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INTRODUCTION

The University of Cincinnati was awarded a grant in January 1999 to examine the
impact Paint Creek Youth Center (PCYC) has on minority offenders. More specifically,
this report will explore (1) the youth’s attitudes at the point of intake and discharge from
the facility, and (2) the impact the PCYC has on one’s likelihood of reconviction and
recommitment, Prior to examining these issues, it is important to briefly address the
treatment offered at Paint Creek Youth Center.

PAINT CREEK YOUTH CENTER

The Paint Creek Youth Center is a privately owned and managed residential
rehabilitation center for male adolescents age fifteen to eighteen who have been
convicted of a serious felony offense. Lighthouse Youth Services is the non-profit
agency that owns and manages the PCYC. The facility is located in Bainbridge, Ohio.
The facility is a relatively small center, housing no more than fifty youth at any given
time. The youth admitted to Paint Creek have generally been convicted of a Felony 1 or
2 level offenses’, and were from the southern region of Ohio (Columbus, south).

The goal of Paint Creek is to alter the attitudes and behaviors of the youth from
anti-social to pro-social. By aftempting to change the attitudes of the youth, Paint Creek
hopes to reduce the future criminal behavior of the youth. Some of the theoretically
based procedures used in altering the offender’s attitudes consist of the following
elements: a positive peer culture, assessment of the youth’s criminal thinking errors,
treatment phases of release, a high staff to youth ration, group therapy, and family

involvement.

' The Ohio Revised code categorizes offenses by level. Felony 1 is the most serious category outside of
Murder.



METHODS
Thus study is designed to examine the following research questions:
1. Are there any significant differences in the attitudes between white and non-
white offenders at the point of intake or discharge among the Paint Creek

youth?

2. Are there any differences in reconviction or recommitment between white
and non-white youth released from Paint Creek Youth Center?

3. How do the racial similarities/differences in the Paint Creek youth’s
outcome compare to similar youth housed at a traditional defention center?

The sample and data collection procedures vary among research questions so each will be
discussed separately
Question 1:

Beginning in 1997, youth who were admitted to or discharged from Paint Creek
Youth Center received an attitudinal survey.” The surveys contained a variety of
attitudinal statements with corresponding four point scales (strongly agree, agree,
disagree, strongly disagree). A total of 102 surveys were completed with 53 of the
respondents non-white and the remaining 49 white.

Question 2:

Examination of the second research question involves analyzing all youth
admitted to Paint Creek Youth Center from its opening in 1986 until January 1996. This
sample of youth allows for a minimum of a two-year follow up period to occur. The
outcome of the youth was measured as the likelihood of reconvictions for a new offense

or recommitment to an institution at the juvenile or adult level. The Ohio Department of

* Some of the youth did not receive discharge surveys because of the quickness of their release.




Youth Services and the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction provided the
recidivism data. The demographic characteristic and criminal history characteristics were
obtained through the Ohio Department of Youth Services.

Question 3;

Selection of youth who were similar to those housed at Paint Creek but admitted
to a traditional juvenile correctional facility was achieved either through random
assignment or a matching process. The random selection process occurred from 1986 to
1988. Greenwood and Turner (1993) report that youth who were eligible for Paint Creek
were randomly assigned to Paint Creek or a traditional juvenile institution.

The matching process has occurred since 1988, More specifically, a comparison
youth was selected for each youth admitted to Paint Creek. Following is a list of
elements on which the comparison group was matched to the Paint Creek youth: 1)
gender, 2) age at admission, 3) date of admission, 4) race, 5) Felony Level one or Felony
Level two offense, and 6) county of offense (to proxy area of residence). These
characteristics were selected for three reasons: 1) to simulate the Paint Creek Youth
Center selection criteria, 2) to select similar youth who were detained at the same point in
time, and 3) to exclude the possibility that differences in recidivism could be attributed to
differences in these characteristics across the samples, differences in arrest rates across
counties, and differences in the date of admission to the facility.

The follow-up information on the youth admitted to a traditional detention center
was obtained from the Ohio Department of Youth Services and the Ohio Department of
Rehabilitation and Correction. These agencies provided demographic and criminal

history characteristics and/or recidivism information (reconviction and recommitment).




RESULTS
ATTITUDES

Some of the attitudinal statements were combined to form three attitudinal scales.
The “coping” scale taps a student’s ability to cope; the “loneliness” scale examines his
feelings of neglect/loneliness, and the “others” scale explores his level of difficulty in
relating with others. Higher scores on the scales indicate higher levels of agreement (ie.,
more problems coping, more lonely, and more difficulty in relationships). The data were
analyzed by conducting t-tests for differences in scale means from the point of intake to
discharge.

Table 1 shows the mean scale scores for each attitude by the race of the youth.
The changes in the mean scores were as expected and were similar for each racial
category. In other words, a youth’s level of agreement with their inability to cope,
feeling of loneliness, and difficulty in relationships decreases from the point of intake to
discharge for both white and non-white offenders. In addition, all but one of the
attitudinal changes (coping for non-white offenders) was significant.

A relatively similar effect in attitudinal changes occurs regardless of the youth’s
race. Therefore, i appears that the program has a comparable impact regardless of the
race of the offender. However, it should be noted that the mean values were slightly
higher on the loneliness and others indexes for the non-white offenders at the point of
mtake and discharge, than the white offenders. These differences however, were not

statistically significant.



Table 1: Mean Scores for Youth Attitudes by Race

Variables White t Norn-White ¢
Coping Attitudes
Intake 98125 2.35% 06038 1.65
Exit 8.5217 8.6800
Loneliness Attitude
Intake 5.8367 2.51% 6.0192 2.74%
Exit 4.7500 5.0000
Attitudes Toward Qthers
Intake 7.0612 2.60% 72830 2.84%
Exit 5917 6.0769

*Significant at the .05 level



RECIDIVISM AMONG PAINT CREEK YOUTH

Table 2 reveals the reconviction and recommitment status of the Paint Creek
youth by race. Overall, the majority of youth were not reconvicted of a new offense or
recommitted to the institution. More specifically, 23 percent of the white youth were
reconvicted and recommitted to an institution during the minimum two-year follow-up
period, and 34 percent of the non-white youth were reconvicted and recommitted during
the same period. Although there were slight differences in race, the differences were not
statistically significant.

Table 3 shows the multi-variate model examining the likelihood of
reconviction/recommitment.  Table 3 does indicate a significant difference in the
likelihood of reconviction and recommitment by race and prior offense. Non-white youth
were more likely to be reconvicted of a new offense and/or recommitted to an institution
upon release from Paint Creek. In addition, youth who have a higher number of prior
offenses were also more likely to be reconvicted and recommitted.

RECIDIVISM AMONG COMPARISON YOUTH

Table 4 presents the percentage of comparison youth reconvicted and
recommitted by race. Most of the youth were not reconvicted or recommitted during the
follow-up period, however, a substantial number were, More specifically, 34 percent of
the white offenders, and 45 percent of the non-white offenders were reconvicted or

recomrnitted.




Table 2: The percent of reconviction and recommitment by race for Paint Creek youth

Variables White Youth Non-White Youth
Reconviction
Yes 36 (23%) 43 (34%)
No 122 (78%) 83 (66%)
Number of Reconvictions
Zero 122 (78%) 83 (66%)
1-2 32 (20%) 41 (32%)
34 1 (1%) 1 (1%)
5 or more 1 (1%) 1 (1%)
Mean 39 42
Recommitment
Yes 36 (23%) 43 (34%)
No 122 (78%) 83 (66%)
Number of Recommitments
Zero 122 (78%) 83 (66%)
1-2 34 (21%) 42 (33%)
3 or More 2 (1%) 1 (1%)

Mean 27 39




Table 3: Logit Model Predicting the Likelihood of Reconviction and Recommitment for

Paint Creek youth

Variables Reconviction Recommitment
Psuedo R? = 204 Psuedo R* = 214

Age 0843 0393

Race 5725% 6109%

Education - 0653 - 0646

Lived With - .3451 - 4110

Number of Priors 1294 1288

*Significant at the .05 Level



Table 4: The percent of reconviction and recommitment by race for the comparison youth

Variables White Youth Non-White Youth
Reconviction
Yes 49 (34%) 49 (45%)
No 94 (66%) 59 (55%)
Number of Reconvictions
Zero : 94 (66%) 59 (55%)
1-2 44 (31%) 41 (38%)
3-4 3 (2%) 3 (3%)
5 or more 2 (2%) 5 (5%)
Mean 49 88
Recommitment
Yes 49 (34%) 49 (45%)
No 94 (66%) 59 (55%)
Number of Recommitments
Zero 94 (66%) 59 (55%)
1-2 49 (34%) 47 (43%)
3 or More 1 (1%) 2 (2%)

Mean 40 56
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SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PAINT CREEK AND THE
COMPARISON YOUTH

Prior to discussing the variations in outcome it is important to note the similarities
in demographic characteristics between the groups. Table 5 shows that most offenders
were white, have completed grade 7 or higher, lived with at least one parent, were age 16
at the time of commitment, and have been previously involved with the criminal justice
system. This descriptioﬁ indicates that the two groups were fairly similar.

The results revealed some differences when examining race among the out’comes
of Paint Creek youth only and comparison youth only. In addition to examinng facility
specific differences, it is important to compare the outcomes of each racial category by
facility assignment.

Inspection of data reveals some differences between the outcomes of the youth,
More specifically, 23 percent of the white Paint Creek youth were reconvicted or
recommitted versus 34 percent of the white comparison youth. Although there is a
smaller percentage of Paint Creek youth reconvicted or recommitted, the differences were
not statistically significant. Similarly, there were differences in the percentage of non-
white youth who recidivate. Thirty-five percent of the non-white Paint Creek youth were
reconvicted or recommitted compared to 45 percent of the non-white youth in the
comparison group. Again, however, these differences were -not statistically significant.
Figure 1 illustrates the differences between the white and non-white Paint Creek and

comparison group youth with regard to the rates of reconviction and recommitment.
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Table 5: Demographic characteristics by the type of facility

Variables Paint Creek Comparison
(n=284) (n=251)
Age
13-14 10 (4%) 21 (8%)
15- 16 138 (48%) 136 (54%)
17 -18 134 (47%) 94 (37%)
Missing 2 (1%) 0 (0%)
Mean 16.27 16.02
Race
White 158 (56%) 143 (57%)
Non-White 126 (44%) 108 (43%)
Last Grade Completed
6 or below 19 (7%) 16 (6%)
7-9 167 (59%) 163 (65%)
10-12 95 (33%) 71 (28%)
Missing 3 (1%) I (1%)
Who the Youth Lived With
Parent(s) 179 (63%) 181 (72%)
Other 72 (25%) 68 (27%)
Missing 33 (12%) 2 (1%)
Number of Priors
Zero 65 (23%) 54 (22%)
I3 108 (38%) 93 (37%)
4 or More 100 (35%) 104 (41%)
Missing 11 {4%) 0 (0%)
Mean 2.73 3.02
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CONCLUSIONS

Overall, it appears that Paint Creek Youth Center’s program has a similar impact
on the attitudes of minority and non-minority offenders. For example, the attitudinal
changes experienced for Paint Creek youth from the point of intake to discharge is the
same among white and non-white youth. With regard to outcome, the non-white Paint
Creek youth have a higher percentage of reconvictions and recommitments than white
Paint Creek youth (34% versus 23%).

From a policy viewpoint a more important way of examining the impact of Paint
Creek Youth Center on minority offenders is to compare the Center’s results with similar
youth admitted to traditional juvenile institutions. These results indicate that regardless
of race, Paint Creek youth have a lower percentage of reconviction and recommitment
than youth housed in DYS institutions. The percent of white and non-white youth
reconvicted and recommitted is lower for the Paint Creek youth compared to youth
admitted to a DYS facility. Such a finding supports the effectiveness and continuation of
a highly structured program for minority offenders than the use of a traditional facility

that offers limited and often non-theoretical programs.
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