containing the area variable were ever 
significant. The race variable was never significant across the 
analyses, either as a main effect or within an interaction term; nor was 
the IQ variable. 

VI. Failure Rate Analyses: Investigating 
Recidivism Patterns Over Time ----

Survival Patterns for the Study Sample 

The recidivism measures discussed in the report to this point are 
labeled static in that they are representations of simple counts of 
events; they do not take the timing of the events into account. 
Moreover, except for the arrest rate measure, they do not consider the 
differential lengths of follow-up time for the cases. These problems, 
censoring and the difficulty of considering the specific time the event 
(recidivism) occurred, were discussed at length in the proposal for the 
present study (Goodstein and Sontheimer, 19a6). While this research 
has made use of the more conventional "static" recidivism measures, it 
also has employed newer techniques designed to deal with such problems. 

Kno~m as surviv?l or failure rate analysis, this technique examines 
the pace of recidivism among offenders. It determines the proportion of 
offenders at risk who are arrested, convicted, or incarcerated in each 
successive month following release. It permits the use of censored data 
with varying follow-up periods, so that the available information for 
each case is optimized. An individual is considered to "survive" as 
long as he remains arrest-free. For each individual who experiences 
"failure" (re-arrest, conviction, or incarceration), the event is 
recorded in terms of the number of months from release in which the 
failure occurred. 
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This concept is best illustrated by Figure 21 which plots the 
cumulative proportion of the sample surviving for each monthly 
interval of the follow-up period. The statistics from which these plots 
were derived can be found in Appendix D. At the 0 months point on the 
horizontal axis, no one has been re-arrested, and 100 per cent of the 
sample is surviving. Thus all t~ree lines (arrest, conviction, and 
incarceration) begin at the value of 1 on the vertical axis. By the 
sixth month following release the proportion of the sample surviving as 
defined by re-arrest has declined to about .7 or 70 per cent. By the 
twelfth month the proportion has declined to about .5 or 50 per cent. 
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The slope or steepness of the lines corresponds to the relative 
risk of failure. Thus it is apparent that the risk of re-arrest is 
greatest during the first six months after release, after which it 
declines somewhat during months 7 to 12. After that point the line 
flattens out, indicating that if an individual has remained arrest-free 
for the first post-release year, he is likely to remain arrest-free, at 
least for the remainder of the observation period. 

The plots for recidivism based on re-conviction or re-incarceration 
are interpreted in the same manner. It is important to note that the 
month corresponding to a failure based on one of these two measures is 
the month in which the act leading to the arrest occured, and not the 
month in which the individual was eventually convicted or incarcerated. 
As with arrests, the pattern is one of greatest risk immediately after 
release. TIle fact that the plots flatten out relatively quickly is 

50 



attributable to the lack of complete data on conviction and 
incarceration, ra~her than to a true absence of risk. This is due to 
the time required for a case to proceed through the court system. 

Survival Patterns for the Placement Groups 

It is also possible, through the use of a particular variant of 
survival analysis called the proportional hazards model (Cox, 1972), to 
perform analyses equivalent to the covariance analysis described in 
Section IV. In this way, the effects of placement in specific 
institutions on recidivism can be estimated after controlling for 
variables known to be independent predictors of recidivism. 

Three hazard rate analyses were performed. The first focused on the 
risk of arrest after release, the second on the risk of conviction, and 
the third on the risk of incarcera~ion. In all cases, four of 
the five variables discussed in Section IV as predictive of recidivism 
were entered first into the models for control purposes, then the 
additional effects of each placement on the hazards of arrest/ 
conv~ction/ incarceration were investigated. The fifth control variable, 
length of follow-up observation time, was omitted, as follow-up time is 
automatically accounted for in this type of analysis [5]. 

Three models were estimated, one for each dependent variable, and 
their results are shown in Table 6. Individual placements were dummy 
coded as separate terms in the model. As an institution that appeared 
approximately average on the static recidivism measures, Loysville was 
not coded, thus becoming the institution to which all others were 
compared. The b coefficient can be interpreted as similar to a 
regression coefficient. Thet-value can be used to determine whether the 
term ilas been found to significantly predict the dependent measure, for 
example, the hazards of arrest. 

Certain "controll! variables are found to be significant predictors 
of recidivism hazards for each analysis. As Table 6 shoY7s, the 
likelihood of post-placement arrest is increased by higher pre-placement 
arrest rates, more delinquent placements and more institutional problems 
and is reduced as the age at release from placement increases. One's 
likelihood of post-release conviction is increased by more extensive 
e~perience with delinquent placements and is reduced for older, as 
opposed to younger, releasees. Risk of incarceration is increased for 
juveniles with more extensiv~ experience with delinquent placements and 
more, as opposed to fewer, adjustment problems in placement; and it is 
reduced as the age at'release increases. 

Tests of the joint significance of the placements after adjusting 
for the covariates were run, and results indicate that assignment to 
placement was not significant in increasing or decreasing the hazard of 
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TABLE 6 

Coefficient Estimates for Proportional Hazards Models of Post-Release 
Arrests, Convictions. and Incarcerations 

Rate of Arrests 

Delinquent Pla.cements 

Institutional Problem Index 

Age at Release 

Vision Quest 

George Junior 

Glen Mills 

St. Gabrielrs 

Bensalem Residential 

New Castle Residential 

YFCl!2 

Bensalem Secure 

New Castle Secure 

*Significant at .05 level 
**Significant at .01 level 

Arrests 

b t 

.44 3.07** 

.22 2.63** 

.08 2.43* 

-.16 -2.66** 

-.26 -.57 

-.16 -.58 

.32 

- -.06 

.15 

.31 

.05 

-.05 

-.19 

. "'~ 

.. 

1.20 

-.23 

.54 

1.20 

.17 

-.14 

-.57 

~ 

exp(b) 

1.55 

1.24 

1.08 

.86 

.77 

.85 

1.37 

.94 

1.16 

1.37 

1.05 

.91 

.83 

Convictions 

b 

.07 

.35 

.06 

-.33 

-.46 

.04 

.23 

.08 

.18 

t exp(b) 

.37 L07 

3.10** 1.42 

1.34 1.06 

-4.54 ** .72 

-1.10 .63 

.12 1.04 

.65 

.25 

.49 

.19 .54 

1.26 

1.09 

1.20 

1.21 

1.20 .26 .74 

-.33 -.80 

.30 .74 

.72 

1.35 

Incarcerations 

b t exp(b) 

.14 .64 1.15 

.39 2.96** 1.47 

.11 2.35* 1.11 

-.45 -5.39~* .64 

-.52 -1.05 .59 

.11 .27 1.11 

.02 

.02 

.39· 

.19 

.44 

-.40 

.37 

.04 

.07 

.96 

.50 

1.09 

-.79 

.79 

1.02 

1.02 

1.48 

1.21 

1.55 

.68 

1.44 

-



recidivism. The likelihood ratio tests, reflecting the difference in 
log likelihoods under the full models and the restricted models 
(maximization restricted to variables not eliminated), were not 
statistically significant for any of the three dependent measures 
(arrests, X2 - 9.59, df(9), n.s.; convictions, X2 - 6.73, df(9), n.s.; 
incarcerations, X2 - 8.14, df(9), n.s.). 

While the coefficients vary considerably, examination of the t
values in Table 6 reveals, however, that none of the placements appears 
to have a significant impact on the hazards of arrest, conviction or 
incarceration. 

Further tests to determine whether any two placements could be 
considered significantly differe ~ from one another were run. Post hoc 
analyses yislded a finding that ... eleasees from New Castle Residential 
were significantly more likely to b~ arrested than were residents 
released from Vision Quest (z - 5.18, df(9), p < .05). Other post hoc 
pairwise comparisons yielded no significant differences between any 
other placement groups on any of the three failure rate measures. 

Discussion 

This study was designed to take a "broad brush" approach to the 
problem of evaluating correctional placements for juveniles .. At the 
start of the study the researchers were given the charge of attempting 
to determine, for as many residential placements as was possible, 
whether any were more effective than any others in reducing the extent 
of recidivism among their releasees. No specific hypotheses concerning 
wqether certain placements would be more effective than certain other 
placements were posed. 

The investigators selected ten placements, taking care to include 
placements which provided a range of facilities with respect to 
geographical location, public versus private funding; and level of 
custody. Data were collected on approximately 50 cases per placement, 
for a total data base of 527 cases. If the effects of certain placements 
on recidivism rates had been strong, the number of cases per placement 
would have been sufficient to yield statistically significant 
differences among the placements. 

With the exception of ~he fact that releasees from New Castle 
Residential were more likely to be arrested than Vision Quest releasees, 
the study fails to demonstrate statistically significant differences 
among the ten placement groups on any of the recidivism measures used in 
the present study: This was the case both before and after appropriate 
control variables were introduced into the analyses. How should these 
results be interpreted? Should we conclude that the dec:i.sion to place a 
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juvenile in one re.sidential institution as opposed to anothe'r w~ll have 
no impact on his or he.r likelihood of criminal activity after release? 

The study results can be interpreted to mean that the selection of 
a residential placement will probably not have a major impact on the 
tendencies of most juveniles to engage in criminal activity after 
release. Certainly, if strong effects existed, for example, if only 10 
percent of those released from Placement #1 recidivated while 90 percent 
from Placement #2 recidiviated (after. introducing appropriate controls), 
the present study would have been able to make definitive conclusions 
about the superiority of Placement #1. 

This is not to say that the study demonstrated no effects of 
placements. It is still possible that weak placement effects do exist, 
but that the study as designed was not capable of detecting them. The 
study design was inte,nded to be as inclusive and broad as possible with 
respect to number and diversity of placements. However, making 
comparisons among any two of ten groups, wit~out specific hypotheses as 
to which groups are expected to be more effective and 'which groups' less 
so, dramatically reduces the power of the statistical tests, thus 
lowering the likelihood that significant differences will be found. In 
addiiton, samples of 50 cases per institution may appear large, but 
given the variability on recidivism within each placement group, they 
may have not been large enough to detect real, 'but small, effects of the 
placements. 

Moreover, it is suggested that small effects of placement in one 
residential institution as opposed to another on recidivism rates ,are 
the most that one should expect. This inference is supported by . 
extens'ive research on predictors of recidivism, which finds personal 
attributes of the juvenile, such as criminal history and age at release, 
to be important predictive factors (Loeber and Dishion, 1983) and 
assignment to specific correctional placements only rarely to affect 
post-release criminality. This attenuated impact of correctional 
placement relative to more central factors is logical when one considers 
that juveniles in this sample spend on the average only about nine 
months in placement. Even a.ssumi-ng that the placement experience has 
been a good one, to what extent should we expect that this experience 
will influence that juvenile'S criminal involvement once he or she has 
returned to his or her home community? One might speculate that the 
power of the placement experience over the behavior of a resident 
diminishes rapidly once the juvenile is no longer subjected to its 
sphere of influence. 

General Findings from the Present Study 

The fact that 
superiority of one 
important finding. 

no substantive conclusions can be made about the 
residential placement over another is, in itself, an 
While ie' is possible that further research will 



enable weak effects to be uncovered, results from this study suggest 
that it is unrealistic to expect that placement in one residential 
institution as opposed to another will have a major impact on post
release recividism for large numbers of juveniles. 

This study, like many other prediction studies, has shown that the 
best way to predict future performance is to look at past performance. 
To the extent that it can be predicted, post release recidivism is most 
closely related to a juvenile's prior offense history, his experience in 
earlier delinquent placements, and his behavior in those placements (as 
well as in school). The other factor which is clearly important in 
predicting recidivism, age at release, is not based on past performance 
but appears to reflect developmental changes. As boys enter young 
adulthood, some who had been criminally active appear to reduce their 
involvement, reducing the recidivism rates for this older group as a 
whole. 

Variables which were not found to be predictive of recidivism are 
as interesting as those that were. No effect was found for race; whites 
were as likely as minority releasees to engage in post release criminal 
activity. Moreover, while extensive data were collected on the 
residents' family situation and potential chemical dependency, none of 
this information was found to be predictive of post release criminality. 
This was also the case for the sparse information available concerning 
post release environment. Living with one's parents did not tend to 
deter criminal activity. Nor did receiving professional services such 
as counseling or day treatment. 

The failure to uncover effects or. family background. or chemical 
dependency on recidivism rates may be rel~ted to the general similarity 
among most of our cases on these types of measures. It should be 
recalled that this population comprises only a small percentage of all 
adjudicated juveniles in Pennsylvania, most of whom are not sent to 
residential facilities. It is quite possible that our cases in the 
sample are relatively homogeneous with respect to chemical dependency 
and family background, and that in some way, these variables influenced 
judges in their dec~sions to place. It is impossible to know, given our 
current data base, whether this group would be distinguished from non
placed adjudicated juveniles. However, homogeneity within our sample 
could account for the failure to identify these variables as predictive 
.of recidivism, while not refuting the findings of other studies which 
employed more heterogeneous samples. 

It is also possible that the fact that family background and 
chemical dependency are not predictive of recidivism in this study 
reflects more about the limitations of gathering data from case files 
than about the potiential relationships themselves. Files were 
carefully scanned, and the information contained within them was 
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generally quite extensive. However, characterizing social climate in 
the home, for example, is a subtle issue, one which may simply not be 
well conveyed in the types of reports included in case files. 

Suggestive Findings 

While the study results preclude making inferences about the 
relative effectiveness of the ten placements in reducing recidivism, we 
do view the results as suggestive. Table 7 presents a swnmary of 
the results of both the analyses of covariance and the failure rate 
analyses in which for each dependent variable the scores of the ten 
placement groups have been ordered from lowest to highest. For the 
static measures the score used is the adjusted'mean; for the failure 
rate analyses the score used is the coefficient estimate, which can be 
viewed as similar to an unstandardized regression coefficient. 

Recidivism behavior has been categorized into two groups. arrest 
measures and conviction and incarceration measures [6]. While it should 
be stressed that the adjusted means and coefficients were not found to 
diff~r significantly on the earlier analyses, several patterns emerge 
that may suggest directions for futher ~esearch. 

By organizing the data in this manner, one can notice that the 
Vision Quest group is distinguished by its relatively low scores on 
both arrest and conviction/incarceration measures. This may be due to 
the fact that releasees from Vision Quest were followed up for fewer 
months than releasees from any other placement. Indeed, there were more 
censored cases even during the first year of follow-up from Vision Quest 
than from any other placement (7]. On the other hand, the results 
suggest that Vision Quest releasees manifest a pattern of post-release 
behavior which appears to be less criminally active than releasees from 
other placements. 

This contrast is particularly striking when one considers 
the recidivism patterns of juveniles released from the two public 
residential facilities which housed more "serious" offenders, Bensalem 
and New Castle Residential. Releasees fl:om both of these facilities 
manifested scores on the recidivism measures which were consistently at 
the high ends of the distributions. 

One might also note the apparent differences in recidivism patterns 
between the residential and secure facilities at New Castle and 
Bensalem. New Castle Secure' releasees performed relatively well on 
arrest measures, whil'e Bensalem Secure releasees performed relatively, 
well on incarceration/conviction measures. In any case, the recidivism 
patterns of releas'ees from secure placements appear somewhat more 
favorable than those for releasees from the residential sections of these 
institutions. 
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TABLE 7 

Rankings of Ten Residential Placements on Adjusted 
Means from Covariance Analyses and Exponentiated 

Coefficients from Proportional Hazards Models 

(Lowest) Rankings (Highest) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Post-Release Arrests 

Arrest Rate VQ NCS YFC LOY GlR STG BSS NCR BSR GMS 
0.47 0.55 0.59 0.66 0.76 0.76 0.77 0.82 0.85 0.92 

Arrests VQ YFC NCS LOY STG ESS GJR NCR BSR GMS 
0.85 0.88 1.03 1.14 1.16 1.24 1.25 1.36 1.37 1.46 

Arrests During VQ NCS YFC GJR BSS STG ~SR LOY GMS NCR 
First 12 Months 0.55 0.67 0.76 0.81 0.85 0.90 0.90 0.90 1.01 1.08 

VI 
-...,J Hazards of VQ NCS GJR BSS STG LOY YFC BSR NCR GMS 

Arrest 0.77 0.83 0.85 0.91 0.94 1.00 1.05 1.16 1.37 1.37 

Post Release Convictions and Incarcerations 

Convictions YFC BSS LOY VQ GMS STG NCR NCS GJR BSR 
0.37 0.41 0.45 0.47 0.48 0.51 0.54 0.58 0.58 0.60 

Incarcerations BSS GMS VQ YFC LOY STG NCR NCS GJR BSR 
0.24 0.31 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.38 0.42 0.43 0.45 0.48 

Hazards of VQ BSS LOY GJR STG BSR NCR GMS YFC NeS 
Conviction 0.63 0.72 1.00 1.04 1.09 1.20 1.21 1.26 1.30 1.35 

Hazards of VQ BSS LOY GMS SIG GJR NCR NCS BSR . YFC 
Incarceration 0.59 0.68 1.00 1.02 1.02 1.11 1.21 1.44 1.48 1.55 

______ . ___________ _ .fI 
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The researchers did conduct supplementary checks of juvenile and 
adult arrest records during September 1987 for all cases (n-4l) which had 
less than 12 months of follow-up time when the original data collection 
period ended in December 1986. This was considered important because of 
the many Vision Quest cases with less than a full year of follow-up. The 
findings had minimal impact on the recidivism measure of arrests within 
the first 12 months of release. Of the 41 cases, only four who were 
previously classified as non-recidivists were discovered to have been reM' 
arrested during the first post-release year (one each from Vision Quest, 
Bensalem Residential, New Castle Resi~ential, and Bensalem Secure). 

However, at-least ten other subjects previously classified as 
recidivists based on one or more known arrests were discovered to have 
accrued additional arrests in the period from December 1986 to September 
1987. For example, two Vision Quest cases had additional arrests, 
including one with four new arrests. This illustrates the importance of 
adequate and comparable follow-up periods. If the analyses previously 
described in this report were repeated with the inclusion of these data, 
some of the rankings in Table 7 might change. When these data along with 
additional follow-up data on all cases in the sample are eventually re
analyzed, we will have a clearer picture of long term recidivism patterns. 
The findings as they stand call for additional research t~rgeted more 
specifically at placements us,,;d for criminally experienced juveniles, 
including Vision Quest. 

Directions for Further Research 

This study has served as a potentially important first step in a 
research program to identify effective residential placements. It has 
provided the type of information which will enable researchers to make 
more precise and specific comparisons of institutional effectiveness. 

From the comparative data 'on the samples of the 10 placements, it 
appears that judges select from a narrow range of placements for any 
given juvenile. Certain placements, including Glen Mills, George 
Junior, Loysville, and St. Gabriel's, comprise the range of choices for 
juveniles who are younger and less criminally experienced. For 
juveniles who are more criminally experienced and who have more 
extensive placement histories, judges appear to exercise the option of 
either Vision Quest or one of the public residential or secure 
placements. 

Future research should direct itself to performing "head to head" 
comparisons of placements which pose themselves as real choices for 
judges. Considering the suggestive findings in the present study, 
further investigation of recidivism patterns of newly selected samples 
from Vision Quest, public residential, and public secure facilities 
(either New Castle or Bensalem, or both) should be considered. With 
fewer comparisons to make, significant differences among the placements 
could be uncovered in a replication of the present study even if the 
effects are relatively weak. 
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NOTES 

1. In certain circumstances, cases who were known to have been released 
less than twelve months prior to data coding were included in the study 
sample. Cases were only retained in instances in which they could not 
be replaced. For example, for some of the smaller institutions, 
researchers attempted to obtain data on the total number of juveniles 
placed during 1984, and some programs kept residents in placements for 
longer periods; rejection of such cases would have depleted the sample 
size, causing interpretation difficulties. 

2. See Appendix A for county breakdowns. 

3. While statistical techniques designed to determine whether each of 
the ten groups is significantly different from others were performed, 
they will not be presented in the text or table unless the finding is 
conceptually significant. 

4. Due to the importance of the age variable in recidivism research, 
ag& at release from sample placement was retained in the regression runs 
despite the fact that it was significantly correlated with only three of 
the six recidivism measures. Age at sample placement was not included, 
as its correlation with age at re1ease'was .95. 

5. For hazard analysis a more conservative criterion for defining 
observation period was used. Specifically, for juveniles who never 
failed (no known arrests) and who were still less than 18 years of age 
as of December 5, 1986, the observation period was considered to end on 
the dat,e the record was coded. For all other analyses, the observation 
period for these juveniles was considered to end on December 5, 1986. 

6. These have been considered separately because there are different 
problems associated with each group. Arrests, for example, are probably 
less influenced by inadequate follow-up periods and by differential 
delays in case processing. On the other hand, arrest measures may 
include unsubstantia,ted or trivial offenses. While we ",'ou1d argue that 
the arrest data provide a more valid picture of post-release criminal 
behavior, all types of data are important in providing an adequate 
pictur~ of recidivism behavior. 

It is also important to mention that these measures are, by 
definition, highly related to one another and convey much of the same 
information. On the other hand, each one conceptualizes recidivism in a 
slightly different manner, and, as the following table illustrates, the 
intercorrelations among these measures are certainly not perfect. 
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Correlation Matrix of Static Recidivisn Measures 

2 3 4 5 

1. Arrest Rate .94 .55 .46 .B8 
2. # Arrests .65 .53 .85 
3. # Conv's. .88 .60 
4. # Incar's. .54 
5. Arrests in 

first 12 mo. 

7. Twelve cases, or 23 percent of the Yision Quest sample, had been 
followed for less than 12 months after release when the original data 
collection period ended in December-1986. As described on page 58, some 
additional data collection was· done in September 1987. but the analyses 
in this report do not reflect this more recent information. For . 
breakdowns of all cases followed for less than 12 months, see Appendix C. 
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APPENDIX A 

Recoding Scheme for Categorization of Referring County 

(1) PHILADELPHIA 

(2) ALLEGHENY 

(3) OTHER URBAN: BERKS 
DAUPHIN 
ERIE 
LACKAWANNA 
LUZERNE 
NORTHAMPTON 
LEHIGH 

(4) SUBURBAN: BUCKS 
CHESTER 
DELAWARE 
MONTGOMERY 

(5) RURAL: BEAVER 
BLAIR 
BUTLER 
CENTRE 
CLINTON 
CRAWFORD 
CUMBERLAND 
FAYETTE 
LANCASTER 
LAWRENCE 
LEBANON 
MONROE 
PIKE 
SCH(JYLKILL 
SOMERSET 
TIOGA 
WASHINGTON 
WESTMORELAND 
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APPENDIX B 

Scales and Indexes Used :!.n the Study 

SCHOOL PROBLEM INDEX 

QUESTION 

1. DESCRIBE SUBJECT'S ATTENDANCE 

--

POSSIBLE RESPONSES 

l=NO PROBLEM 
1.33-S0ME TRUANCY--FEWER THAN 6 

DAYS/SEMESTER; OR TRUANCY, 
FREQUENCY UNSPECIFIED 

1.67=MAJOR TRUANCY--7 OR MORE 
DAYS/SEMESTER 

2=DROPPED OUT 

2. DESCRIBE ANY DISCIPLINARY ACTION l r ·NONE; OR IN-SCHOOL SUSPENSIONS 
1.33~1 OR 2 OUT-OF-SCHOOL SUSPEN

SIONS; OR SUSPENSION-
TYPE/NUMBER UNSPECIFIED 

1.67-3 OR MORE OUT-OF-SCHOOL SUSP. 
2.,.EXPELLED 

3. HAS SUBJECT SHOWN AGRESSIVE OR I-NO; 2-YES 
DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIOR 

4. IS SUBJECT'S ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL l=NO; 2-YES 
2 OR MORE YEARS BEHIND GRADE 

. LEVEL 

5. DID SUBJECT EVER PARTICIPATE IN l=NO; 2-YES 
AN ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAM 

6. DID SUBJECT EVER FAIL A GRADE l=NO; 2=YES 

ITEM MEAt"1S 

1. 1.49 
2. 1. 31 
3. 1. 63 
4. 1. 56 
5. 1. 51 
6. 1. 60 

ADAPTED FROM: MASTER FILES \ 

COEFFICIENT ALPHA: .63 
AVERAGE ITEM MEAN: 1.51 
SCALE RANGE: 6 TO 12 
SCALE MEAN: 9.09 

NOTE: All questions relate to subject's pre-sample placement school 
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experience. When missing values were deleted listwise, there were 317 
missing cases. Cases with a minimum of three valid values were 
considered valid. Scale scores were estimated for cases with three or 
fewer missing values by averaging the valid values and multiplying this 
figure by 6. This procedure reduced the number of cases missing data on 
this variable to 63. 

DRUG AND ALCOHOL PROBLEM INDEX 

QUESTION 

1. EVIDENCE THAT DRUG USE IS A 
PROBLEM 

2. EVIDENCE THAT ALCOHOL USE IS A 
PROBLEM 

3. SUBJECT IS OR HAS BEEN INVOLVED 
IN DRUG PROGRAM 

ITEM MEANS 

1. 1.89 
2. 1. 70 
3. 1.26 

ADAPTED FROM: MASTER FILES 

POSSIBLE RESPONSES 

I-NO; 2-YES, MINOR; 3~YES, MAJOR 

I-NO; 2-YES, MINOR; 3~YES, MAJOR 

1-NO; 2-YES, MINOR; 
3=RESIDENTIAL PROGRAM 

COEFFICIENT ALPHA: 
AVERAGE ITEM MEAN: 
SCALE RANGE: 3 TO 9 
SCALE MEAN: 

.76 
1. 61 

4.84 

NOTE: Data were nearly complete for all items. When missing values 
were deleted listwise to compute the scale, there were only 5 missing 
cases out of 527. The scale score was computed by summing the values on 
the three items for each case. 
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FAMILY INSTABILITY INDEX 

QUESTION 

"IS THERE EVIDENCE OF: 

1. NEGLECT, OR LACK OF PARENTAL 
SUPERVISION 

2. INCONSISTENT OR INEFFECTIVE 
PARENTAL CONTROL 

3. EXTREME PUNITIVENESS OR ABUSE TO 
SUBJECT 

4. PARENTAL ALCOHOL ABUSE/DEPENDENCE 

5. PARENTAL DRUG ABUSE/DEPENDENCE 

6. PARENTAL OR SIBLING CRIMINALITY 

7. DESCRIBE SUBJECT'S FAMILY 
CONSTELLATION FOR MAJORITY 
OF HIS LIFE 

8. DESCRIBE STABILITY OF ADULT 
FIGURES FOR MAJORITY OF 
SUBJECT'S LIFE 

ITEM MEANS 

.l. l.69 
2. 2.28 
3. l. 22 
4. 1.40 
5. l.12 
6. 1. 57 
7.1.77 
8. 1. 99 
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POSSIBLE RESPONSES 

I-NO; 2-YES, MINOR; 3=YES, MAJOR 

II 

II 

II 

" 
II 

I-BOTH NATURAL PARENTS 
2-0NE NATURAL PARENT (ALONE 

OR WITH STEP-PARENT) 
3=ADOPTIVE OR SURROGATE 

PARENTS (e.g. GRANDPARENTS) 

l=FAMILY CONSTELI,ATION 
REMAINED STABLE 

2=SOME MOVEMENT OF ADULT 
FIGURES (e.g. DIVORCE) 

3-SIGNIFICANT MOVEMENT OF 
ADULT FIGURES (e.g. MUL
TIPLE MARRIAGES AND/OR 
RELATIONSHIPS AMONG 
SIGNIFICANT ADULTS 

COEFFICIENT ALPHA: ,66 
AVERAGE ITEM MEAN: 1.63 
SCALE RANGE: 8 TO 24 
SCALE MEAN: 13.05 
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ADAPTED FROM: MASTER FILES 
NOTE: When missing values were deleted listwise, there were 23 missing 
cases. When cases with at least six valid values were considered, the 
number of missing cases was reduced to 7. 

INSTITUTIONAL PROBLEM INDEX 

QUESTION POSSIBLE RESPONSES 

1. RULE INFRACTIONS I-NONE; OR MINOR; 3-YES, MAJOR 

2. AWOL OR ESCAPE 

3. NEW CRIMINAL CHARGES INCURP.ED 
DURING SAMPLE PLACEMENT 

4. NON-EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 
PARTICIPATION 

ITEM MEANS 

1. 1.43 
2. 1. 29 
3. 1.20 
4. 1.45 

I-NO; 3-YES 

I-YES, SUCCESSFULLY 
2=NONE 
3-REMOVED OR FAILED 

COEFFICIENT ALPHA: 
AVERAGE ITEM MEAN: 
SCALE RANGE: 4 TO 12 
SCALE. MEAN: 

.60 
1. 34 

5.37 

NOTE: All questions relate to subject's experience in the sample 
placement. When missing values were deleted listwise, there were 52 
missing cases. The scale wa~ computed for each case for which there 
were at least three valid items out of the four scale items. Scale 
scores with missing values were estimated by averaging the three valid 
values and then mUltiplying this figure times four to "re-scale" it to 
the proper scale range. If less than three valid values were present 
for a case, the scale score for that case was considered missing. This 
method reduced the number of missing cases for this index to three. 
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APPENDIX C 

Cases Withdrawn During First 12 
by Sample Placement 

VQ GJR GM STG BSR LOY NCR 

Withdrew 
Mos. 1-12 12 1 2 1 5 0 5 

Sample N 52 58 54 50 52 51 56 

% Withdrew 
Mos. 1-12 23% 2% 4% 2% 10% 0% 9% 
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Months 

YFC BSS NCS 

1 10 4 

54 57 43 

2% 18% 9% 

TOTAL 

41 

527 

8% 
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APPENDIX D 

Survival Table for Study Sample -- Arrests 

IIlTYL. 
a'/'ART 

Tl II II: 
-_.'---

IIUK'EII 
II:NTIIIIO 
TN15 
INTYt. 

.0 .527.0 

2.0 4'0.0 

3.0 447.0 

5.0 

7.0 

1.0 

39'.0 

3".0 

33'.0 

317.0 

'.0 :l00.0 

10.0 :115.0 

1,,0 a4.0 

17.0 183.0 

11.0 151.0 

20.0 119.0 

:U.O 100.0 

22.0 

22.0 

24.0 

:15.0 

:n.o 

2'.0 

2'.0 

30.0 

u.o 

34.0 

37.0 

31.0 

3'.0 

'4.0 

33.0 

H.O 

7.0 

3.0 

:11.0 

3.0 

::1.0 

2.0 

HUllaER HUM'EII HUft"1I 
1I0RAIIN EXPOllD . D,. PROPH PROPII 
DURIIIG TO TERKHt. TERNl- ~URVl-

%HTYt. RISK EVENTS NATlNG 'UlNO 

.0 527.0 

.0 :103.0 

.0 -&80.0 

•• 0 3&4.0 

3.0 :115.5 

5.0 297.5 

9.0 240.5 

7.0 247.5 

5.0 23 •• 5 

'.0 221.0 

10.0 119.0 

25,0 170.5 

20,0 101'.0 

12.0 130.0 

1'.0 110.0 

9.0 

'.0 

7.0 

'.0 
7.0 

4.0 

4.0 

3.0 

1.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

2.0 

'0.5 

50.5 

043.0 

3.0 

3.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

23.0 

33.0 

-:11.0 

20.0 

29.0 

10.0 

7.0 

7.0 

2.0 

1.0 

.0 

2.0 

5.0 

::1.0 

,0 

.0 

.0 

1.0 

2.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0'.7 .9313 

.06~N 

.0733 

.0336 

.0250 

.0121 .9879 

.0:210 .97'30 

.0307 .96'33 

.00')7 

,00:53 

,0000 1.0000 

.013:1 

.010' 

.0::141 

.9615 

.9909.0 

.9892 

.975::1 

.'3856 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.:133:1 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

TKI KIDIAY IUIIVIVAL TIMI 'OR THISI DATA Z' lJ.91 
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C:UIIUt. 
FROPH 
:SURV 
AT EHD 

.'3545 

.'3108 

.IHII2 

.7111N 

.7514 

.6'3'3 

.64'6 

.58017 

.5651 

.5:110 

.506'3 

.01913 

."a66 

.4840 

.0132' 

.01326 

.37(,9 

.37&11 

.37&5 

.2:113 

.::1:513 

PRODI;· 
BILlTV 
DEHSTV 

.0~36 

.0626 

.0508 

.0300 

.03'" 

.0272 

.01'37 

.OHI 

.0:16'3 

.00601 

.010':;; 

.000&' 

.0026 

.0000 

.00012 

.00<19 

.OU2 

.0063 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.00107 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.125(, 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

s. or lit Of' 
C:UHUt. PROB· st OF 

HAZARD SURY- ABILTV HAZRP 
RATE IVING DENS RATE 

.0712 

.071$ 

.O~,;) 

.076l 

.05ll1 

.0253 

.0500 

.0312 

.00'37 

.00:53 

.0000 

.03"'2 

.00lll 

.0108 

.0252 

,0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.03:'01 

.102" 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.Clooo 

.0000 

.~OOO 

~oooo 

.0000 

.0000 

.009 

.012 

.016 

.010 

.019 

.020 

.021 

.021 

,022 

.022 

.022 

.022 

.022 

.022 

.022 

.022 

.022 

.022 

.023 

.0~3 

.023 

.o:i~ 

.025 

.025 

.025 

.025 

.020 

.037 

.037 

.037 

.037 

.037 

.037 

.106 

010& 

.10& 

.106 

.009 

.011 

.010 

.00& 

.010 

.010 

.008 

.007 

.00& 

.00:5 

.007 

.OO~ 

.oo~ 

.006 

.003 

.003 

.000 

.00:5 

.OOG 

.oo~ 

.00:1 

.008 

.006 

.000 

'~9;~ 
.000 

.000 

.01:5 

.028 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.103 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.010 

.012 

.01:1 

.011 

.OH 

.015 

.013 

.012 

.011 

.010 

.014 

.007 

.009 

.012 

.007 

.OOS 

.000 

.010 

.018 

.009 

.018 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.03:'0 

.072 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.t,)00 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 



Survival Table for Study Sample -- Convictions 

lKTVL. 
5T:'RT 

'UKE 

.0 

1.0 

2.0 

3.0 

4.0 

11.0 

7.0 

•• 0 

9.0 

10.0 

11.0 

12.0 

, 13.0 

14.0 

1'.0 

1"1.0 

18.0 

111.0 

20.0 

21.0 

22.0 

23.0 

24.0 

2'.0 

27.0 

::11.0 

30.0 

:11.0 

)7.0 

:".0 

3t.0 

MUKalUI 
EKTRKG 
THlS 

IKTVL. 

501.0 

010 •• 0 

:195.0 

:I':J.O 

3711.0 

311'.0 

:141.0 

:1211.0 

:122.0 

310.0 

275.0 

257.0 

224.0 

193.0 

172.0 

&4'.0 

l:a.o 

112.0 

72.0 

'H •• O 

2a.0 

20.0 

14.0 

10.0 

7.0 

".0 
•• 0 

11.0 

•• 0 

MUKIIII 
IIDRAIIII 
DURI/lG' 

IIlTVL. 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

1.0 

:J.O 

•• 0 

'.0 

12.0 

9.0 

10.0 

7.0 

11.0 

35.0 

11.0 

:13.0 

30.0 

20.0 

24.0 

1'.0 

15.0 

13.0 

12.0 

11.0 

15.0 

10.0 

11.0 

•• 0 

'.0 
4.0 

3.0 

1.0 

.0 

1.0 

.0 

.0 

1.0 

4.0 

MUKIER 
EXPOSD 

TO 

RISI( 

527.0 

410.0 

33&.0 

2".0 

240.5 

2011.0 

103.0 

160.0 

105.11 

93.0 

79.5 

'n.o 

32.0 

24.0 

17.0 

12.0 

•• 5 

•• 5 

5.5 

5.0 

2.0 

MU"IIEII 
OF 

TERKIIL. 

EVENTS 

12.0 

21.0 

10.0 

'.0 
:.0 

5.0 

'.0 

2.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

1.0 

1.0 

.0 

.0 

2.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

. ) 

.(1 

.(1 

PROPII PROPN 
TER"I- SURVI
NATING 'VING 

.0228 

.0272 

.OU9 

.035" 

.0302 

.0":14 

.0375 

.020" 

.005:J 

.013' 

.022' 

.0060 

.tJ772 

.9581 

.96"& 

.~57& 

.1179& 

.'i'iN7 

.97701 

.0000 1.0000 

.0032 .9960 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0055 

.0000 1,0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.9835 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1,0000 

.0000 1.0000 

,0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1,0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

• 0000 I ·)000 

.0000 1, 1000 

.0000 :, .0000 

.ClOOO 1.0000 

.0000 1 • OOOU 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

CUIIUL. 
PROPN 
SUIlV 

AT EHD 

.~772 

.9501 

.~108 

.078' 

.0520 

.8159 

.7853 

.76&0 

.750"' 

.73&3 

.7197 

.71501 

.'1131 

.71:H 

.7131 

.7131 

.7097 

,7058 

.7058 

PRODA
'BIL.lTY 

DEHSTY 

.0220 

.02&& 

.0398 

.0323 

.02&& 

.03&1 

.030 .. 

,OI~3 

.015& 

.003~ 

.0101 

.01&7 

.00~3 

.0000 

.0023 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.00301 

.0039 

.0000 

.0000 

.0116 

.OOOCI 

.0000 

.0000 

.69"2 , •• 0000 

.&~~:: .0000 

.6!N2 

.E.9"2 

.c:"N2 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

,000(1 

.(1000 

.(1000 

.()OOO 

.1)000 

THESE CAL.CUL.ATI0N5 rOR THE L.A5T iNTERVAL. ARE KEA~lNGL.ESS. 

TNI "EDIAN IURVIVAL. TI"E '011 TNEII DATA IS 40.00· 
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HAZARD 

JlAT&: 

.0230 

.0:176 

.0361 

.0307 

.03a2 

.020& 

.0053 

.0:129 

.0060 

.0000 

.0032 

3£ or 
CUKUL. 
SURV
IVING 

.006 

.00'1 

.012 

.0101 

.017 

.018 

.018 

.019 

.019 

.019 

.0:10 

.020 

.020 

.0:10 

liE 0,. 
PROB- SE Of' 
ABIL.TY IIAZRD 
DENS RATE 

.006 

.007 

.009 

.000 

.007 

.008 

.008 

.006 

.00$ 

.003 

.006 

.003 

.000 

.002 

.007 

.007 

.009 

.00'3 

.008 

.010 

.010 

.008 

.007 

.OO~ 

.006 

.ooa 

.004 

.000 

.003 

.000tl '.0:10 .000 .000 

.0000 

.0000 

.oo~o 

.0000 

.0000 

.0166 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.00<:10 

.0000 

.020 .000 

.020 

.020 .003 

.020 .00"' 

.020 .000 

.020 .000 

.022 .008 

.022 .OPO .. 
• 022 '.000 

.022 

.022 

.022 

.02:1 

.022 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

,000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.00$ 

.005 

.000 

.000 

.012 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

,000 

.000 

.000 
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Survival Table for Study Sample .- Incarcerations 

1NTVL. 
llTART 

TIllE 

.0 

\ .0 

2.0 

3.0 

4.0 

~ .. o 

6.0 

7.0 

'.0 
'1.0 

10.0 

H.O 

12.0 

17.0 

111.0 

HI.O 

20.0 

21.0 

IIUII'ER 
ENTRNG 
T1I1:1 

111TVI. 

0170.0 

43',0 

427.0 

408.0 

393.0 

379.0 

3".0 

22.0 'HI,O 

2:>.0 

26.0 

:n.o 
2 •• 0 

30.0 

31.0 

32.0 

34.0 

35.0 

360.0 

37.0 

31.0 

39.0 

11.0 

70.0 

..... 0 

35.0 

17.0 

'.0 
7.0 

7.0 

6.0 

IIUIIII'1t 
VDRAI/II 
DURING 

IIITVI. 

.0 

.0 

.<1' 

.0 

.0 

1.0 

5.0 

3.0 

4.0 

'.0 
1:1.0 

'51.0 

11.0 

7.0 

11.0 

35.0 

3'.0 

:17.0 

20.0 

1'.0 

:10.0 

13.0 

15.0 

'iI.o 

11,,0 

7.0 

5.0 

.0 

1,,0 

.0 

.0 

!l.0 

U.O 

IiUHUR 
EXPOSD 

TO 
RISK 

:107.0 

01'514.0 

4 .... 0 

0113.0 

402.0 

311 •• 5 

373.5 

301.5 

:173.0 

207.5 

111.5 

15 •• 0 

13\1.0 

11'51.0 

102.5 

7.0 

~ .• o 

IIUHa", 
. or 

TEIl/CIII. 
EVENTS 

'.0 

10.0 

14.0 

10.0 

PROPN 
T'"II%
NATING 

.0202 

.0319 

.0221 

PROPH 
SURVI
VING 

.97711 

9.0 .02010 

7.0 .• OU.5 .9035 

2.0 .00'" 

3.0 

5.0 

.0 

1.0 

1.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

1.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.9871 

.9'H6 

.0000 1.0000 

.0028 

.0030 .11\170 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.00 .. 8 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.007:1 .'51928 

.0000 1,0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1,0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

:0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0000 1.0000 

.0 .0000 1.0000 

.0 •• 0000 1.0000 

.0 .0000 1.0000 

.0 .~OOO 1.0000 

.0 .0000 1.0000 

.0 .0000 1.0000 

CUIIUL 
PROPH 
SUR V 
AT END 

.':1620 

.93701 

.8918 

.8633 

.8033 

.7929 

.711117 

.71U17 

.7003 

.7803 

.7003 

.77"7 

.77 .. 7 

.77017 

,77"" 

.77 .. 7 

.7"'7' 

.77"7 

.77"7 

.77017 

.'17-17 

.7747 

.77017 

.77,,7 

.77,,7 

.7747 

.77017 

PRDBA
BILITY 
nENSTY 

,01:'2 

.0228 

.02"7 

.0190 

.021010 

.028:> 

.01 '.l1 

.0174 

.0136 

.00311 

.0060 

.0103 

.00 .. 2 

.0000 

.00:12 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0030 

.0000 

.0000 

.00:'6 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

,0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.OCCC 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

THESI CAL'CUI .... TIO~lI Fall THI LAliT IIiTERVAL AilE H' .... IINCL.ESS. 

Till IIIDl ... 1I IIUIIIVI'IIA1. 1'''11 'OR TIIII. DATA II 40.00-

70 

HAZARD 
RATE 

.0260 

.020" 

.03:1:; 

.0208 

.0166 

.0075 

.0130 

.005~ 

.0000 

.(1028 

.0030 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.007:1 

.OOCO 

.0000 

.0000 

.. 0000 

,0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.00ClO 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

.OOCO 

.OOCO 

.0900 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

5E or 
CUKUL. 
SURV
IVING 

.005 

.00$ 

.OU 

.012 

.01" 

.015 

.016 

.017 

.017 

.Ole 

.Ola 

.Ole 

.018 

.0111 

.018 

.018 

.OUI 

.010 

.018 

.018 

.019 

SE or 
I'ROIl- 5£ OF 
ABILTY HAZRD 
DEliS RATE 

.005 

.006 

.007 

.006 

.007 

.007 

.006 

.0010 

.003 

.C03 

.005 

.003 

.000 

.00:1 

,00:1 

.000 

.000 

.OOC 

.oo~ 

.000 

.000 

.006 

.005 

.007 

.007 

.006 

.000 

,000 

.007 

.007 

.006 

.003 

.006 

,000 

.003 

.003 

.000 

.000 

.OCC 

.005 

.000 

.000 

.007 

.019 .. ;000 

.019 .000 

.000 

.000 

.COO 

.019 .000 

.000 

.000 

.0.19 .000 

.000 

.019 .000' 

.019 .000 

.000 

.019 .000 

.000 

.000 

.019 .000 

.019 .000 

.000 

,000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

o· 



--.J 
t--' 

1. Subj ect In 

I I I I 
(1-4) 

4. Date of Birth 

I I I I I I , 
Ii Ii D D Y Y 

(24-29) 

ID , ___ _ 

CARO g __ -.!.. __ 

JUVENILE COURT JUDGES COH!-IISSION RECIDIVISM STUDY CODER ID , ----
2. Last N~Me. First Name 3. Race 1 - U 4 • Other 

2 - B 9 - DK 
3 - Ilisp 

I I I I I f [ I I I' I I I I I I I I I U 
(5-22) 

s. County (use codes) 

I I I I 
(30-32) 

(23) 

6. Sample Placement (use codes) 

LII II 
(33-36) 

31-70 Blank [QI!J 
(71-72) 

1 

~ 
(D 

t::I 
III 
rt 
III 

n 
0 :> 
I-' '" ..... to 
(D t>=.l 
(') S rt 
~ H 
0 
=' 

~ 

t>=.l 
H 
=' III 
rt 
11 

~ 
(D 

=' rt 

-----------------_ .. 



----

I 
I YA,C. """ 

OFFENSE SUHMAP,:t Cart! fJ :l.. I /. I I I . ~~ _~ ) R.eferral 1# -
I OffENSES I ~ :3 'I S (check all that apply « 

indicate 0 or count~) AL/CT SUB/CT AL/CT SUB/eT AL/CT SUB/eT AL/CT SUBICT AL/CT SUB/C'I 

I 01. Thefe LlJ W [OW LLl W LLl LI1 WW 
02. Th.Un14yful Taking WW WW WW WW ww 

I OJ. Rec. Seol. Prop. WW WW WW WW WW 
04. Un:l.ue: •• Use Veh. WLU WW WW WW ww 

I OS. llurgl:1ry WW WW Will Will WW 
\ WW WW WWJ WW WW 06. Robbery 

I 07. Simple Assaule WW WW Will WW WW 
ca. Agg. Assault WW WW WW WW ww 

I 09. Terr. Threats WW WW WW WW WW 
10. Crim. Trespass W.W WW WW WW ww 

I 11. Crim. Conspiracy W-J.W W.W WW WW WW 
12. Drugs-mj/hash/l.a. WW WW WW WW ww 

I 
13. Drugs-other WW WW W W-1 WW WW 
14. Prob. Viol. W.W W.W W.W W.W W.W 

I 
15. Escape WW WW LUW WW LUW 
16. Fail re eo adj. WW WW WW WW' WW 
Other: 

I AL/CT t±tt1 tl t±tt1 ~ l±t±1 tl : t±±8' lj t±±±1 t SUB/CT 

I AL/CT t±±±j tl t±±±j tj "f±±±j tJ 'l:f:±±jl:J t±±±j t SUB/CT 

AL/CT t±±±j lj t±±±j l:J l±t±j tJ 1:l±1:i tj l±t±j t I SUBICT 

AL/CT tf±±j tj 1:l±1:i l:J tf±±j tj l±t±1 tj l±t±1 t SUB/CT 

I ? "'Dace UJ_L1J.J I I I ! I II I I I ! 1 I I I I' ! ! I I I I ! I' I I I MHoon ( 5··10), ' (11-16) (17-22) ( 23-28) (29':'31l) 

t. Disposition LLJ 0 WLJ wD wi~ We I ( 35-36) ( 37-3~ (39-1l0) (1l1-1l2) ( 113-1I1j) 

9, Codefend:mt 
LI LI LI LI LI l-N 

2-Y ( 1l5) (1j6 ) ( 1j7) ( 48) < ~9) 

I /0. l-r t!ora Sample P. LJ U U U U 
2-S .ple Fl~cam.nt (50) lSI) t~l) (53) L)'1) 

I 
3.0~~ing Sample P. I QI:u 
4-After S~m~lc P. .s..r-? 0 13/0..., I( (71-7~) 

I 
72 



I I· I 0 ~~_~) 
OFFENSES 
(check all that apply « 
indicate 0 or count~) 

01. Theft' 

02. Th.Unlavfu1 Taking 

03. Rec. Stol. Prop. 

04. Un~uth. Use Ven. 

as. Burgbry 

06. Robbery 

07. Simple Assault 

OS. Agg. Assault 

09. Tlrr. Threats 

10. Cric. ~respass 

11. Cr~. Conspiracy 

12. Dl:".lgs-mj/h&sh/L.a. 

13. Dl:ugs-oeher 

L4. P:rob. Viol. 

LS. Esci1pe 

16. i'ailura to adj. 

Other: 

AL/CT 
SUB/CT 

AL/CT 
SUB/CT 

AL/CT 
SUB/CT 

AL/CT 
.SUB/CT 

II. Dati 
MMOOYY 

/J, Disposition 

13. Codehndi1nt 
l-N 
2-" 

I" l-Befora Samph P. '11 
2-Sampl"l P14calllent 
3-During Sample P. 
4.After S~mple P. 

I 
OFFENSE SUHHAl\.'! Card 0 3 

31 
Roferri1L # 

6 7 8 'J 
10 I 

AL/CT sUBleT AL/CT SUll/CT AL/Cr: SUB/CT AL/OT SUB/CT AL/CT SUSIe! 

IJJW WW IJJW IJJ [[j LlJW I WW ww WW WLU WW 
WW ww ww ww ww I ww ww ww ww ww 
w."w w ... w w."w w ... w w ... w I W.w· w ... w W~W w .. w ww 
W.W W~W W~W W.W W.W 

I ww ww ww ww ww 
_ww W'W W.W ww W U.J 

I W.W ,W.W W.W W.W W.W 
W.W W.W W.W W.W W.W 

I ww ww ww ww ww 
ww ww w I.,.lJ WUJ ww 
WW W.W W.W W.W W.W I 
LUW LUW WW .W U.J WW 
WW ww ww UJ U.J WUJ I 
ti±l:f l:l ti±l:f t1 ti±l:f tl ti±l:f 1:1 l±±±j t I 
t±l±H:l t±:I±l rl ti±l:f tl ti±l:f tl t±l:l:H: I 
t±±-Jj tj f±-1:±j tJ f±-1:±j tj f±-1:±j tj f±-1:±j t 
l±J±j8 /I I 118 1:l±t18 f±-1:±j 8 t±±Jj t I 
I I I I I I I 

( 5-10) 
1-'-

W LJ 
< 35-36) 

.LI 
( 115) 

LJ 
(50) 

I I I I I I I L I I I I I J 
(11-16) (17-22) 

wDw('-1 
( 37-3S (39-110) 

LI LI 
(116 ) ( 117) 

U U 
LSI) t~l) 

~$'-70 B 1,,",,-" 

73 

1 I I I I I 1-
(23-26) 

.~ 

hld2~ 
U 
( 118) 

·Ll. 
(S3) 

I 0 I 31 
(7/"7.:c) 

I" t! I ! 
(29-311) 

W C, 
(1I3-1I1j) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1 1 I ! I I. O. " PaV· I; 

(1-4) 
CARD ... 

SUtt:1sIRY OF ALL PLACEH£NTS UP TO AND INCLUDING SAMPLil1 PLACEtENT 

J'URIS- FACILITY ARRIVAL LENGTH TYPE OF 
DICTION TYPE: DATE OF STAY DIS'CHARGE 

: - D.lln- J .. Detention, at Enter Month • Le.. than - Approve'" 
qu.nt le.st 3 w •• It. .nd y ..... 1 Month 

2- Sacure R.aid. ~ - 1-3 MOnth. a .. 'nappro-
2: - Dorporn- :I - In.titution 3 - 4-8 .. onth .. prt..,t. , . 1 d.nt " - Droup HOII'Ie 4 - 9-.3 M., •• 

:l '" UUd.me ... S .: 1"-18 Moa. 
S ... Fo.t .... Ho-. G • "19'" .anthg 
7 - Day T .... t ... nt 
G - HH/HR Facility 
9 - D*A F.cility 

P t..A< E t"l E to l N~He o - Oth ... 
PLACEMENTS, Konth VII.r 

----------------------
PLACEMENT 15. U 16. U 17. i 18. U 19.L.J 
NU!18ER 1 (:5, (6) (7-10' OU (lZ) .. 

I 

PLACEl'lENT zo.U 21. U 22. 
, 

23. U' 2"GU 
t!UN9ER Z (13) Cl4) U5-18' U9' (20) 

~ Pl,OCEHENT 2S.U 26. U 27. l I ) 1-', 28 • U 29.Ll .t::' 
NUI19ER 3 (21) (22) (23-26) (a7) (a8' 

PLACEMENT 30.U 31. U 32. L I I 33. U 34.U 
NU/1L'ER " (a9) (30) , (31-34) (35) (36) 

-_.--_. 

PLACelENT 3S.U 3&. ·u 37. I J I 3B. U 39.U 
NUMBER :5 (37) (3S) (43) (44) 

~ 
PLACEMENT 40.U 41. U 42. ,I 43, U 4'",;'U 
NUMBER 6 (1;:5) '!46) (47-50) (:50 (.:52) 

PLACENENT 4:5.U "'6. U 47. I I "'S.' U 49.U 
NUMBER 7 C!!3) (::i40) (:5:S-::iS) (591 (601 

PLACEI1ENT 50.U :n. LJ :5Z. 
, 

:53. LJ 54.U 
NUMOER S (61) (6~) (63-661 (671 (6S) 

'~-70 O\llf\.~ 



~ 
V1 

- - -

Ll '.!4' I j 1.0. • P.age. :; 
CARUII 5 

• Sl1t1I'1ARV OF ALL PLACEMENTS UP TO AND JtlCLUDING SAMPLE PLACEMENT 'Page ,ZI 

JURIS
DICTION 

1 - 0",11 ... -
qu., ... t 

Fi:,\CILITV 
TYPE 

D.,t ..... tlon. at 
1 ..... t 3 ...... k .. 

2 Secur. Re.id. 
Z - Drp~ ... - 3 I ..... titution 

dent 4 Group HOMe 
5 l..!tld ..... n .... 
6 Foste .. HOMe 
7 Day T .... tMent 
a HH/MR Facility 

-9 D&A F.cility 

ARRIVAL 
DRTE 

E ... t" .. H" ... th 
and ye .. .. 

LENGTH 
OF STAV 

- L...... th .. n 
1 Mor.th 

2 1;-3 .,,,nth,, 
3 It-a· ... onth. 
4 9-13 ",,,s. 
:; 14-18 I<IOS. 

6 .19+ .. ",r.th .. 

TVPE OF 
DISCHRRGE 

- Appr""ed 

Z - Inappro
p .. ;at. 

-0 Oth ... 
PLAC€MENTS Month lYe ... plAC.EN.C l\.i\ 

-----------------------------------------------------
PLACEMENT 55. U 56. U 57. 5B. U :';9.'-1 
NUMBER 9 (51 (6) (7-101 (11) <12' 

PLACEMENT 60. U 61. U 62. , I I 63. LJ 64.U 
NUMBER 10 (131 (141 U5-181 (19) (201 

PLACEMENT 65.U 66. U 67. 68. U 69.U 
NUMBER 11 (Zll (22) (23-261 (27) (28) 

PLACEMENT 70.U 71. U 72. J 73. U 74.U· 

NUMBER 12 (291 (301 (31-341 (351 (36' 

PLACEMENT 75.U 76. U 77. I 1 7B. U 7~.U 
NUMBER 13 (371 (3al (39-421 (43) (44) 

PLACEMENT ao.U 81. U (l2. I I tJ B3. U s".U 
NUMBER 14 (45f (46) (47-501 (:5 1 I (::;21 

PLACEMENT s::;.U 86. U _s7.-L I I 1 88. (---1- a9.U 
HUME'ER 15 (:531 (54' (:55-581 (59) (601 

PLACEMENT 90. L.! 91. U 92. I 93. ~ 94.U 
NUHE'ER 16 (611 (621 (63-661 (671 (6BI 

C://-7cJ Sf a ..... k· lOIS-] 
{7f -1JJ 

IIIIiI - - - - - - - - - - - -

i'JA H ~ 

- - .. 



-

~ 
0\ 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1 J I , f 

0-/1 1.0. II 

DISPOSITION DATE 

S=-. ( I I J 
{S-10' 

S,ATUS IMMEDIATELY 
PRECEDING PLACEMENT 
Not on Probatlon-OOOO 

On Prob.tlon-BBBB 
Day Tre.t~~nt-S999 

Pl.c"';'ent-u" .. " 
digit pI.~~nt code 

SB. I I ':J f f 
(23-26) 

SAMPLE PLACEMEN'r INFOIlMATJON 

ARRIVAL DATE 

96. If· I I I I I 
(11-161 

RULE INFRACTIONS" 

1 No 
2 Yes, .,i ... o ... 
;; Yes, M"Jor 

99.U 
(271 

RELEASE DIne: 

97. L I 
117-221 

NU~BER DF DAYS ON 
A~OL/ESCAPE STATUS 

J '~one 
2 .. 1 7 
3 .. 6 .. 

1('0. U 
(28) 

SEXUA4 MISCONDUCT EARNED GED OR 
H.:3. DIPLOMA 

NON-EDUCATIONAL 
PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 
1 - None 1 No 

Z Yes, minor 
;; - V..... /IIaJor 
102:U 

(301 

ATTENDANCe: 
o No probl • ., 

Som. tru&ncy--r .. we ... 
than 6 d.ys/semect ..... 

Z MaJor t ... u&ncy-7 0 ... 

~or. days/semester 
3 - .tru.roC:Y, r .... qu ... ncy 

u"'''pecifled 
~ Or.opped Out 
9 OK or not Mentioned 

1<'6. U 
(361 

J .. No 
2 .. Yes 

103.U 
(3J) 

IS SUBJECT'S ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL 2 
OR MORE VEARS BEHIND GRADE LEVEL? 

(I - No 
t - Ve" 

2 - yes ;ucceecfully 
;; Removed or f.iled 

JOio. Ll 
(321 

SCHOOL INFORMATION 

DISCIPLINARY ACTION 
o None: 
1 In school suspensions 
Z 1-2 out of "cheol su"pensione 
3 3 or mere out of echool cuspen~io ... s 
I, Suspension--type/number unspecified 
5 Expvlled tempor~rily 
6 Expelled perManently 
9 DK or root ment loned 

.J(l7.U 
(37) 

DID SUBJECT EVER PARTIPATE IN AN 
ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAM? 

o .. No 
1 - Yes 

P.ag"' 6 
CARD -I> 

NEI.I CRIHINAL CHARGES INCURRED 
DURING SAMPLE PLACEMENT 

1 No 
2 Yes. in pl.ceme ... t 
;3 Ye". em ~"'DL/ESCAPE 

101. U 
(291 

FULL SCALe: 
1.0. 

lO~; I I 
133-.:.5) 

HAS SUBJECT EXPERIENCED 
ANY OF THE FOLLOI.IING IN SCHOOL? 

Di~ruptive in cl.~s 
Nultlpl. incidents of fights 
Multiple Incidents of 
drug/alcohol u~e 
As~.ult$ on peere 
Ascaults on t ... chers/st&ff 
Verb. I ... buse 
Othe .... Specify 
o No ... e 
J Yes (check 
'9 OK U 

1(18. 
(381 

.. 11 that lIPplyl 

DID SUBJECT EVER 
FAIL A GRADE? 

" - No 
1 M Yes 

9 a OK. not mentioned 9 • OK, not trtent10ned '9 • OK. not Mentioned 

l(l'3.U J 1(1. U 111.U 
(391 '1001 (loll 

- -



-.:J 
-.:J 

.. - -

I. D • ., 

EVIDENCE OF OUTPATIENT 
COUNSELiNG OR MH/MR REFERRAL 

1 No 
2 - Yes 

l11.U 
(42) 

EVIDENCE THAT DRUG USE 
IS A, PROBLEM 

1 No 
2 Yes, .1Ii roOr 
3 Yes, MOIJor 

114.U 
(45) 

fOK ALL 0lL 

EMOTIONAL/PSYCHOLOGICAL PROBLEMS 

EVIDENCE OF INPATIENT TREATMENT OR 
HOSPITALIZATION FOR EMOTIONAL DISORDER 

1 - No 
2 '" Yes 

llZ.U 
(43) 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE 

EVIDENCE THAT ALCOHOL 
USE IS A PROBLEM 

1 No 
2 Yeso, rnir.or 
:3 Yes) h'u>.jor 

l1S.U 
(46) 

SUBJECT IS OR HAS BEEN 
INVOLVED IN DRUG PROGRAM 

1 c No 
2 Yes, .. inor 
3 Short term resider.tial 
4 LOYlg terM resider.tial 

(Enter hi ghest, number 
.... ppl icabl e) 

116.U 
(4-1) 

-tH~ /\- i\ :·\/C C-':'u.C~ 1U.!Il!S J 
(l 
I 

.. - - - - - - - - -

Pag" 7 
CARD 116 

EVIDENCE OF SUICIDAL 
TENDENCIES 

J - No 
2 - Yes;; 

11:3.U 
'(44) 

. SUBJECT IS/HAS BEEN IN
QOLVED IN ALCOHOL PROGRAM 

1 No 
2 Yes;;, .ninor 
3 Short term residential 
4 Long ter.n residenti",l 

(Enter highest number 
appl {cabl e) 

117.U 
(48) 

ok. 

- - - - - •• 



-

-2 
0::: 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
\ I , 1.D CI 5UBJE:CT AND FAMILY HISTORY PRIOR TO PLACEMENT Page 8 

CARD 
Fc;.t",Itefils 118-127, CODE: '" No; 2:= Yes, rnl r,c.t"i 3:= Yes, rnaJot"i 9" DK 

1§ I~gBg g~lQs~~g QE: 

Neglect, C'l"" lack c·f 
pat"ental supet"vision 

Inconsistent or ineffec
tive oarental contt"ol 

Extt"erne punitiveness 
c·r abuse te. subject 

Sexual abuse 
to subject 

118. U 
(49) 

Subject ever physically 
or sexually abusing 
another- 'farnily membet" 

1 ~~ ........ u 
(53) 

Parental alcohol 
abuse/dependence 

125. U 
(56) 

119. U 
(50) 

SubJect having a' 
history of runaways 
frc·rn he.r,le 

123. U 
(54) 

Parental drug 
abuse/dependence 

126: U 
(57) 

Desct"ibe subject's faMily constellation 
for maJot"ity o~ his life: 
1 := Both natu~al parents 
2~ One natural parent w/step-parent 
3 :=.Surrogate parentCs) Ce.g. grandparents) 
'4,"" One ,..~atural parent alo!'"Ie 
5 c Adoptive parents 

12B. U 
(59) 

12(1. U 
C51> 

121. U 

Subject being in
vol ved il'", arsor, 
or 'firesettir,g 

124. U 
(55) 

Parental Ol"" sibling 
crirnir,ality 

127. u 
(58) 

Desct"ibe stability of adult figure. 
for majority of subJect's life: 
1 := Family constellation rernained stable 

(52) 

2 Some movern~nt of adult 'figut"es (e.g. divot"ce) 
3 = Significant ~ove~ent of adult fiQures 

(e.g. multiple mat"rianes and/or 
relationships arnong signi'ficant adults) 

lZ'3. U 
(60) 

I (I 16 1 
61-70 Bla!'"Ik <71-72) 

- -



-.l 
..0 

- - -

, I I I. D. tI 
(1-4) 

pc.st-rc. eaSE- supervisie.n 
1 c' Ongoi r.g 
2 == TerminAted, case closed 
3 Terminated, due to 

)'eadJ lid i cat ie.n 

13(1. LJ 
(5 ) 

POST-PLACEMENT HISTORY 

If previou~ ~em=l, enter 
current date. If previous 
iter.l=2 c·r 3, enter date 
te)'rninated 

1:~1. I I 
(& 11 ) 

Page '3 
CARD WI 

p. o. ce.r,tactsJ" ;h 
1 := (J 1 
2 := 2 - 4 
3' 5 - 1(1 

4 == 11 c.r Ine'l'e 

132. U 
( 12) 

SUBJECT'S POST-RELEASE INVOLVEMENT IN: (Ce.de: 1 == No; 2 = Yes; 3 == DK) 

Af'tercare 
caselc.ad 

Day Treatmer.t 
pre.g)·ar.l 

Outpatient 
cDunseling 

133.U 
(13) 

Schoc.l St~tus 
1 JHS e.r below 
2 ~;S 

134. U 
(14) 

3 ::: Vocational/Trade 
4 College 
5 == NA, Dropout/withdrawn 
5 RA, HS graduate 

138. ·LJ 
(18) 

135 • u 
( 15) 

Evidence of school 
adjustment problems 
1 == Ne. 
2 = Yes, mi,ne.r 
3 ~. yes t Ma.Je.r 
4' ="NA 

13'3. u 
(1 '3) 

Livin~ arrangements upon release 
'1 .. Both natural parents 5 Fe.ster parents 
2 ~ One natural parent 6 == Rdoptive parents 

Restitutionl 
community svc. 
program 

13&. U 
(1&) 

Alternative 
schoe.l pre.gram? 
1 == Ne. 
2 Yes 
3 NA 

140. U 
(20) 

Advocate, Big 
Brother or 
Volunteer worker 

137. U 
(17) 

Earned HS Oiploma 
or GED ~ince rele~se? 
1 == N 
2 == Yes 
3 NA 

141. U 
(21) 

Type of post-release employment 
(Code longe~t-held Job) 
1 == None 

3 = One natural parent 7 =~rpdependent living 2 Job training program 
3 == Subsidized employment with step-parent 

4 == Other family rnernber(s) 
.:$><DK 

4 Conventional employment 

142. u 143. U 
(22) (23) 

24-70 Blank fQ"lY1 
(71-72) 

- - - - - - 1- - - - - - - - - •• 




