

















daily routine of cleanliness, education, work, and
responsibility. Successful completion of phase one indicates the
youth has at least developed a sense of regrel for their past
hehaviors and recognizes the suffering of their victims.

Phase two ¢of the Paint Creek progrém centers c¢n helping
others within and cutside the facility. These youth will help
the peexrs in the lowef level to understand the program and
identify their problem areas. Phase two individuals also
participate in community service projects, such as: helping
elderly residents in the community. Completion of phase two
demonstrates that he has learned to handle responsibility both in
his unit and in the larger community, he has been both caring and
confrontive with his peers, and has made some restitution to his
victim.

The purpcose of phase three is to start testing the
individuals ability to handle responsibility in a job setting,
fully develop the importance of caring for and helping others,
and te work on a release plan. A youth who makes it to Phase
three has received the entire realm of treatment offered by Paint
Creek Youth Center.

Treatment does not end when an individual is released from
the instituticn. Aiyouth will be placed on community aftercére
for at least eight months. The youth will continue to work on
achieving and maintaining pro-social attitudes and behaviors.

Additionally, the aftercare workers integrate the youth to the
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resources offered at community agencies. It must be noted that
prior to 1993 aftercare was not an extension of the treatment
offered at the facility, it was run by the state,

The Paint Creek program focuses on changing the offenders
behavior through the use of widely support techniques. More
importantly, the ultimate goal at Paint Creek 1s to eliminate
future criminal behavior by altering the youths thinking

patterns.

PREVIQUS EVALUATION OF PAINT CREEK YOUTH CENTER

Paint Creek Youth Center was previously evaluated by the
RAND Corporaticon {Greenwood and Turner 1993). The RAND
Corporation evaluated the differences in programming and
postrelease behavior between the youth who were randomly admitted
to Paint Creek (experimental, N=75) to those randomly admitted to
an Ohio training school (contrel, N=75).

The evaluation occurred from 1986 te 1888. Although RAND
found that the Paint Creek youth experienced less drug use, fewer
rearrests (although statistically insignificant), higher
enployment rates, and more friendships than the youths from the
Department of Youth Services. Overall the results were
inconclusive (Greenwood énd Turner 1993}. This study will
examine the longitudinal effects of the Paint Creek program. A

longer time dimension may provide some insight te the actual



effectiveness the program has in reducing recidivism. The RAND
Corporation reported using a follow-up period of one year. It is
difficult to adequately measure the likelihood that a person will
recidivate in this length of time. Crime is not constant,
therefore it must be measured over time. Research has shown that
at least a two year time frame should be utilized in an attempt
to arrive at the cyclical ﬁature of offending. This study will
use a six year follow-up period for all youth. Additionally,
both juvenilé and adult recidivism will be considered.

This study will also examine the structure of the Paint
Creek program in the analysis. In the RAND Corporation’s
analysis the focus was on the likelihcod of recidivism for the
Paint Creek youth compared to the Ohio training school youth. In
addition, the RAND Corporation analyzed youth who completed their
sentence at Paint Creek Youth Center to the youth transferred out
of Paint Creek because of disciplinary problems. The RAND
Corporation neglected to compare the likelihood of recidivism of
Paint Creek youth by the treatment phase of release. To make
this point clearer, it is essential to examine part of the
article by Greenwood and Turner (1993: 267). Listed in the
article is a report of the treatment progress at the point of

release for the 75 youth admitted to Paint Creek Youth Center:

Phase one: 9% (7 vyouth)
Phase two: 18% (14 youth])
Phase three: 50% (37 youth}

Early Removals: 23% (17 youth)



Paint Creek Youth Center defines successful completion of the
program by those who reach Phase three at the time of release
from the institution. Given this, 50 percent of the youth
included in the RAND report did not successfully complete the
program. Thus, the RAND Corporaticn failed tc consider the
programs definition of success which may have provided more
insight to the "effectiveness" of the Paint Creek program.

The method of analysis will be conducted in at least two
ways. First, the Paint Creek youth will be compared to the youth
housed with the Department of Youth Services. This comparison
will determine if there is a general difference in recidivism
among the two groups. Second, it is essential to examine the
Paint Creek vyouth in terms of their treatment phase of release
(Phase one, FPhase two, Phase three, or transferred). This will
identify if the structure of the treatment offered at Paint Creek

has an impact on a youth’s likelihood of recidivism upon release.

RESEARCH METHODS

The RAND study reports using random assignment for the
selection of the sample (see Greenwcod and Turner 1923).
Specifically, if a youth meet the selection criteria for Paint
Creek the ycuth would be assigned into the experimental group or
the comparison group. The selection c¢riteria are male offenders,
over 15 years of age, convicted of a Felony one or Felony two
offense, and committed the offense in southern Chioc. A total of
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lSO.youth wére selected for the RAND study.

Following is a list of the research hypotheses tested in
this study. The hypotheses are worded as if they involve
bivariate relationships only, buf the examination of each
relationship includes statistical controls for all other.
variables in the complete model. The dependent variable is
reconviction. A limitation to the use of reconviction as a
measure of recidivism is the inability to capture individuals who
commit crimes that go undetected, who have only informal contact
with the criminal justice system, or who are arrested but not
convicted. However, the longitudinal nature of this study
increases the validity of determining the effectiveness of Paint
Creek Youth Center.

The dependent variable is measured in three ways: (1)
likelihood of being convicted of a nmisdemeanor or felony offense
upon release, (2) the number of misdemeanor or felony cffenses
convicted of upon'reléase, and (3) the length of time {in months)
until conviction of a misdemeanor or felony cffense occurs upon

release.

Characteristics of the Pcopulations

a. The demographic characteristics of the Paint Creek
youth are similar to the Ohio training school youth.
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Admission to Paint Creek Youth Center or an Ohlo Training School
~a. The likelihood of conviction for a misdemeanor or
felony offense will be lower for youth committed

to Paint Creek compared to youth committed to an
Ohio training school.

Phase of Release

a. The likelihood of conviction for a misdemeanor or
felony offense will be lcwer for a youth released
from Paint Creek on Phase three compared £o a youth
released from Paint Creek on Phase two, Phase one, or
transferred to an Ohio training school.

b. The likelihood of conviction for a misdemeanor or
felony offense will be higher for a ycouth who is
admitted to Paint Creek and transferred to an Ohic
training school compared to the youth who completed
their sentence at Paint Creek regardless of tThe
phase of release.

Problem Areas

a. The likelihood of reconviction for a misdemeanor or
felony offense will be higher for the Paint Creek

youth who has more problem areas compared to a Paint
Creek Youth with a lower number of problem areas.

Several sources of data were used to test the above
hypothesis. Information on all youths came from the files at
Paint Creek (if applicable), the Ohio Department cof Youth
Services, and the Ohioc Department of Correction and
Rehabilitation.

The files for the youth admitted to Paint Creek Youth Center
were examined. Varicus information was gathered on each youth
admitted to Paint Creek: demographics, socio-demcgraphics, self-

reported delinquency, treatment progress, education level and
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advancement, and length of stay. The Ohio Department of Youth
Services provided demographic and sccio~demographic information
on the comparison group. The Ohio Department of Youth Services
and the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction previded
information on criminal activity. Specifically, the date of the
offense, the type of offense, the offense disposition, and the
actual time served or recommended was provided for any juvenile
or adult reconviction. All of the above information was
collected during a ten month period, from June 1994 to March
1995.

The dependent and independent variables of interest are
listed in Table 1. Table 1 lists and describes the measures
considered for both the experimental and comparison groups.
Table 1 also includes a list and description of additional
measures for the Paint Creek vouth only (these variables are
related to the treatment procedures at Paint Creek).

Logit analysis will be used to examine the nominal level
variables related to whether a juvenile is reconvicted after
release from the detention facility. This method of analysis 1is
appropriate for nominal level dependent variables with skewed
marginal distributions. Ordinary least squares will be used to
examine the interval level variables related the number of

reconvitions and time until reconviction occurs.
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Table 1: Youth Variables and Measurement

VARIABLE MEASUREMENT
Reconvicted 0 = no
1 = yes
Time to
Reconviction Measured in months
Number of
Reconvictions Range from 0 - 12
Facility Assignment G = TICO, Riverview
1 = Paint Creek
Admission to Facility Year of admissicn
Age In years
Race 0 = White
1 = Non-White
Grade level 1 = 1-5
2 = 6~8
3 = 8~10
4 = 11-12
Youth lived with 0 = Other Relative
1 = Parent(s)
County of Offense Population per sgquare mile
Prior Criminal History Number of offenses by personal and drug
offenses
Committing Offense
personal/Violent 0 = Other offense _
1 = Personal/Violent offense
Drug 0 = Other offense
1 = Drug offense
Sentence Length In months
PAINT CREEK YOUTH ONLY: :
Problem Areas Number of Thinking Errors
Release Phase 0 = Transferred
1 = Phase I
2 = Phase II
3 = Phase ITIX
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ANALYSIS

This section addresses three topics: (1) the similarities
between the characteristics of the two groups, (2) the overall
effectiveness of Paint Creek Youth Center by comparing the
experimental and contrel group, and (3) the effectiveness of
specific program components which are unique to Paint Creek Youth
Center.

The demographic characferistics, socio=-demographic
characteristics, and criminal history characteristics are
presented in Table 2. The majority of youth in both groups are
white males, age 16 from areas with a similar population density.
Most of the youth lived with a parent or both parents at the time
of committing the coffense.

The criminal histories of the experimental and control group
are fairly similar. On average, both the Paint Creek youth and
the comparison youth were convicted of three prior crimes. The
majority of youth were convicted of a broperty crime for the
current offense. The average sentence length is approximately
three months longer for the Paint Creek youth.

The bivariate relationships examined in Table 3 shows that
multicollinearity is not problematic in this analysis. The
ordinary leaét square models examining the number of
reconvictions and the time until reconviction with a fixed (six
year) follow-up period are presented in Table 4. Additionally,
the logit models examining whether or not an individual was
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Table 2: Background Characteristics of the RAND Sample

Variable Paint Creek Comparison
Age
Mean 16 .15 16.00
Standard Deviation 1.00 1.08
Race
White 46 (61%) 51 {68%)
Non-White 29 (39%) 24 {32%)
County Density
Mean 1438.09 151.3.34
Standard Deviation 760,22 788.739
Last Grade Completed
0 - 6 11 (15%) 16 {13%)
7 - 8 23 {31%) 18 (24%)
9 - 10 37 (49%) 42 (56%)
11 - 12 s ( 5%) 5 { 7%)
Who the Youth Lived
with at Time of
Commitment
Parent (s) 47 (63% 49 (65%)
Other Relative 28 (37% 26 (35%)
Committing Offense
Person 32 {43%) 30 (40%)
Property 42 (56%) 44 (59%)
Drug L 0{1 %) 1 (1 %)
Total Number of
Prior Conwvictions
o 13 {17%) 3 (12%)
1 - 2 19 (25%) 22 (29%)
3 -4 26 {35%) 21 (28%)
5 - § g (11%) 13 (18%)
7 -9 9 (12%) 10 (13%)
Mean 3.01 3.33
Sentence Length
(In months)
Range 0 ~ 49 g ~ 28
Mean 12.00 10.12
Standard Deviation 3.05 4,15
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Table 3: Correlation Matrix for the RAND youth

1 2 3 b 5 6 7 8 9
1. Age
2.Cnty | -117
3. Drug -005 -024
4. Logth | -237* 117 -110
5. Live .180% 037 111 -025
6. Prior | -020* 236 -008 025 041
7. Person | .051 -009 -.064 -030 =067 057
8. Race | -039 377* -.059 130 136 174% 265*
9.Treat | 071 .048 -082 251* -046 071 027 069

*Significant probabilities at the .05 level

KEY:Cnty=County density, Drug=Drug offense, Lngth=Sentence length, Live=Who
the youth lived with at the time of the cffense, Prior=Number of prior
convictions, Person=Personal offense, Treat=Placement in Paint Creek or
another DYS facility
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Table 4: OLS model predicting the number of reconvicticns and the time until
reconviction with fixed follow-up period using the RAND sample only. ’

Number of Time Until
Variable Reconvictions** Reconviction***
Treatment -.030985 -.003894
{.6803)} {.9638)
Age -.483399% .212228
{.0000)~* {.0153})*
Race .157423 ~-.233731
{.0614) {.0147)*
County Density .073286 ' .082234
(.3602) {.5649}
Who Youth
Lived with L.0L2553 -.009242
{.8663) (.9130)
Current QOffense
Drug -.055%670 .0822806
{.4445) {(.3163)
Person .1231298 -.038138
{.1119) {.6579)
Number of Prior
Convictions .089781 -.113735%
(.2283) (.1786)
Sentence Length -,221101 .095381
{.0050)* (.2597)

OLS Coefficients are reported with the probabilities in parenthesis
*Null hypothesis rejected at the .05 level

**Model R Square = .32010

***Model R Square = .12580C
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reconvicted of a new offense is presented in Teble 5.

The regression models examining reconviction reveal a
statistically insignificant relaticnship on the variable of
treatment (Paint Creek versus other DYS faciliteesf. Therefore,
the likelihood of recidivism is not statistically different
between the youth admitted to Paint Creek Youth Center and those
admitted to other DYS facilities. These result are consistent
with the findings reported by the RAND Corporation (see Greenwood
and Turner 1993).

The examination of Paint Creek youth alone intrcduces two
variables which are unique to the Paint Creek program. These
variables are the number of procblem areas and the treatment phase
of release. The ordinary least square and logit regression
models for the Paint Creek youth only are presented in Tables 6
and 7. A fixed follow-up period {six vears) 1ls examined in each
model.

The analysis of the Paint Creek youth alone reveals that the
treatment phase of release is a consistent predictor of
reconviction. The direction of the relationship suggests youth
released at a lower treatment phase have a higher chance of
recidivating upon release and will do sc in a shorter time frame.
Tables 6 and 7 alsc reveal an insignificant difference between

the dependent variables and the number of prcoblem areas.
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Table 5: Logit model predicting whether or not a youth has been reconvicted
with a fixed follow-up period using the RAND sample only.

Variable Logit Coefficientw* Frobability
Intercept 3.916 .2426
Treatment -,.3375 .3850
Age -.2241 .2498
Race 1.6690 .0005*
County Density -, 000042 .8704
Who Youth
Lived With ~.0001 .¢o00C
Committing Offense

Drug ~6.3847 L7741

Person L4385 .2836
Number of Priors .0845 .3417
Sentence Length ~-.0603 L2606

*Null hypothesis rejected at .05 level

**Model Pseudo R Square

= .3912
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Table 6: OLS Model predicting the number of reconviction and the time until
reconviction with a fixed follow-up period using the Paint Creek youth only
from the RAND sample

Number of Time Until
Variable Reconvictions** Reconvicticn**x
Age -.454448 .155426
(.o001)* (.1931)
Race .128686 -.331%55
(.3048) (.0208}
County Density .103916 . 030198
{.3812) {.8204)
Who Youth
Lived with -.076111 .099424
{.4652} (.3964)
Committing Offense
brug  m==== . Tmmme
Person .114799 .065045
{.28986) (.5698)}
Number of Priors -.046915 ~ . 044435
(.8577) {.7089)
Sentence Length -.265985 .0885231
{.0105}* {.4615)
Problem Areas ~.088887 -, 087837
{.3920) {.4515)
Phase of Release ~-,096251 .365234
{.3997) {(.0057y*

OLS Coefficients reported with probabilities in parenthesis
*Null hypothesis rejected at the .05 level

**Model R Square = .40583

#***Model R Square = .24%09
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Taple 7: Logit Model predicting whether or not the youth has been reconvicted
with a fixed follow-up period using the Paint Creek youth only from the RAND

sample
Variable Logit Coefficient** Probability
Intercept 5.7571 L2626
Age -.2313 . 4453
Race 1.7831 .0142*
County Density .00008 .8394
Who Youth Lived With -.5875 .3225
Committing Offense

Prag . m=m== 0 mmme

Person -, 0337 L9547
Number of Priors L0172 .5274
Sentence Length -.0853 .302¢9
Problem Areas .1264 .5274
Phase of Release -.7601 .0369*

*Null hypothesis rejected at .05 level
.435601

**Model Pseudo R Square
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RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

The analysis revealed several variables to be related to
reconviction. 1In a consistent manner the following independent
and control variables were significant predictors of recidivism:
sentence length, age, race, and phase of release. The
relationships uncovered with the above variables are in the
expected direction.

Two major findings were uncovered in the analysis. The
first finding shows the Paint Creek program’s ability_to reduce
recidivism to be insignificantly different from the structure
found at Ohio training schools. These results indicate the Paint
Creek program to be no more effective at reducing recidivism than
the other detention centers housing similar youth in Ohio. At
the same time, these results show the Paint Creek youth do not do
any worse than the comparison youth upon release. The types of

the offenses which the two groups were convicted of are as

follows:
Experimental Group Comparison Group
Property Offense 712% 58%
Personal Offense 14% 17%
Drug Offense 6% 17%
Other 8% 8%

These results indicate the majority of youth from both groups
tend to engage in property offenses upon release.

The second maijor finding was uncoverad by examining the
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Paint Creek youth alone. Specifically, cne characteristics
unique to the treatment offered at Paint Creek was a steady
predictor of reconviction. This variable is a youth’s treatment
phase of release. Paint Creek Youth Center has three treatment
phases of release with each phase having individual goals and
objectives. The program believes youth raleased from the
program on Phase three have received the full range of treatment
which the program has to offer. Therefore, the assumption is the
youth released on Phase three should have a lower likelihood of
recidivism than youth released on Phase one, Phase two, or
transferred to another facility.

Phase of release is a predictor of reconviction. The
results indicate vouth have a lower likelihood of being
reconvicted of an cffense 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, tThe
probability of being reconvicted of an offense is 74% for youth
transferred from Paint Creek, 57% for youth released on Phase
one, 38% for youth released on Phase two, and 23% for youth
released on Phase three.

These findings signify that the treatment program
established at Paint Creek does have the potential to reduce
future criminal activity. However, examination of the youth’s
characteristics by phase of release did not reveal any major
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differences in demographic, sociOWdemographic, or criminal
characteristics. Paint Creek Youth Center must introduce some
assessment instruments which may provide a clearer indication cf
what type of youth is able to reach Phase three.

In conclusion, this re—evaluation reveals the likelihood of
reconviction between the Paint Creek youth and similar youth
admitted to other Ohio facilities is insignificantly different
over time. This finding was uncovered by the previous evaluatiqn
conducted by the RAND Corporation. However, the current
evaluation did find evidence in support of Paint Creek when the
programs structure was examined. Specifically, a lower
likelihood of recidivism was revealed for youth who successfully
completed the full range of the treatment program. An
examination of the youth who reached Phase three did not uncover
any characteristics which set these youth apart from the youth
released on the lower treatment phases. A potential way of
determining what type of youth are likely to successfully
complete the Paint Creek program is by assessing each offenders
level of risk, need, and responsivity. These assessments are not
currently in place at Paint Creek. Future research must examine
these components in order to provide the facility with a clearer

depiction of what offenders the program works for.
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