
































because of the consistency found. However, any differences will

be noted.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This section addresses the guantifiable treatment issues
which are unique to the Paint Creek population. These areas are
the number of prcblem areas for a youth {criminal thinking
errors) and the treatment phase of release. The goal of this
section is to examine the ocutcome of the Paint Creek youth based
on the structure of the program. Thus, identifying any
structural componenté which positively impact the youth.

Results of the ordinary least square and logit regression
analyses are presented in Tables 2 and 3. The analysis of ail
Paint Creek youth alone revealed several significant predictors
of reconviction and recommitment.?

The number of problem areas (i.e., criminal thinking errors)
is a significant predictor of reconviction or recommitment.
These findings indicate that youth who are evaluated as having a
higher number of problem areas have a higher likelihood of
reconviction and recommitment upon release. This suggests the
effects of assessing the number of problem areas are short-tern

predictors of reconviction and recommitment.

! Sentence length is a significant predictor in all medels
which examine the Paint Creek youth only.
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Table 1: Youth Variables and Measurement

Variable Measurement
Reconvicted/receommitted 0 = no

1 = yes
Time to
reconviction/recommitment Measured in months
Number of
reconvictions/recomnitment Range from 0 to 12
Admission to facility Year of admission
Age In years
Race 0 = White

1 = Non-White
Grade level 1 = 1-5

2 = 6-8

3 = %-10

4 = 11-12
Youth lived with 0 = OQther relative

1 = Parent(s)
County of offense Populaticon per sguare mile

Prior criminal history Number of offenses by persocnal offenses
and drug offenses

Committing offense

Personal/Violent 0 = Other offense
1 = Personal/Violent offense
Drug 0 = Cther cffense
1 = brug offense
Sentence length In months
Problem Areas Number of thinking errors

Transferred
Phase one
Phase two
Phase three

il

Release Phase

it

i

W R O
i
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Table 2: OLS model predicting the number of reconvictions/ recommitment and
time until reconviction/recommitment with a fixed follow up using the Paint
Creek Youth only

Number of Time Ungil
Variable Convictions Commitments Conviction Commitment
{Model R Square) (.23448) (.08039) {.17051) (.10502}
Age ~-.339877* -.119035 L1L91273%* -,081919
{.0000) (.0916} (.0117) {.2373)
Race -.055522 .101589 -.018300 .188401*
{.5027) {.2262} {.8257) (.0233)
County .103503 -, 057795 .035585 -.097599
{.1893} {.4498) {.6639) {.1870})
Live with -. 054293 -.031057 -.068641 -.116982
{.4472)} {.6533) {.3561) (.0863}
Drug .005447 -.011857 .060686 072300
{.9399) {.8664) {.4203) (.2922)
Personal .118814 -.0113%8s6 ~.,106896 ~.050119
{.1320) (.8845} {.1962) (.5166}
Number
of Priors .136726 .089534 -.156588* . 049272
{.0645) {(.2177} {.0422) (.4909}
Sentence
Length -.262268%* ~.162082* L 258006% -.166215%*
{.0004) {.0245) (.0007) (.0191)
Problem
Areas .095392 .1e3306%* -.187568%* .202629%
{.1761)} {.0219) (.0148) (.0040)
Phase of
Release -.195590* ~.1666009* .250279%* ~,120278
{.0104) {.0249) (.0017) (.09886)

OLS Coefficients reported with probabilities in parenthesis
*Null hypothesis rejected at

.05 level



Table 3: Logit model predicting whether or not a youth has been reconvicted or
recommitted with a fixed follow-up pericd using the Paint Creek youth only

Variable Conviction Commitment

(Psuedo R Sgquare) (.37904) (.26342)
Intercept 9.3503* 2.2763
(.0121) {.4795)
Age -.5465% -.1810
{.0105) {.3273)
Race L7472 L7645
{.1402) {.0847)
County -.0002 -.0003
{.5984) (.2764)
Lived With -.275%8 -.221e6
(.5219) {.5645)
Drug L1539 -.2267
(.9084) {.8504)
Personal L1704 -.21860
{.7091) (.5959)
Number of Priors L1060 L0830
{.2478) {.3248)
Sentence Length -.1862%* -, 0716%
{.0011) {.0412}
Problem Areas - .3801% .3183%
{.0183) {.0104)
Phase of Release -.6207* -.4691*
{.0061) {.0163)

Logit Coefficients reported with probabilities in parenthesis
*Null hypothesis rejected at .05 level
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Consistent findings were alsc revealed when the youth’s
rhase of release is considered. The results indicate that the
Faint Creek youth have a lower likelihood of being reconvicted of
an offense or recommitted to an institution when they
successfully. complete the treatment offered at Paint Creek. More
specifically, the probability of being reconvicted or recommitted
decreases as a youth progresses through the treatment phases.

For example, the probability of being reccnvicted of an cffense
with a fixed follow-up period is 28% for youth transferred from
Paint Creek, 17% for Phase one, 10% fcor Phase two, and %% for
those released on Phase three. Additionally, the prokbability of
being recommitted to an institution with a fixed follow-up period
is 30% for youth transferred from Paint Creek, 21% for Phase one,
14% for Phase two, and 9% for youth who successfully complete all
treatment phases. These findings signify that the treatment
program established at Paint Creek does have the potential to
reduce future criminal activity.

In order tc understand what type of youth successfully
complete the program, Table 4 examines the characteristics of the
Paint Creek youth by phase of release. As shown, there are no
major differences in demographic, socio-demographic, or criminal
characteristics between the youth released from the facility on
various phases. This suggests the program needs to provide

additional information on the youth which may be analyzed by



Table 4: Characteristics of Paint Creek Populaticn by Phase of Release

Variable Phase 0O%* Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3
(N=17) (N=56) (N=44) (N=104)
N % N % N 3 N %
Age
Mean 16.5 16.24 16.05 16.35
Race
White 14 {82%) 36 (e4%) 28 (64%) 44 (42%)
Non-White 3 {1i8%) 20 (36%) 16 {(36%) 60 (58%)

County Density
Mean 1552.88 1317.42 1393.72 1425.70
Standard Deviation 741.46 747.83 709.72 722.50

Last Grade Completed

0 - 8 1 (5%) 7 {13%) 8 (18%) & (6%)
7 -8 4 (24%) 15 {26%) 13 (30%) 20 (19%)
g - 10 10 (59%) 27 {48%) 19 (43%) 64 (62%)
11 - 12 2 (12%) 7T {13%) 4 (9%} 14 (13%)
wWho the Youth Lived
with at Time of
Commitment
Parent (s) 11 (63%) 41 (73%) 26 (64%) 77 (74%)
Other Relative 6 (35%) 15 {(27%) 18 (36%) 27 (206%
Committing Offense
Person 7 (41%) 36 (64%) 14 {(32%) 51 (493%)
Property 10 (59%) 18 (32%) 28 (64%) 31 {49%)
Drug 0 ( 0%) 2 (4% 2 { 4%) 2 { 2%)
Total Number of
Pricr Convictions
¢ 1 (5% S (163) 12 (27%) 23 (22%)
1 -2 5 (29%) 19 (34%) T {16%) 29 (28%)
3 - 4 8 (47%) 15 (27%) 9 (21%) 27 (26%)
5 - 6 3 {18%) 9 (1e6%) 8 (18%) 15 (14%)
7 - 9 Q { 0%) 4 { 7%) 8 (18%) 10 (10%)
Mean 2.35 2.68 3.1¢6 2.82
Sentence Length
{In months)
Range 0-24 1-47 6~29 5-49
Mean 11.19 16.12 15.32 14.83
Standard Deviation 6.321 5.129 6.185 6.243
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Table 4: Continued

Variable Phase 0% Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3
{(N=17} (N=50) {N=44) (N=104)
N % N % N % - N %

The Number of
Youth Reconvicted
of an Offense T (41%) 24 {43%) 22 (50%} 35 (34%

The Number of
Youth Recommitted
to an Institution 6 {35%) 19 (34%) 20 (45%; 35 (34%

Total Number of
Reconvictions by
Type of Cffense

Personal 1 {14%) 9 {31%) 6 (24%) 14 (38%
Property 6 (86%) 11 ({38%) 11 (44%) 14 (38%
Drug 0 ( 0%) 2 { 7%) 4 (16%) 5 (13%
Other 0 ( 0%) 7 {24%) 4 (16%) 4 (11%
Total Number of
Recommitment by
Type of Offense
Personal 1 (17%) 8 [33%) o [26%) 14 (38%
Property 5 (83%) 10 (42%) 11 {48%) 14 (38%
Drug 0 { 0%) 2 { 8%) 4 {17%) 5 (13%
Cther C (0% 4 {17%) 2 { 9%) 4 (11%

*Transferred toc a DYS facility
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future research. The literature suggests three key areas as
vital. The key areas are the assessment of a youths level of
criminality, assessment of the youth’s needs, and assessment of
the youth’s ability. These areas will allow the treatment plan
to become more individualized.

The next section will examine only the youth who are
released from Paint Creek Youth Center on Phase three to youth of
similar characteristics who were detained at training schools.

Examination of only youths released from Paint Creek on
Phase three was explored for two reasons: {1} Paint Creek Youth
Center defines "successful" treatment intervention only when a
youth is released from the facility on Phase three, and (2)
because the variable "phase of release" was significantly related
to both reconviction and recommitment in most of the regression
medels. This analysis was conducted by using all youth released
from Paint Creek on Phase three and matching youth with similar
characteristics who were pot sentenced to Paint Creek Youth
Center. The youth who serve as the comparison group were
sentenced to Ohioc training schools. The variables used as
matching criteria were age at admission, race, date of
admittance, and county of offense. Therefore, the goal of this
analysis is to determine if Paint Creek youth have a lower
likelihood of reconviction and recommitment when released on

Phase three compared to youth of similar characteristics
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sentenced to another DYS facility. The findings are presented in
Tables 5 and 6.

The results reveal that the variable of treatment (Paint
Creek v, Ohic training school) 1is a statistically significant
predictor of & youth’s likelihcod ¢f reconviction.?’ Therefore,
youth who are released from Phase three have a lower likelihood
of recidivating than the matched comparison group. This analysis
validates the previous results which showed phase of release to
be a significant predictor of reconviction and recommitment.

Overall examinaticn of fhe Paint Creek youth by the
structure of the program provided some interesting findings.
Specifically, the youth who received the entire treatment
program, as the program was designed to do, do show a lower
likelihood of engaging in criminal activity upcon release. These
finding indicate that the program structure at Paint Creek can
impact the youth who are admitted to the program. The next
logical inquiry is who well dces the programs structure meet the

principles of effective correctional interventiocon.

3 The bivariate correlations also revealed that the

instituticn a youth was admitted to was significantly related to his
likelihood of reconviction. This relationship is negative. More importantly,
the varied follow-up period revealed a significant relationship among the
treatment facility a youth was admitted to and all measures of reconvictiocn
and recommitment. Specifically, youth successfully released from Paint Creek
have a lower likelihood of reconviction and recommitment than youth released
from Chio training schools.
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Table 5: OLS model predicting the number of reconvictions and time until
reconviction with Phase three Paint Creek youth and matched comparison youth
with a two year follow-up periecd

Number of Time Until
Variable Convictions Commitments Conviction Commitment
(Model R Square)} (.05252) {.03318} (.02780) {.06261}
Treatment -.113138 -.111848 974550 ~.128208
{(.1370) (.1455) (.3015) (.0905)
Age ~.120560 -.030437 -.014551 .023533
{(.1151) (.6928) {.85086) {.7564)
Race .063327 L0B87575 .0131386 .154758
(.4577) (.3097) (.8791) (.0691)
County .012124 ~-.086085 . 063684 -.098778
{.8754) {.2980) {.4423) {(.2255)
Live with .043198 -.024419 -.013188¢ -.057132
{.5575} {.7857)} (.8733) (.4355)
Drug -.043441 -.076356 045732 -.078673
{.5548) {.3046) (.5394) {(.2828)
Personal -, 0270686 -.075453 -,082939 -.176691*
{.7296) {.34086) {.2964) (.0242)
Number
of Priors LOTL217 .051979 -.07180% .068767
{.3452) {.4950) (.3475) {.3595)
Sentence
Length ~.01L6335 -.027483 053609 , 024055
{.1759) {.7117) {.4960) {.7556)

QL8 Coefficient reported with probabilities in parenthesis
*Null hypothesis rejected at .05 level
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Table 6: Logit Mcdel predicting whether or not the youth has been reconvicted
for Phase three Paint Creek youth and matched comparison youth with a 2 year
follow-up period

Variable Conviction Commitment

(Psuedo R Square) {.02568) {.19901)
Intercept 2.4292 -.2883
(.4739) (.9363)
Treatment -.9260* -.6924
{.0123) {.0750)
Age -.1162 -.0154
{.5599) {.9423)
Race L5177 .5833
{.2232) (.1941)
County -.0002 -.0003
{.4273) (.3494)
Lived With - 4271 -.2%03
{.2659) (.5425)
Drug -6.5565 ~6,0637
{.7077) (.7343)
Personal -.5723 ~-,.5182
{.1235) (.1922})
Number of Priors -.0197 .0428
{.7965) {.5454)
Sentence Length -.0338 -.0069
{.3059)} (.8329)

*Null hypothesis rejected at .05 level
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A QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF THE PRINCIPLES QF
EFFECTIVE INTERVENTION

The Correctional Program Assessment Inventory or CPAI
instrument is used to determine how well a program conforms to
the principles of effective correctional intervention. The
Correctional Program Assessment Inventory was implemented at
Paint Creek Youth Center by the University ¢f Cincinnati in June
of 1995 {Stichman, Applegate, Moon 1995). The assessment
evaluates six general areas of the program ranging from program
characteristics to the characteristics of the program director.
An overall composite rating is determined by the assessed score

from each of the six evaluated areas. The scoring of the CPAIL is

as follows, “very satisfactory” (70% or higher), “satisfactory”
(60%-69%), “satisfactory, but needs improvement” (50%-59%), or
“unsatisfactory” {(less than 50%). This section will summarize

the overall findings by addressing each section of the report.

The first secticn assesses the program director and the
implementation of the program. The strengths of the program
director are his 15 years of prior experience in a helping
profession and his close hand in selecting, training, and
supervising staff. The program director, however, needs to
increase his overall involvement with providing services to the
clients.

The subsection of program implementation refers to the
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process and deyelopment of the program. It is apparent that the
program developed did consider the treatment literature when
designing the treatment program. Additionally, the goals and
values of the program are consistent with the wvalues of the
greater community. The overall rating for section one is
satisfactory.

Client assessment is the focus of the second section of the
CPAI. Paint Creek Youth Center does have clear criteria for
admission, offers one quantifiable assessment instrument
(Substance Abuse Scale), and a gqualitative pro-social assessment.
The program fails to utilize instruments which assess the overall
risk and/or responsivity of the offender. Thus, higher risk
offenders are not receiving a higher level of service and
offenders are not being appropriately matched to staff. The
overall rating of pre-service assessment is unsatisfactory.

Section three centers on the program’s ability to target and
treat criminogenic factors. - Paint Creek Youth Center targets
many criminogenic behavicrs and uses behavioral techniques which
have been shown as effective in reducing recidivism (e.g.,
cognitive and social learning interventions). In an attempt to
maintain a pro-social environment Paint Creek uses a token
economy system and positive peer culture. Maintenance of a pro-
social life upon release from Paint Creek is attempted by

teaching the offenders to understand their cycles of offending



and triggers which have led to past criminal actions.

This section of treatment may be improved‘by clearly
targeting criminogenic facteors. The CPAI report examples that
Paint Creek focuses on a youth’s work ethic or education which
are not seen as crimincgenic factors. Additionally, the program
needs to implement a risk assessment instrument in order to
provide appropriate variations in the intensity of tTreatment for
each client. Paint Creek also needs to match the clients to the
staff members on a more consistent basis. The overall rating for
saction three i1s satisfactory.

The gualification and qualities of staff are the focus of
the fcourth area of the CPAI assessment. Palnt Creek staff
members’ are provided with 30 days of training pricr to assuming
their position. Each staff member is also required to complete
49 hours of training per year. In addition, the staff members
serve on committees or attend team meetings where there input in
the program and 1ts procedures are discussed. The staff members
are assessed by theilr supervisor on a yearly basis. Although the
level of staff appears high there are a few areas of concern.
Specifically, the education levels of the majority of staff
members are less than a bachelor’s degree. Additionally, the
time an employee spends in training is rather low when
considering the complex nature cof treatment provided at Paint

Creek. The CPAI report recommends at least three to six-month of



formal training focusing on the thecries and techniques used at
Paint Creek. The overall rating the staff characteristics is
satisfactory, but needs improvement.

The fifth component centers on evaluations of ‘how the
program is operating. Paint Creek Youth Center has had only one
previous evaluation of the program. This was conducted by the
RAND Corporation. The program has recently implemented a quality
assurance committee as a means of assessing the functioning of
the program. Paint Creek Youth Center fails to determine the
youth’s assessment of service, to determine the progression of
the client’s improvement in their problem areas, and to determine
the likelihood of recidivism on a consistent basis. The overall
score is unsatisfactory for the evaluation section.

The final section of the CPAI deals with miscellaneous
issues such as the completeness of the clients’ files and ethical
guidelines. The youth’s records include social and criminal
histories, evaluation of the youths thinking errors, and progress
notes. These records are kept in a confidential file. The staff
members have ethical guidelines to follow as part of employment.
The rating of this secticon is very satisfactory.

The overall score for Paint Creek Youth Center was 56
percent which falls into the satisfactory, but needs improvement
category. Overall the program was given a satisfactory rating by

those who implemented the assessment instrument. Although
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several recommendations have been made, the gquantitative
assessment of Paint Creek reveals that the program operates under

the principles of effective intervention.

CONCIUSICONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This paper demonstrates that the Paint Creek program does
have the ability to effectively impact the youth admitted to the
facility. Specifically, youth who "successfully" complete the
Paint Creek program have a lower likelihood of being reconvicted
or recommitted than youth who do not fully progress through all
phases of treatment. Results also indicate youth who completed
all phases of treatment had a lower likelihood of recidivating
than their matched counterparts who were admitted to other Ohio
training schools. Both of these results hold up with a short and
long term follow-up period. Exploration of demographic, socio-
demographic, and criminal characteristics between the youth
released on each phase did not reveal any differences to indicate
why Phase three youth are "succeeding."

Paint Creek Youth Center must implement additional
components in order to provide future researchers with the
ability to determine why some Paint Creek youth are nof
recidivating upon release. In addition to the current structure
of the program, execution of other programmatic elements may

increase the overall effectiveness of this juvenile treatment
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program. The following are recommendations for Paint Creek Youth

Center:

1. Inplementation of a risk assessment instrument.

2. Implementation of a needs assessment instrument.

3. Implementation of a personality inventory as a means
of classifying the offender’s style of learning.

4. Match the offender’s style of learning to the staff.

5. Improve the program manual by providing a more
detailed description of the treatment offered and
exactly how it is implemented.

6. Increase the hiring criteria in the areas of education
and/or prior work experience in a helping profession.

7. Increase the level of pre-employment training to at
least three months.

8. Provide "booster" sessions.

In conclusion, this evaluation has demonstrated that the
Paint Creek program which operates satisfactorilylunder the
principles of effective intervention does have the potential to
achieve its goal of reducing future criminal activity. The most
important point is that the evaluation has shown that a highly
structured rehabilitative program can succeed at lowering an
individuals likelihood of engaging in future criminal activity.

Future research on Paint Creek Youth Center needs to examine

some of the other goals of the program. For example, it should
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be determined whether the attitudes of the youth can be altered
from anti—social to pro-social by the treatment offered at Paint
Creek. It should also be determined what characteristics are
possessed by youth who are able to complete the full realm of
treatment offered at Paint Creek.

In summary, this evaluation suggest a program which is
grounded in theory and implements supported treatment strategiles
can positively impact juvenile offending patterns. Therefore,
the current push toward dealing with juvenile crime through the
use of punishment techniques may not be the correct direction to

pursue.
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