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INTRODUCTION

An important question for research within the New York State
Division for Youth is the. effect of its programs on participants,
particularly with respect to their post-discharge delinquent or criminal
behavior. In order to address this question on a continuous basis,
it is important that there exist within the agency (a) a éomprehensive
data-collection system providing relevant information on youths as
they go through the treatment process and beyond, (b) a data-analytic
system enabling investigators to digest and analyze this information
and thereby to determine essential relationships among youth characteristics,
program activity and post-discharge outcome, and (c) a means of coordinating
the two systems, Current efforts within the Division are being devoted
to these goals, with the more distant aim of creating a conceptual model
rer-esenting the essential relationships,

The present study is part of series intended to contribute to these
goals. It concerns the value of items within the current information
system in predicting outcomes related to recidivist behavior of youths,

If these items are found related to outcome, it will also provide an initial
mapping out of relationships between yéuths, programs and outcome that a
conceptual model would need to incorporate., The study also pertﬁins to

the second of the above-mentioned goals i.e., data analysis., It relies upon
multiple-regression techniques to examine the interrelation of a large number

of variables and to determine which relations between variables are the more
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essential ones, in the sense that they exist independently of the

effects of the othexr variables, While multiple regression is in itself

not a new development, its actual use in research analysis has been
facilitated by relatively recent developments in computer technology,

and the manner in which multiple regression could be used for research
analysis, its value and its limitations, are largely open questions,.

The items that served as potential predictors in this study were
primarily youth characteristics as assessed at time of referral or ad-
mission., These included the age of the youth at admission, aspects of his
offense history prior to reﬁerral, aspects of offense history leading to
referr1l, c¢haracteristics related to family, school and employment, whether

the youth came from New York City or not, and his ethnicity., In addition,

certain simple aspects of a youth's program involvement were included i,e.,

the program from which he was discharged, duration of program involvement
and his discharge status,

The predicted variables refer to events after a youth's discharge
from a program, In this study they were: whether a youth was arrested
for a fingerprintable offense; whether he was arrested for burglary,
robbery, drug offenses, assaultive acts, grand larceny or any of these
types; his number of arresés; whether he was'committed to a state correc-
tional institution, a local correctional institution, a narcotic re-
habilitation instiﬁution, or any of these; whether he was committed with

a sentence of three months or more,

-3 -

" In a preceding study of dischargees of 1966-1968, certain of the
potential predictors were found uniquely related to post-discharge arrest,
post-discharge commitment and to discharge statusol In the present study,
which pertained to dischargees 1969-1970, these predictors were hypothesized
as remaining predictive among the new cohort., Thus, the present study
intended to determine whether these predictors were valid ones, in the sense
that they represented relationships enduring over time. However, all of the
potential predictors of the preceding study were re-assessed using the new
cohort,

PROCEDURES

General Analvytic Approach

Multiple regression equations were derived in sequence, adding one variable
ét a time according to a predetermined ord.ring of variables based on a standard
format. . The procedure corresponded to stepwise multiple regression except that
the order of entry of variables was predetermined. The ordering of variables
followed closely the ordering in the previous study of 1966-1968 diséhargees.2

In order to understand the relative importance of independent variables
in the analysis, a number of different tyﬁes of observation were made in the
course of each analysis. The principal foci were (a) the relation of the
independent variable with tﬁe dependent variable by simple correlation (b) the
increment to predictiveness (R-square) due to the entry of the independent
variable inté the eduation (c) the significance of the variable as judged by

the significance level of the partial regression coefficient after all referral

l1yrwin J. Goldman., Multivariate Analyses of Post=-Discharge Arrest, Post-
Discharge Comnmitment and Nongraduation. New York: New York State Division for
Youth, October 1972, '

2The general concept of a hierarchical multiple regression approach and
specific methods for the coding of variables were based on Jacob Cohen "Multiple
Regression as a General Data Analytic System," Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 70
(1968), pp. 4206-443,
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variables were in the equation (called Step R) (d) the significance of
the contribution of the variable as judged by the significance level
of the partial regression coefficient after all variables, referral
and program, were in the equation (called Step E).

Sources of Data., The independent variables and the dependent

variable of discharge status were taken from items of standard intake
and discharge forms.l The measures of arrest and commitment were based
on information received from the New York State Division of Criminal
Justice Services.2

The New York State Division for Youth maintains its intake and dis-
charge information on comﬁuter with the New York State Office of Gemeral
Services., The present study relied upon a computer-generated listing of
the names of dischargees and upon a computer-generated tape on which the
intake and discharge information were recorded, The programming basis
of the present information system has been considerably modified in the
past year to increasc the accuracy of these listings,

The degree of reliability or validity of the institutional records
upon which the study is based should be considered largely undetermined,
Preceding studies have indicated that meaningful and reasonable relation-
ships may be discerned through the use of these data. Thué, they appear
to be sufficiently reliable and valid to justify their use in further
investigaﬁiono To the extent that reliability of measures is low, ob-
served relationships will tend to underestimate "true'" relationships,
Statistically significant results will thereby be more difficult to obtain,

In order to compensate for this possibility, the present and previous

1sce Appendix A for copies of these forms,
2Tdentifications were made on the basis of name, birthdate, cthnicity
and, in problematic cases, address,

-, _ -

studies have relied upon relatively large samples for the major analysces.

Independent Variables and Format A The predictor or independent

variables were introduced into the equation ore at a time and were con-
sidered individually or as sets. The variables and the principal format
(called Format A) for ordering the variables are described below.

1. Age at Admission, Coded in months.

2 and 3. The latter value

2, Number of Previous Petitions, Coded 0, 1,
included 3 petitions or more., Petition at time of referral is excluded.

3. School Behavior Problems, Coded 1 if youth had been recorded as

having truancy and/or acting out problems, O if not.

4,  Principal Source of Family Income, Coded 1 if this were public or

private assistance, 0 if not,

5. Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization, Coded as follows:

0 for Nome, 1 for less than one month, 2 for one to six months, 3 for over
six months to 1 year, 4 for over 1 year to 2 years, 5 for over 2 years to
5 years, 6 for over 5 years,

6. Present Petition Status A, Coded as follows: 1 for No Petition and

Person In Need of Supervision, -1 for Juvenile Delinquent and Youthful Offender.

7 Present Petition Status B, Coded as follows: 1 for Juvenile Delinquent,

0 for No Petition, Person In Need of Supervision, -1 for Youthful Offender,

8. Present Petition Status C, Coded as follows: 1 for Person In Need of
Supervision, 0 for Juvenile Delinquent, Youthful Offender, -1 for No Petition.
The coding of the three Present Petition variables were intended to

provide the following contrasts: (a) No Petition and Person In Need




of Supervision versus Juvenile Delinquent and Youthful Offender (b)
Juvenile Delinquent versus Youthful Offender (c¢) Person In Need of Super-
vision versus No Petition., The set of variables would represent these
contrasts after their entry into the equation.

A small group of youths with petition Neglecﬁed Child (N=11) were
included in the category_Pefson In Need of Supervision. (Both petition
categories refer to youths under 16 years old.) A small group with petition
Wayward Minor (N=26) or Convicted of Criminaj Charge (N=9) were included with
Youthful Offender. (Both the latter petitions represent adjudications for
youths over 16 years of age.) It is considered that the categories effec-

tively represent the four major petition categories and they are referred to

by the names of these major petition categories,

9. Current Remand. Coded 0 for not in remand at referral, 1l for in remand
at referral,

10. TFamily Intactness. Coded 0 for not living with both natural parents

in youth's normal living situation, 1 for living with both natural parents,

11. DNoncorrectional Institutionalization. Coded 1 if youth had previous

- imstitutionalization in child-caring institution, foster home, residential

treatment center, etc., excluding correctional facilities; 0 if not.

12, Last Grade Completed, Coded by last grade completed from 6 representing

6th grade or less to 1l representing lith grade or more. If youth was in an
ungraded class, the variable was uncoded (regarded as missing data).

13, Current School Status. Coded l if enrolled in school at time of

referral, 0 if not,

14, Previous Bmployment. Coded 1 if youth had worked prior to referral,

0 if mnot.

iS.‘ Referral County. Coded 1 if a county in New York City, O if not,

16, Ethnicity A. Coded 1 if black, 0 if other,

17, EthniqiEX*EL Coded 1 if Puerto Rican, 0 if other.

After the set of Ethnicity variables entered the equation they would
represent (a) black ver us white (b) Puerto Rican versus white. A small
group of youths (N=21) who were not recorded as black, white or Puerto Rican
ethnicity but as '"other'" were placed in the Puerto Rican category. However,
the category is considered to represent the Puerto Rican ethnicity, and is

so named,

=

18, Type of Program A, Coded 1 if Home, 0 if Camp, -1 if START,

]
pa

19. TIype of Program B, Coded 1 if Camp, Q0 if Home, -1 if START,

After the set of two variables were in the equation, they represented
(a) Home versus Camp plus START and (1) Camp versus Home plus START.

20, Discharge Status A, Coded 1 if Nongraduate, 0 if other.

21. Discharge Status B. Coded 1 if Withdrawdl, 0 if other,

Nongraduate is defined as a discharge of one of these types (a) absconded,
(b) removed by court action (c) dismissed by staff or returned to court,
Withdrawal is defined as all other dischargeS'except Graduation,

After the set of two variables entered the equation, they represented
(a) Nongraduate versus Graduate (b) Withdrawal versus Graduate,

22, Duration in Program. Coded in months,

23, Interaction of Discharge Status A with Duration in Program. The product

of the two variables.

24, Interaction of Discharge Status B with Duration in Program, The product

of the two variables,
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The first 17 variables in TFormat A are called referral variables.

The following 7 variables are called program variables. If a youth had

more than one program experience, it is his last program to which the
program variables refer.

There were two differences between Format A in the present analyses
and that of the previous study. One is that the set of variables referring
to Admission Status was excluded in the present analyses. The reason was
the relatively small number of those who were not New Admissions, the belief
that because of the small number this set would add little to prediction,
and the desire to simplify phe analysis. However, a single variable re-
presenting (a) Readmission versus (b) ali others (New Admissions and

Transfers) was included in a set of variables whose potential contribution

to the multiple regression equations was monitored. Thus, although Ad-

migsion Status did not enter the equation, the influence of this variable
could still be partially assessed,

A second difference is that the Present Petition Status variables are
differently coded, The present coding scheme is based on the findings of
the preceding study and represents the contrasts that were hypothesized as
present -or absent, based on those findings,

The format follows cl&sely that in the preceding study, for comparison
purposes, The original rationale is given in Appendix D,

Dependent or Predicted Variables, These were as follows:

1. Arrest defined as at least one fingerprintable arrest occurring in the

period one month prior, to two years after discharge.

2. Arrest for Burglary defined as at least one arrest for burglary or

-9 -

attempted burglary in the period one month prior to two years after discharge.

3., Arrest for Robbery defined as at least one arrest for vobbery or

attempted robbery in the period one month prior to two years after discharge.

&4, Arrest for Drug Offenses defined as at least one arrest for any of these

offenses: possession of dangerous drugs, possession of hypodermic instrument,
selling dangerous drugs, criminal use of drug paraphernalia, in the period
one month prior to two years after discharge.

5., Arrest for Assaultive Acts defined as at least one arrest for any of

these offenses: assault, murder, homicide, forcible sodomy, kidnapping or
attempts at these acts, in the period one month prior to two years after

discharge,

6. Arrest for Grand Larceny defined as at least one arrest for this offense

in the period one month prior to two years after discharge,

7. Serious Arrest defined as at least one arrest for burglary, robbery,

drug offenses, assaultive acts or grand larceny in the period one month
prior to two years after discharge.

8., Number of Arrests defined as the number of fingerprintable arrests in

the period one month prior to two years after discharge.

9. Commitment defined as at least one commitment to a state correctional
institution, local correctional institution or narcotic rehabilitation
facility (through the New York State Narcotics Addiction Control Commission)
in the designated period (described below).

10, State Commitment defined as at least one commitment to a state correctional

institution in the designated period,
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11, Local Commitment defined as at least one commitment to a local

correctional institution in the designated period,

12. Narcotic Commitment defined as at least one commitment to a narcotic

rehabilitation facility in the designated period,

13. Serious Local Commitment defined as at least one commitment to a local

correctional facility in the designated period with a sentence of at least
threce months.

14. Serious Commitment defined as at least one commitment to a state or

local correctional facility with a sentence of three months or more,
For the commitment variables, the designated period was, in the case
of 1969 dischargees: one month prior to discharge to July 1, 1972, 1In

the case of 1970 dischargees: one month prior to discharge to July 1, 1973.

This meant a 2,5 to 3.5 year period with an average of approximately 3 years,

Measurement of time periods was in months, not days. That is, if a
youth were arrested in the actual month preceding discharge he was recorded
‘as being arrested one month prior to discharge; if he was arrested in the
same month of discharge two years later he was recorded as being arrested
two years after discharge., The reason for including a mdnth period priorx
to discharge in these measurements was to include youths who may have been
arrested and then officially discharged as a result of this arrest,

Subjects. Subjects in the study were all male youths with final
discharges from the Camp, Home, or START programs of the New York State
Division for Youth during the year 1969 and during the year 1970 (N=1365).

However, in the analyses of arrest and commitment, subjects were limited to

- 11 =

those discharged after the age of 16 (N=1,O65)1. The reason for this

limitation was that arrest or commitment records for offenses prior to
the age of 16 are not kept by the New York State Division of Criminal

Justice Services.

Computer Proprams. The multiple regression program of the Statistical

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to generate results for the
multiple regression analyses. The Columbia University Computing Centre
provided computer time,

Missing Data, Missing data was handled differently in the present

analyses than in the preceding st.dy. The ¢orrelation matrices on which
the multiple regression equations were based used all subjects with data

on each of the pairs of variables correlated; subjects with missing data

‘were excluded only on the pairs of variables where inclusion would not be

possible (because data was missing). In the preceding study, subjects with,
missing data on any of the variables in the analysis were excluded from all
correlations; this was done partly because the computer program then used

had no option for the alternative procedure, lSince items were originally

chosen because missing data on these individual items would not be large,

the present procedure also appeared sounder in terms of yielding more represent-
ative results,

Significance Tests, If hypotheses were specifically stated, based on

findings from the preceding study, one-tailed tests were used, Otherwise,
two-tailed tests were used. In the multiple regression analyses, the N

upon which the test was based was the smallest N involved in any of the

1Eleven youths with unknown discharge age were included in early analyses
and excluded in later omes. Thus, the number for certain analyses was 1,054,
Four youths missing arrest information were excluded from the above figures.
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correlaticns of paired vaviables in the analysis.

Terminology. TFor simplicity in language the phrasc post-discharge period

refers to the period one month prior to two years after discharge in the case
of arrest variables and to the period one month prior discharge to the
cut-off date in the case of commitment.variables.

The term rate refers to the proportion or percentage of youths falling
into a designated category e.g., the arrest rate is the prOportioﬁ or
percentage of youths with at least one arrest.

Step R refers to the step of the multiple regression analysis when all
referral variables have entered the equation; this step occurs with the
entry of the variable Ethnicity B into the equation.

Step E refers to the step of the analysis when all variables, referral
plus program, have entered the equation; this step is the concluding step or
end of' the analysis.

A significant variable in the multiple regression analysis at a

particular step refers to a variable whose partial regression coefficient is

statistically significant, A significant increment or addition to prediction

refers to a statistically significant increase in R-square due to the entry

of a variable or set of variables.

O
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FINDINGS

Studies in Post-Discharge Arrest

In the following section the variables found uniquely predictive
of post-discharge arrest among 1966-1968 dischargees are singled out
for separate analysis. The objectives were to determine whether these
variables were as a set predictive among 1969-1970 dischargees, whether
each variable was contributive independently of the effects of the other
variables, whether the set could serve as a scale and, if so, what kind
of differentiation in arrest rate would be created by tle scale.
Following this 1s a section concerned with the unique predictors
of Arrest among 1969-1970 dischargees. By a unique predictor is meant
a predictor which significantly contributes to prediction when other

variables are controlled i.e., its contribution is independent of the

effec%s of the other variables. Thus, unique predictor is a relative
term depending on which other variables are in the analysis. In general
the term is employed in this feport to refer to the variables in the
analysis at Step R (when all referral variables are in the equation) if
the variable was a referral variable, and at entry if the variable was a
program variable., Whether a variable was a unique predictor at Step E
(when all variables were in ‘the equation, referral and program) was also
of interest.

Following this section are analyses pertaining to Serious Arrest,
Arrest for Burglary, Arrest for Robbery, Arrest for Drug Offenses,

Arrest for Assaultive Acts, Arrest for Grand Larceny, and Number of Arrests,




Unique Predictors Assessed as a Scale

The unique predictors of Arrest derived in the analyses of 1966-1968
dischargees were assessed as a set of variables that could serve by them- =~
selves to predict Arrest by assigning values to each predictor and ob-
serving how arrest rates were related Lo the score-values for dischargees
of 1969-1970. Secondly, a multiple regression analysis was carried out
limited to these predictors,

Table 1 presents the results for one of the two scoring methods used.
This represented the simplest type of scoring method. One point each was
given if a youth at referral (a) had no previous petition (b) had no school
behavior problems (¢) came from a family whose principal source of income
was not public or priyate assistance (d) was not in remand at referral and
(e) did not have a petition status of Juvenile Delinquent or Youthful Offender
(or other adjudication for youths over 16), and at discharge (f) was not a
Nongraduate,

Rates are given for both Arrest and Serious Arrest.1 The latter was
defined as an arrest for burglary, robbery, drugs, assaultive acts or grand
larceny.

It may be seen that the scores were, in fact, related to both arrest
rate and serious arrest rate. Low-scorers (0-2) have over double the arrest
and serious arvest vates than high-scorers (5-6). Of special interest, about
one-quarter (25%) of the youths scored at 0-2; based on the findings, the
probability of these youths having a serious arrest in the two year post-

discharge period was about one in two,

1
These rates refer to the percentage of subjects with at least one arrest;
and the percentage with at least one serious arrest, .
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Whether a youth was a Nongraduate would not be known at time of
referral. Table 2 presents results using the same scoring method but
eliminating the predictor of Nongraduation i.e., only information known
at referral Qas used. It may be seen that the scores arc related to
arrest and serious arrest rate.

O0f 21 youths with a score of 0, 62% were found to have a serious
arrest, Of 121 youths with a score of 1, 53% were found to have a
serious arrest, Of 256 youths with a score of 2, 40% were found to have a
serious arrest. Of 265 youths with a score of 3, 29% were found to have
a serious arrest., OFf 192 youths with a score of 4, 21% were found to have

a serious arrest, and of 41 youths with a score of 3, 17% were found to

have a serious arrest.

‘The results indicate that these very simple referral variables have
predic£ive power.,

A second scoring method used weights for each variable based on the
partial regressién coefficients in the analysis of 1966-1968 dischargees.
This gave very similar results to the simpler scoring method.

In terms of simple correlations, the scale based on the simple scoring
method and including Discharge Status (i.e., Nongratuation) correlated .26
with Serious Arrest and .21 with Arrest. Tﬁe scale excluding Discharge
Status correlated .24 with Serious Arrest and .20 with Arrest. All
coefficients were significant at the .001 level.

It may be concluded that the variables found related to arrest among
1966-1968 dischargees, when considered as a complete set, were predictive

of both Arrest and Serious Arrest among 1969-1970 dischargees.
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Results of the multiple regression analyses are given in Tables 3
and 4. After the last step each variable was uniquely contributive to
prediction of Arrest and Serious Arrcst as judged by the significance
level of the partial regression coefficients. All were significant at
the .05 level at least.

It may be concluded, then, that each variable in the set contributed
independently to the predictiveness of the set.

These results are evidence for the validity of the set of items
previously found predictive of Arrest. The set has been found pre-
dictive iq the case of a new cohort of dischargees, with each variable
making an independent contribution.

Whether these ﬁariables remain uniquely ﬁredictive when all the
referral variables in Format A are controlled is a different question.
This depends on the interrelation among a larger set of referral
variables, and the relation of each of these to Arrest or Serious Arrest.

Succeeding sections deal with this question.

Multivariate Analysis of Arrest

About four in ten youths (43%) had a fingerprintable arrest in the
post-discharge period. '

A summary of the multivariate analysis of Arrest is presented in
Table 5, The multiple correlation coéfficiemt was .31 at Step E and was
.28 at Step R. Both were significant at the .01 level (F=4,00, df=24,876;
F=4,36, df=17,883).

In the analysis of 1966-1968 dischargees the multiple correlation
coefficients at Step E and at Step R were .32 and .27, respectively.

These figures closely correspond to what was found for the 1969-1970 cohdrt.

At the level of simple correlations the following referral variables
were significantly associated with Arrest(in order of correlation size):
Length of Previous Correctional Imstitutionalization, Ethnicity A, Present
Petition A, Number of Previous Petitions, Referral County, Principal Source

of Family Income, Current Remaﬁd, and School Behavior Problems, Youths with

longer previous durations in correctional settings, black youths, youths
with a petition status of Juvenile Delinquent or Youthful Offender, those with
more previous petitions, from New York City, from families that relied ‘
upon external financial assistance, who were in remand at referral or |
|

who had school behavior problems were more likely to have post-discharge ‘
arrests,

Among progrém variables, Type of Program A, Discharge Status A and
Duration in Program were significantly correlated with arrest. Youths

who were nongraduates and who stayed in program shorter durations were

more likely to have post-discharge arrest records, (The correlation
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of Type of Program A with Arrest is not interpretable because
of the non-dichotomous coding of Type of Program A.)

Hypotheses regarding incremental additions. It was hypothesized

on the basis of prior findings with 1966-1968 dischargees that the
following variables would add incrementally to the prediction of arrest:
Number of Previous Petitions, School Behavior Problems, Principal Source
of Family Income, Present Petition A, Current Remand and Discharge Status
A,

As Table 5 indicates, at entry Number of Previous Petitions, Principal
Source of Family Income aqd Present Petition A added significantly to
prodiction at the ,005 level, Dischargce Status A at the ,025 level, and
School Behavior Problems at the .05 level, The increment due to Current
Remand, however, was not significant and was slight, All Tiypotheses re-
garding increment:l additions were therefore confirmed except that concern-
ing Current Remand.

Hyvpotheses regarding contributions at Step R, For the five referral

variables, similar hypotheses were put forth regarding their contributions
to prediction at Step R (when all referral variasbles had entered the
equation), At Step R only two of the five variables were significant
contributors: Principa1.Source of Family Income and Present Petition A,
both at the .,025 level. The others were neglibly related to arrest, Thus,
the hypotheses were confirmed with respect te Principal Source of Family
Income and Present Petition A but not confirmed with respect to the three
other variables,

Hypotheses regarding contributions at Step E. Similar hypotheses
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were put forth for the rcferral variables and for Discharge Status A

at Step E (when all variables, referral plus program were in the
equation), The hypotheses were confirmed in the case of Principal
Source of Family Income (at the ,025 level), Present Petition A (at the
.05 level) and Discharge Status A (at the .025 level). They were not
confirmed with respect to the other variables,

Incur nental Additions: Other Variabler, As noted above, at the

level of simple correlation the variables most closely associated with
arrest were Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization and
Ethnicity A. These variables assumed a more prominent role in the present

analysis than in that of 1966-1968 dischargees., Both variables were

significant at entry at the .00l level, Referral County was also significant

at entry (at the .05 level) but its influence quickly vanished with the
introduction of Ethnicity A. That is, the effect of Referral County
appeared almost completely due to Ethnicity A,

Among the program variables, it has alrcady been mentioned that
Discharge Status A was significantly incremental to prediction., In
addition, the set of two variables representing Type of Program added
significantly to prediction at the .0l level,

Contributors at Step R: Other Variables. At Step R, Length of

Previous Correctional Institutionalization and Ethnicity A were signifi-
cantly contributive at the .01 level,

Examination of the potential and actual contributions of variables
in the steps preceding Step R indicated the following reasons for the

decline in importance of Number of Previous Petitions, School Behavior
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Problems and Current Remand. The introduction of Length of Previous
Correctional Imstitutionalization considerably reduced the importance

of Number of Previous Petitions (from,F=13.89‘to F=3.94) and the further
addition of Present Petition A almost completely eroded its contribution
(from F=3,94 to F=0,97). Current Reﬁand would have been significant had
it entered the equation at any point prior to Length of Previous Correc-
tional Institutionalization, the entry of which variable reduced it to a

negligible status., The influence of School Behavior Problems was eroded

by many variables but the chief ones appeared to be Current School Status,

Family Intactness and Referral County.

Step E: Other Variables., At Step E, Length of Previous Correc-

tional Imstitutionalization and Ethnicity A were significant contributors

at the .05 and .0l levels, respectively.

‘It was noted that Discharge Status A was a significant contributor
at Step E., It should also be ﬁoted that at this step an interaction
term representing the interaction of Discharge Status A with Program
Duration was also in the equation., This interaction term approached
significance (p10).

At Step E the set of two variables representing Type of Program
appeared to maintain its importance, judging by the F-values for each
variable as compared to their F-values at entry,

Predicted Arrest Rate Differentials at Step R, Using the partial

regression coefficients to indicate the predicted differences in arrest
rate due uniquely to significant contributors at Step R, the following

are the predicted differences:
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Principal Source of Family Income -=- 10 percentage points higher
if public or'private assistance.

Present Petition Status -- (compared to ferson In Need of Supervision)
2 percentage points higher if No Petition; 9 percentage points higher if
Juvenile Delinquent; lOlpercentage points higher if Youthful Offender.

Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalizatidn -~ 5 percentage
points higher for each unit increase on the seven-point scale.

Ethnicity A -~ 12 percentage points higher if black rather than white.

Predicted Differences due to Program Variables, Using the partial

regression coefficients at the entry of the set of two variables represenf~
ing Type of Program, the following were the predicted differences in
arrest rate due to their unique contribution,

Type of Program -- (compared to Home) 8 percentage points higher if
Camp; 20 percentage points higher if START,

Using the partial regressibn coefficient at Step R to derive predicted
differences in arrest rate due to Discharge Status A combined with the
interaction term of Discharge Status A and Duration in Program:

Discharge Status A -- (compared to Graduate) 18 percentagc points
higher‘if Nongraduate minus 2,1 percentage points for each month in program,

After the set of two v;riables representing Discharge Status was
entered into the equation the difference between Graduates and Nongraduates,
as indicated by the partial regression coefficient, was 9 percentage points,
This would represent the estimated predicted difference when not taking into

account Duration in Program.
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General Summary. Among the set of five variables previously found

uniquely predictive when all referral variables were considered, only
Principal Source of Family Income and Present Petition A held up in the
present andlysis of 1969-1970 dischargeecs. While it was shown earlier
that all five variables form a set which predicts to arrest, and within
the‘set cach contributes to prediction, within the totality of Format A
variables, a different pattern of interrelations appears to be present
among the 1969-1970 cohort than among the 1966-1968 cohort. This pattern
brought into prominonce among the referral variables Length of Previous
Correctional Institutionalization and Ethnicity A. Among the program
variables Discharge Status A added to prediction as hypothesized, but

in addition, Type of Program also assumed iﬁportance. Also the inter-
action of Discharge Status A with Duration in Program may be predictive,
Subsfantively, the latter effect would mean that Nongraduates of shorter
program duration are especially likely to acquire post=-discharge arrests

while thosc of longer duration are not,

Serious Arrest

An arrest was defined as a Serious Arrest if it were for (a) burglary

or attempted burglary (b) robbery or attempted robbery (c) drug offenses,

including possession of dangerous drugs, selling dangerous drugs, possession

of hypodermic instrument, criminal use of drug paraphernalia (d) assaultive
acts, including assault, murder, homicide, rape, forcible sodomy,

kidnapping (or attempts at thesc acts) (e) grand larceny. These types of

offenses appearced to be the most frequent, and, generally, in one arrest
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more than one type did not appear.l

About one~-third of subjects (34%) had at least one serious arrest
in the post-discharge period, For the multiple regression analysis
the dependent variable was the presence of at least one serious arrest
in subject's post-discharge period (versus its absence), Results of
the analysis are given in Table 6,

The multiple correlation cdefficients at Step I and Step R were
¢35 and ,31, respectively. This was somewhat higher than that found
in the preceding analysis of arrest (.32 and .27 re¢spectively). Both
cocfficients were signifigant at the .01 level (F=5.02, df=24,876; F=5,55,
df=17,883),

At the level of sim~le correlation, the same set of variables found
correlated with Arrest were also found correlated with Serious Arrest;
and in approximately the same order of size of correlation, Comparison
of the correlation coefficients in the two analyses indicates that
correlations tended to be somewhat higher with Serious Arrest than with

Arrest,

1 , . ,

Offenses not included in these categories but occurring in arrest
records of 1969 dischargees were in order of frequency: criminal possession
of weapons, petit larceny, motor vehicle offenses, possession of burglary
tools, resisting arrest, criminal trespass, parole violation, forgery,
criminal mischief, disorderly conduct, escape, arson and a variety of other
offenses occuring no more than one time each among this sample, None of
the offenses just listed occurred more frequently than the serious offense
categories.
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Hypotheses reganding incremental additjons, Similar hypotheses

as were put forth for Arrest were set forth fpr Serious Arrest.

Table 6 indicates that the results were similar to that for Arrest:
Number of frevious Petitions, Principal Source of Family Income, and
Present Petition A added significantly to prediction at the .005 level,
Diséharge Status A at the .025 level, and School Behavior Problems at
the .05 level, The increment due to Current Remand was not significant,

Hypotheses Regarding Contributions at Step R, For the five re-

ferral variables hypothesized as unique predictors at Step R, the results
were again similar to that for Arrest, DPresent Petition A was a signi-

cant contributor atithe .005 level, and Principal Source of Family Income
at the ,025 level. DNumber of Previous Pétitions, School Behavior Problems

and Current Remand were not significant contributors.

‘Hypotheses Regarding Contributions at Step E. Again, results were
similar to that for Arrest, At Step E, Principal Source of Family Income
and Present Petition A were significant at the ,025 level, and Discharge
Status A at the .005 level, Number of Previous Petitions, School Behavior
Problems and Current Remand were not significant contributors.

Incremental Additions: Other Variables., The results here parallel

that in the analysis of Arrest, with some exceptions or variations. As
in the results for Arrest, Length of Previous Correctional Institution-
alization and Ithnicity A were significant at entry. One exception to
the results for Arrest occurred on the entry of Referral County, which was

was significant at the ,001 level, implying a stronger relationship than
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that feund in the analysis of Arrest. Of greater importance, the
influence of Referral County was not erased by the entry of the
Ethnicity variables as it was in the analysis‘of Arrest, After the
entry of Ethnicity, Referral County remained significant at the .05
level,

Among the program variables, as in the analysis of arrest, the
variables representing Type of Program significantly added to prediction
(at the .05 level), 1In addition, the interaction term representing the
interaction of Discharge Status A and Duration in Program was significant
at the .05 level after the entry of the set of interaction terms. 1In thé
analysis of Arrest, this interaction term approached but did not reach
significance.

Contributors at Step R: Other Variables. At Step R Ethnicity A

and Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization were significant
contributors at the .01 and 905 levels, respectively. Two other variables
were significant (at the .05 level): Referral County and Current School
Status. The latter variable, which was not significant in the analysis of
Arrest, assumed importance with the entry of Referral County (its F-value
rising from‘2.08 to 4,70 with the entry of Referral County).

Step E: Other Variables, At Step E, Ethnicity A was a significant

contributor at the ,0l level, Length of Previous Correctional Institution-
alization, Referral County and Current School Status at the .05 level., As’
already noted, both Discharge Status A and the interaction term representing

the interaction of Discharge Status A with Duration in Program were
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significant, The set of two variables representing Type of Program
also appeared to maintain their influence,

Predicted Serious Arrest Rate Differentials at Step R, As estimated

by the partial regression coefficients at Step R, the predicted differences
in seriocus arrest rate due to the unique contribution of variables found
sighificantly contributive were as follows:

Principal Soyrce of Family Income -~ 10 percentage points higher
if public or privale assistance.

Present Petition Status =-- (compared to No Petition) O percentage
points higher if Person In Need of Supervision; 9 percentage points higher
if Juvenile Delinquent; 12 percentage points higher if Youthful Offender,

Lengith of Previous Correctional Institutionalization -~ 5 percentage

points higher for each unit increase on the seven~point scale,

‘Ethnicity A -~ 11 percentage points higher if black rather than white,
Referral Coun. =~- 9 percentage points higher if New York City.
Current School Status ~- 9 percentage points higher if not enrolled

in school at time of referral.

Predicted Differences Due to Program Variables., Based on the partial

regression coefficients at entry of the set of two variables representing
Type of Program:

Type‘of Program -~ (compared to Homes) 6 percentage points higher if
Camp; 18 percentage points higher if START,

Based on the partial regression coefficients after the entry of

Discharge Status A and B:
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Discharge Status A -~ (compaved to Graduate) 10 percentage points
higher if Nongraduate.

Based on the partial regression coefficients at Step E:

Discharge Status A plus the interaction of Discharge Status A
with Duration in Program =-=- (compareé to Graduates) if a Nongraduate,
22,0 percentage points higher minus 2.6 percentage points for each month
in program.,

General Summary. Results were similar to that in the analysis of

Arrest., Influential variables in predicting to serious arrest included
Principal Scurce of Family Income, Present Petition A, Length of Previous
Correctional Imnstitutionalization, Ethnicity A, Discharge Status A, and
Type of Program., Unlike the results for.Arrest, Referral County and
Current School Status appeared uniquely related to Serious Arrest, Also,
the interaction of Discharge Status A with Duration in Program, which
approached significance in the‘analysis of Arrest, was significant in

the analysis of Serious Arrest,

Arrest for Burglary

About one in eight youths (12%) had at least one arrest for burglary
in the post-discharge period, Table 7 summarizes the multivariate
analysis seéking to derive bredietors of vouths arrested for this offense,

At Step E the multiple correlation coefficient was .21 and at Step R
the coefficient was .18, Both values were significant at the ,05 level
(F=1,71, df=24,876; F=1,75, df=17,883),

By simple correlation the following variables were significantly

related to burglary arrest: Present Petition A, Number of Previous
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Petitions, Present Petition B, Principal Source of Family Income,
and Type of Program A, Subjects with a present petition of Juvenile
Delinquent or Youthful Offender, who had more previous petitions, or
who came from families relying on external financial assistance were
moré likely to be arrested for burglary. (The correlations of
Present Petition B and Type of Program A with burglary arrest are
not interpretable because of the non-dichotomous coding of the in-
dependent variables,)

Referral Variables, At Step R two variables were significant

contributors to predictioh. These were Present Petition A and Current
School Status, both significant at the .05 level. The influence of
Current School Status increased with the entry of Age &t Admission
(to f=3.96) and of Principal Source of Family Income (to F=4,87).
Both Present Petition A and Current School Status were significant at
entry, The only other variable significant'at entry was Number of
Previous Petitions whose influence dropped to nonsignifirance with
the entry of Present Petition A, At Step E Present Petition A remained
a significant contributor (pg.05) but Current School Status only
approached significance (p¢.10). (Its influence was reduced by Type of
Program).,.

At Step R the predicteg differences in burglary arrest rate due to
the unique contribution of variables as indicated by the partial re-
gression coefficients were as follows:

Present Petition A -- (compared with No Petition) 2 percentage

- 20 =

points higher for Person In Need of Superviéion; 10 pcrcentage points
higher for Juvenile Delinquent; 4 percentage points higher for Youthful
Offender. ' L

Current School Status -- 5 percentage points higher if not enrolled
in school at referral,

" Program Variables, Neither the set of variables representing Type

of Program nor any other program variable except Discharge Status B was
significant at entry. At entry of Discharge Status B this variable re-
presented the comparison between Withdrawals and Graduates. Withdrawals
tended to have a higher burglary arrest rate, with the predicted difference

8 percentage points.

~General Summary. In this analysis the variables that appc ed most

important in predicting arrests appeared to be Present Petition A and
Current School Status. Withdrawals were found to have higher predicted
burglary arrest rates when compared to graduates but the small peircentage
of withdrawals in the sample ( 9%) leads one to suspect that the results

may be specific to this particular sample,

Arrest for Robbery

About one in eleven youths (9%) had at least one arrest for robbery.
Results of the multivariate ‘analysis of robbery arrest are given in Table 8,
The dependent variable was at least ome robbery arrest (versus no robbery
arrests).

The multiple correlation coefficients were much higher than that for
burglary arrest, At Step E the multiple correlation coefficient was ,31

and at Step R it was .30, Both figures were significant at the ,01 level
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(f=3.96, df=24,876; F=5,20, d£=17,883).

At the level of simple correlation, Ethnicity A was significantly
related to robbery arrest. Its correlation (r=.23) ranks high relative
to the simble correlations that have generally been found with the arrest
variables, Other referral variables significantiy correlated with robbery
arrést were Referral County, Length of Previous Correctional Institution-
alization, Number of Previous Petitions, Current Remand, Principal Source
of Family Income, and School Behavior Problems, Subjects who were black,
from New York City, with more previous petitions, from families requiring
external financial assistance, who had been in remand at referral or who
had school behavior problems were more 'likely to have robbery arrests, No
program variable correlated with robbery arrest,

Referral Variables, At Step R, Ethnicity A was a significant con-

tributor at the ,001 level and Length of Previous Correctional Institution-
alization at the .05 level. ©No other referral variable was significant at
Step R. At entry Number of Previous Petitions, Principal Source of Family
Income and Referral County were significantly incremental, Number of
Previous Petitions was reduced to nonsignificance by Length of Previous
Correctional Institutionalization; Principal Source of Family Income by
Referral County; and Referral County by Ethnicity A.

At Sgep E, Ethnicity A was still significant at the ,001 level and
Length of Previoﬁs Correctional Institutionalization approached significance

(p<.10).

Propram Variables, Neither the set of variables representing Type of

Program nor any other program variable added significantly to predictiomn,
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Predicted Differences. Based on the regression coefficients at

Step R, predicted differences due to the significantly contributing
variables were:

Ethnicity A -~ (comparcd to whites) 1l percentage points higher
for blacks. |

Length of Previous Corrcctional Institutionalization -- 2,3
percentage points higher for each unit on the seven-point scale,

General Summary, In predicting to robbery arrests, the two

variables of importance appear to be Ethnicity A and Length of Previous
Correctional Imstitutionalization. There appears to be a strong differ-
ence between dischafgees of white and black ethnic groups with the latter
having more robbery arrests, controlling'for other background or program

variables,

Arrest for Drug Offenses,

About one in seven youths (L4%) had at least one arrest for drug
offenses, The dependent variéble in the multiple regression analysis was
an arrest record with at least one drug arrest, Results of the analysis
are given in Table 9.

At Step E the multiple correlation coefficient was ,27; and at Step R
it was .24. Both figures wére significant at the .01 level (F=2,76,
d£=24,876; F=3,13, df=17,883), |

At the level of simple correlation seven referral variables were
significantly correlated with drug arrest. These were Referral County,
Ethnicity A, Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization, Numbexr

of Previous Petitions, Principal Source of Family Income, School Behavior
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Problems and Present Petition A, Type of Program A was also significantly
corrclated with drug arrvest,

Referral Variables. At Step R, Referral County was a significant

contributof at the .00l level and Ethnicity B at the .05 level. The
variables Number of Previcus Petitions, Principal Source of Family Income,
and Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization were significant
at entry, WNumber of Previous Petitions was rendered nonsignificant by
Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization; Principal Source

of Family Income and Jongth of Previous Correctional Institutionalization
were diminished by the entry c€ Referral County. However, with the entry
of Referral County, Ethnicity B rose in imporftance.

Using the partial regression coefficieﬁts at Step R, the predicted
differences in drug arrest rate due to the unique contribution of the
significant variables were:

Referral County -- 12 percentage points higher if from New York City.

Ethnicity B -- (compared with white) 8 percentage points lower if
Puerto Rican; (compared with black) 9 percentage points lower if Puerto
Rican,

At Step L, both variables were still significant contributors,
Referral County at the .00l level, and Ethnicity B at the .05 level,

Program Variables. At entry, the set of two variables representing

Type of Program contributed significantly to prediction. (at the ,01 level).
No other program variable added significantly to prediction. Using the
partial regression coefficients at entry of the set representing Type of

Program, the following were the predicted differences:
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Type of Program -- (comparcd to Home) 2 percentage points higher
if Camp; 16 percentage points higher if START.

General Summary. The variables most closely related to arrest for

drug offenses appear to be Referral County, Bthnicity B and Type of Program.

The effects of Ethnicity B were apparent only when Referral County was
controlled, The relation of drug arrest and Referral County scems relatively

strong.,

Arrest for Grand larceny

About one in eleven youths (9%) had at least one arrest for grand
larceny. The dependent variable in the multiple regression analysis
was at least one arrest for grand larceny (versus no arrests for grand
laréeny)° Results of the analysie are given in Table 10.

AAt Step E the multiple correlation coefficient was .22 and at Step R
it was .19, Both values were significant at the .0l level (¥=1,87,
df=24,876; F=1,99, df=17,883).

By simple correlation the following variables were significantly re-
lated to arrest for grand larceny: Ethnicity B, Referral County, Length
of Previous Correctional Institutionalization, Last Grade Completed‘and
Current Remand, Subjects who were Puerto Rican, from New York City, with
longer durations in correctional settings, with fewer grades completed and
in remand’ at referral were more likely to have arrests for grand larceny,
Among the program variables, Type of Program A correlated significantly

with arrest for grand larceny.

Referral Variables. At Step R the sole significant contributor was
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Ethnicity B, significant at the .0l level. At entry, Length of Previous
Correctional Institutionalization and Referral County were significantly
incremental, The former variable was reduced in importance by Current
Remand and Referral County, and the latter by Ethnicity B.

According to the partial regression coefficients at Step R, the pre-
dicted differences due to Ethnicity B were: (compared to whites) 10
percentage points highexr if Puerto Rican; (compared to blacks) 9 percentage
points higher if Puerto Rican.

At Step E, Ethnicity B remained significant at the ,01 level,

Program Variahles., %The set of two variables representing Type of

Program significantly added to prediction at the .05 level, ©No other
program variable was significantly incremental,

According to the pai:ial regression coefficients, after the addition
of the variables reprc .enting Type of Program, the predicted differences
in rates for arrest for grand larceny were:

Type of Program -- (compared to Home) 3 percentage points higher

if Camp; 9 percentage points higher if START.

General Summary. The variables found uniquely related to arrest

for grand larceny were Lthnicity B and Type of Program,

Arrest for Assaultive Acts,

Only 5.7% of the study population were arrested for assaultive acts
(assault, murder, homicide, rape, forcible sodomy, kidnapping or attempts).
A multivariate analysis of Arrest for Assaultive Acts was conducted with

Format A variables, However, neither at Step E nor at Step R was the
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multiple correlation coefficient significant (R=,19, R=,17)., The only
variable that was a significant contributor (p<.05) at Step R or Step B
was Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization,

At the level of simple correlation, significantly related to Arrest
for Assaultive Acts were Number of P?evious Petitions (r=,07), Lengtﬁ
of Previous Correctional Institutiomalization (r=,10), Ethnicity A

(r=,10) and Present Petition B (r=,07).

Because of the absence of a significant multiple correlation coefficient,

the unique predictors of Arrest for Assaultive Acts are regarded as undeter-
mined, However, Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization

may be considered a possible unique predictor,

Numger of Arrests: TFirst Analysis

The distribution for Number of Arrests in the two-year post-discharge
period is given in Table 11, The mean number of arrests was .80,

The interpretation of Number of Arrests as a measure of recidivism
is complicated by the factor-of post-discharge commitment. It is possible,
for example, that youths confined after a4 small number of arrests are more
"arrest-prone" than unconfined youths with many arrests., Ia the present
énalysis the chief difficulty would be caused by youths with at least
one commitﬁent and with one arrest. (Beyond one arrest, number of arrests

is already "high'.,) A separate analysis to determine the effects on the -

results due to this group is reported in Appendix F.
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Results of the multivariate analysis of Number of Arrests are
given in Table 12. At Step E the muitiple correlation coefficient
was .37 and at Step R it was .33. Both values were significant at
the .0l level (F=5.68, df=24,866; F=6,49, df=17,873).

At the level of simple correlation, the following referral variables
were significéntly correlated with Number of Arrests: Length of Previous
Correctional Institutionalization, Referral County, Number of Previous
Petitions, Ethnicity A, Present Petition A, Principal Source of Family
Income, Current Remand, Present Petition B, School Behavior Problems
and Curyent School Status. Among program variables, Type of Program A
and Discharge Status A wére significantly correlated with Number of Arrest.

These variables are similar to those féund correlated with Arrest
but with these differences: Referral County appears somewhat more
important, Ethnicity A somewhat less importart; Present Petition 3B,
which did not correlate significantly with Arrest, did so with Number of
Arrests,

Referral Variables. At Step R, Length of Correctional Institution-

alization, and Principal Source of Family Income were significant contrib-
utors to prediction at the .01 level and Present Petition A at the .05
level, These results correspond to that in the analysis of Arrest, except
relationships were somewhat stronger. Ethnicity A, while significant at
the .05 level, éhowed a much weaker relationship than for Arrest (¥=3.97
compared to F=7.22), On the other hand, Referral County which was not

a unique predictor in the analysis of Arrest was a unique predictor of
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Number of Arrests (at the 0l level). In addition, Number of Previous
Petitions which contributed negligibly to Arrest at Step R, was of border-
line significance,

Accordimg to partial regression corfficients at Step R the following
would be the predicted differences in number of arrests due to the unique
conﬁribution of variables:

Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization -- 14 of an
arrest more with each unit increase of the seven-point scale.

Referral County -- »29 of an arrest more if from New York Citye.

Principal Source of Family Income -- .26 of an arrest more if public
or private assistance.

 Ethnicity A -~ (compared to white) .Zl'of an arrest more if black,

Number of Previous Petitions -- .09 of an arrest more with each
petifiono

Present Petition A -- (compared with Person In Need of Supervision)
.12 of an arrest more if No Petition; .24 if Youthful Offender, .34 if
Juvenile Delinquent,

At Step E, all variables significant at Step R remained significant
except for Present Petition A, which approached significance (p<.10)..

Program Variables. As with Arrest, the set of two variables represent-

ing Type of Program was significantly incremental (.01 level); and Discharge

Status A was significantly incremental (.05 level).

Predicted differences due to the unique contributions of these variables

as estimated by partial regression coefficients at entry were:
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Type of Program -- (compared to Home) .16 of an arrest more if
Camp; .62 of an arrest more if START.
Discharge Status A -- (compared with Graduate) .20 of an arrest

more if Nongraduate,

Number of Arrests: Second Analysis

A second analysis of Number of Arrests was undertaken to clarify
the differences between predictors of Arrest and predictors of Number
of Arrests, In this analysis subjects were limited to those with at
least one arrest. The question was: among those who have arrests,
which variables predict to a greater number?

.Results of this analysis are given in Table 13, At Step E the
multiple correlation coefficient was .37 and at Step R it was .34,
both values significant at the ,0l level (F=2.36, df=24,349; F=3,77,

df=17,356), This indicates that there is power in the variables to

- predict to Number of Arrests beyond that of predicting to Arrest,

At Step R two referral variables were significant contributors to
prediction: Referral County at the .0l level, and Number of Previous
Petitions at the .05 level, By partial regression coefficients, pre-
dicted differences due to the unique contributions were:

Referral County-~- 46 of an arrest more if from New York City.

Number of Previous Petitions -~ .14 of an arrest more for each

‘

petition,

At Step E Referral County remained significant at the .01 level and

Number of Previous Petitions approached signif.carce (pgelO).

At entry neither the set of .two variables representing Type of Program
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ﬁor any other program variable was significantly incremental. lowever,
the increment duc to the set of two variables representing Type of Program
approached significance (pg.10). DBy the partial regression coefficients
the differences due to the unique contribution of this set were as
follows:

Type of Program -- (compared with Homes) .16 of an arrest more if
Camp; .53 of an arrest more if START,

General Summary. The unique predictors of Number of Arrest were the

same as those for Arrest except for the addition of Referral County and,
at a borderline level, quber of Previous Petitions. Limited to youths
with at least one arrest, Referral Couuty and Number of Petitions were
uniquely predictive of Wumber of Arrests; while the increment due to Type
of Program approached significance.

" If a youth was arrested once, he was likely to have subsequent
arrests if he was from New York City (controlling for other variables),
to the estimated extent of an average of about one-half of an arrest wore.
Also, if a youth had more previous petitions at veferral, he was likely to
have more subsequent arrests, if arrested once. Type of Program was found
in the earlier analysis uniquely predictive of post-discharge arresf; the
findings suggest that after a first arrest, it may also be related to

further arrests.

Number of Arrests, Serious Arrest and Offense Type

Table 14 gives the simple correlations between Number of Arrests

and other arrest variables among subjects with a post-discharge arrest
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fecord. Those with a greater number of arrests (émong those arrested)
were more likely to have at least onec serious arrest and were more
likely to have at least one arrest for any of the serious offense types,
The highest correlation was that between Number of Arrests and Arrest
for Drug Offenses (r= .31),

In view of this, one might expect an overlap betwcen predictors of

Number of Arrest and predictors of Serious Arrest or any of the offense

types. The variables uniquely predictive of Number of Arrests which were

also uniquely predictive of Serious Arrest or any of the offense types
were Referral County and Type of Program. The ofifense type that both
variables were uniquely predictive to was Arrest for Drug Offenses.,

Analyses were undertaken to determine whether Referral County was
uniquely predictive of Serious Arrest when Number of Arrests was con-
trolled; and whether Referrual County was uniquely predictive of Number
of Arrests, when Serious Arrest was controlled. These analyses were
identical to that of Tables 6 and 12 except that prior to the entry of
the first referral variable, a control variable was introduced, either
Number of Arrests or Serious Arrest,

There were four possible outcomes which were taken to indicate the

following hiypothetical relationships:1

11t should be noted that the following refer to contributions or
tendencies due to Referral County, independent of the effects of all
other referral variables; in particular, independent of Ethnicity A.
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1. Referral County could remain uniquely predictive both of
Serious Arrest and Number of Arrests., This would imply that dischargees
from New York City were both more likely to have a greater nurber of
arrests and more likely to have serious arrests, with both tendencies
independent of each other,

2. Referral County could remain uniquely predictive of Number of
Arrests but not of Serious Arrest, This would imply that the tendency
of New York City dischargees to have at least one serious arrest was
due to their tendency to have a greater number of arrests.1

3. Referral County could remain uniquely predictive of Serious
Arrest but not of Number of Arrests, This would imply that youths with
serious arrests tend, for some cause correiated with serious arrest
(eego, being more likely to be under surveillance) to also have a greater
number of arrests and since New York City dischargees tend to have serious
arrests they therefore also tend to have a greater number of arrests,

4, Referral County could cease to be a unique predictor of both
Serious Arrest and Number of Arrests. This would imply that both Serious
Arrest and Number of Arrests reflect a common attribute e.g., that certain
youths tend to have both serious arrests and a greater number of ar%ests
because they are more '"delinquent-prone," and New York City dischargees
have a greater percentage of this group than dischargees from outside
New York City. |

The four outcomes represent ideal results in that they are formulated
as though they were mutually exclusive and as though unique predictiveness

werc an all-or-none variable. In fact, any or all of these tendencies may

e term due to refers here to a logical relationship of the type:
If NYC dischargees did not have a greater number of arrests, they would not
be more likely to have at least one serious arrest,
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be present to somc degrce, Examinationvof the partial regression coeffi-
cients as well as of its recliability (its probability level) provide some
indication of the possible importance of the hypothesized tendencies
vis-a-vis onec another.

Table 15 presents the results for Referral County of the two
analyses at Step R. The effect of Referral County was not significant
in either analysis. The size of the regression coefficients was con-
siderably reduced, when compared with the analyses lacking the control
variables, The findings therefore support the fourth hypothesis, There
is a suggestion that the second hypothesis may also be valid, but the
probability value of the-relationship (.20yp>.10) indicates it should
be considered of doubtful reliability.

The findings therefore suggest that the tendency of New York City
dischargees to have at least one serious arrest might be in part due to
the tendency to have a greater number of arrests, but that this would
not explain the tendency completely., It appears that the tendency to

both have a greater number of arrests and to have at least one serious

arrest reflects some unitary attribute among the New York City dischargees.

A similar examination was done for Type of Program. The F-values
and regression coefficients wvere observed after the entry of the two-
variable set. Here the results w/ ce somewhat more clear-cut in that
Type of Program remained uniquely predictive of Number of Arrests (with
Serious Arrest controlled) and totally vanished as a predictor of Serious
Arrest (with Number controlled), However, regression coefficients in

predicting Number of Arrests were considerably reduced,
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The findings therefore indicate that program diffecrences in scrious
afrest were due at least in part to the tendencies of youths from the
different programs to have different numbers of arrests. llowever, the
reduction of regression coefficients in both analyses suggests that Serious
Arrest and Number of Arrests may also reflect some common tendency which
differs for dischargees of the different programs. There is no evidence of
program differences in having more serious arrests independent of Numbew
of Arrests.

The interrelation of Referral County, Number of Arrests and Arrest
for Drug Offenses was similarly studied. Results are given in Table 15,
It may be seen that Referral County remained uniquely predictive of Arrest
for Drug Offenses when Number of Ar?ests was controlled, but did not
remain significantly or substantially predictive of Number of Arrests
when: Arrest for Drug Offenses was controlled. The regression coefficient
in predicting Arrest for Drug Offenses was similar when Number of Arrests
was controlled or not controlled.

The findings therefore indicate that New York City dischargees tend
to have drug arrests, independent of Number of Arrests, but the findings
do not support the hypothesis that they have a greater number of arrests
independent of arrest for drug offenses. The findings suggest that if
it were not for drug arrests, New York City dischargees would not differ
markedly in number of arrests from dischargees from outside New York City.

Types of program also differed in both Number of Arrests and Arrest
for Drug Offenses. A similar analysis as the preceding was carried out

for Type of Program (see Table 15). The results indicated that there
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werce significant differences among program types in Number of Arrests,
controlling for Arrest for Drug Offenses, Wnile there were no signif-
icant differences among typcs of program in Arrest for Drug Offenses,
controlling for Number of Arrests, the probability level was not high
enough or the regression weights low enough to rule out the possibility
completely. Regression coefficients in both analyses were considerably
lower than in the comparable analyses without the control variables.

The findings indicate that the differences between programs in
the tendency of dischargees to have at least onc drug arrest is due
at least in part to the differcnces among dischargees from different
types of programs to havé different numbers of arrests. However,
differences among types of program may also‘be due in part to the two
tendencices operating independently of each other as well as to diffex-
ences among dischargees from the various types of program in some common
attribute characterizing both those who have a greater number of arrests
and arrest for drug offenses,

Three further analyses were undertaken to clarify the interrelation
of Serious Arrest, Drug Arrest and Referral County. The que;tion studied
was whether Referral County was related to Serious Arrest solely through
Drug Arrest, For these analyse" the variable Serious Arrest was redefined
to include all the offense types included under Serious Arrest, as defined
originally, with the exception of Arrest for Drug Offense. The new vari-
able was called Serious Arrest-Two.

Table 15 presents the results of these analyses, When the dependent

variable was Arrest for Drug Offenses and the control variable was
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Sefious Arrest-Tva, Referral County was a unique predictor at the .001
level. When the dependent variable was Serious Arrest-Two and the con-
trol variable was Arrest for Drug Offense, Referral County was not a
unique predictor and the relationship almost vanished completely. When
the dependent variable was Serious Arrest-Two and there was no control
variéble, Referral County was still not significantly a unique predictor,
although its F-value was somewhat higher than with the control variable
of Arrest for Drug Offense.

In conjunction with the previous findings showing a relationship
between Referral County and both Serious Arrest and Arrest for Drug
Offense, the present findings indicate that independent of the effects
of Serious Arrest (redefined to exclude drug arrests) New York City re-
ferials tend to have drug arrests, that New York City referrals do not tend

significantly to have serious arrests (excluding drug arrests); and that

the relatively small and nonsignificant tendency to have more serious arvests,

excluding drug arrests, is due to those arrested for drug offenses.,

In short, it would appear that the greater number of arrests which
characterizes referrals from New York City is due to their involvement in
drug offenses; and the larger percentage of youths from New York City with
at least one serious arres£ is due primarily to their arrests for drug
offenses.

General Summary. It appears that the tendency of referrals from

New York City to have a greater number of arrests and to have at least one

serious arrest is in large part due to their greater probability of having
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arrests for drug offenses. Among types of programs, differences in
serious arrast appeared due in part to differences in number of arrests,
but this in turn was not completely due to differcnces in arrest for

drug offenses.
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Present Petition Status: PINS wersus Juvenile Delinguent

A recent court decision has ruled against the commingling of PINS
(Person In Need of Supervision) and Juvcnile.Delinquents within the state
schools. A question relevant to this decision is whether the labels PINS
and Juvenile Delinquent refer to differcnt types of youth apart from the
explicit criteria for these designations., In the preceding analyses,

PINS were not directly contrasted with Juvenile Delinquents. Instead,
the coding values for the three Present Petition Status variables were
based on expectations from findings among 1966-1968 dischargees and
directly tested these hypotheses:

1, Youths with PINS petitions and with No Petition differ from
youths with petitions of Juvenile Delinquent or Youthful Offender. This
hypothesis was tested in the multiple r.gression analyses by the variable
Present Petition A,

2. Youths with Juvenile ﬁelinquent petition would differ from youths
with petition of Youthful Offender, This was tested by Present Petition B.

3. Youths with PINS petition would differ from youths with No Petition,
This was tested by Present Petition C,

It was expected in the analyses of Arrevt and Serious Arrest that the
first hypothesis would be upheld and the second and third not upheld,

Present Petition A was found uniquely predictive of Arrest, Serious
Arrest, Number of Arrests and Arrest for Burglary. Neither Present
Petition B nor Present Petition C was uniquely predictive of any of the
arrest variables. The first hypothesis was.supportcd in the case of
Arrést, and Serious Arrest, and can be extended to Number of Arrests and

Arrest for Burglary. The second and third hypotheses were not supported




and the results do not suggest they can be extended to other arrest

variables.

The findings, therefore, support the view that the youths (within

this particular study population) with PINS petition and those with No

Petition do not markedly differ from each other in post-discharge arrest;

and that the Juvenile Delinquent and Youthful Offender do not markedly

differ from each other.

However, the two subcategories (a) PINS and No

Petition versus (b) Juvenile Delinquent and Youthful Offender, do appear

to differ significantly in post-discharge arrest.

These differcnces, it should be noted, apply to aggregate differences

and to averages; they do not contradict ‘the view that there may also be

considerable similarity between individual members within different subcategories.

Constancy and 1. -onstancy in Unique Predictors.,

The unique p+.dictors of post-discharge arrest found in the study of

1966-1968 dischargees are compared with those found in the present study

of 1969-1970 discliargees, below, with respect to Arrest and Serious Arrest,

1966-1968 (Arrest)

Principal Source of
Family Income

Present Petition
Status A

Number of Previous
Petitions

Current Remand

School Behavior Problems

Discharge Status A

1969-1970 (Arrest)

Principal Source of
Family Income

Present Petition
Status A

Length of Previous
Correctional Insti-
tutionalization

Ethnicity A
Diséharge Status A

Type of Program

1969-1970(Sexrious Arrest)

Principal Source of
Family Income

Present Petition
Status A

Length of Previous
Correctional Insti-
tutionalization

Current School Status

Ethnicity A
Referral County
Discharge Status A

Type of Program
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Three variables were uniquely predictive in both of the studies:
Eriﬁcipal Source of Family Income, Present Petition Status A, and Discharge
Status A., There is, however, further commonality when the referents of
the variables are considered. Both Number of Previous Petitions, which
appears in the first list, and Length of Previous Co;rectional Institﬁtion-
aliéation, which appears in the second and third lists, refer to seriousness
of past offense history. Both Current Remand (first list) and Length of

Previous Correctional Institutiomalization ( second and third list) refer

to some type of detention or incarceration. Also, the differences among Home,

Camp and START which were significant in the present analysis were present
as nonsignificant trends in the previous analysis. It should also be
noted that one of the unique predictors of serious Arrest in the present
study was Current School Status, which has a parallel to School Behavior
Problems, a unique predictor of Arrest in the preceding study.

Considering these commonalities one may say that both studies converge

in indicating areas where variables predictive of Arrest or Serious Arrest

are present, These appear to be (a) seriousness of past offense history
(b) history of detention or incarceration, past or present (c) petition
status at referral (d) type of discharge from DFY facility (e) problems in
adapting to or staying in school,

In addition, in the present study Ethnicity was found uniquely predic~
tive of Arrest aﬁd Serious Arrest, and Referral County of Serious Arrest,
While Serious Arrest was not analyzed in the preceding study, it correlates
highly with Arrest, and both Ethnicity and Referral County showed very
weak relationships to Arrest either at entry or at Step R in tﬂe preceding

study, It would appear that the unique relationship of Ethnicity
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and Referral County to Arrest and Serious Arrest, respectively, are

new developments within the time period examined. It would also appear
that diffcrénces among types of program have increased from the onc time
period to the other.

While not all the unique predictors among the 1966-1968 dischargees
remained uniquely prelictive among 1969-1970 dischargees, as a set they
remained predictivepl Taken by themsclves, each variable contributed
significantly and independently of the others, and the correlation of
a simple scale composed of the set was ,21 with arrest and .26 with
serious arrest,

The results, then, support the view that certain gemeral classes
of variables are uniquely predictive of arrcst and tend to remain so
over time, but they also indicate that the most predictive variable
within these classes may changé and that variables not previously

uniquely predictive may become so,

Differences Among Tynes of Program

The three types of program, Home, Camp and START differed systematically

in Arrest, Serious Arrest, Number of Arrests and arrest for various offense

types. Whether this result was due to.systematic differences among youths

at referral, which went uncontrolled in the analyses, or whether this was

1See page 2,
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due to differences in relative effectiveness of the program types cannot
be answered by these data.

However, the existence of the differences does make pertinent the
setting forth of the two possibilities as hypotheses and consideration
of how they may be further examined.

If different types of youth are chosen for the different types of
program and if this choice is performed on a rational basis, one may
assume that there are definite criteria used by those making the decisions
for choice, Therefore, youths can be described in terms of the criteria
used by the decision-makers. If these criteria can be described and
measured, research can then determine the extent to which post-discharge
outcome is related to the criteria, and the extent to which systematic
differences among types of program remain, after statistically controlling
for the effects of the variables representing the criteria.

For example, intake workers may use as criteria for choice of one type
of program rather than another their estimation of the delinquency-proneness
of a you'h., Those perceived as more delinquency-prone may, for example,
be sent to a START rather than a Home. If so, ratings of delinquency-
proneness by the intake workers may be obtained for each youth and
statistically contrqlled in research analyses.

If the criteria for selection are statistically controlled in these
analyses, and if‘systematic differences still occur among types of program,
there would be a strong suspicion that the differences were due to
differences in relative effectiveness rather than to differences in youth

composition,
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Unique Predictors of Arrest Variables

Table 16 summarizes the results of the preceding sections concerning
the unique predictors of arrest variables. The symbol X in the table
indicates significant contributors at Step R in the case of referral
variables and at entry in the case of the program variables, The symbol
(X) indicates relationships that approached significance (p¢.10). The
symbol £§l indicates the variable that was significant in the multiple
regression Format A analysis of assaultive acts, but is considered
problematic because the total set of variables was not found significantly
predictive.

As indicated in the table, the most reliable unique predictors of
Arrest were Principal Source of Family Iﬁcome, Present Petition A,

Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization, Ethnicity A, Type of
Program and Discharge Status A.

The most reliable unique ﬁredictors of Serious Arrest were the same
variables plus Refexral County and Current School Status.

The various offense types are all components of Serious Arrest. It
is apparent that variables which are uniquely predictive of one offense
type are not as predictive of another offense type. From this one can
infer that youths who were likely to be arrested for one type of offense
were not equally likely to be arrested for another type of offense,

Ethnicity B, which at Step R compares Puerto Ricans and whites, was
not a unique predictor of Serious Arrest but was a unique predictor of two
offense types: Arrest for Drug Offenses and Arrest for Grand Larceny.

Controlling for other referral variables (of most importance, here,
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controlling for Referral County) Puerto Ricans were more likely to be
arrested for grand larceny and less likely to be arrested for drug
offenses than whites, They were also more likely than blacks to be
arrested for grand larccny and less likely to be arrcsted for drug offenscs.
There was no significant relationship between Ethnicity B and Serioué Arrest
apparently because the greater likelihood of Puerto Rican arrests for one
type of offense and the lesser likelihood of another meant that the
likelihood of Serious Arrest was not higher for Puerto Ricans than for
the other ethnic groups.

By logic, all of the variables uniquely predictive of Serious Arrest
should be uniquely predictive of at least one of the offense types. Other-
wise, they could not be uniquely predictive'of Serious Arrest, which refers

to these offense types and to nothing else. Of variables which in Table 15

are significantly related to Serious Arrest but not to any offense type,
one must say that at this point their relationship to offense types is
undetermined rathér than that none exists.

Considering each variable separately, it may be seen in Table 16
that Principal Source of Family Income was significantly related to Serious
Arrest but not to any offense type. The findings also suggest a relation-
ship to burglary arrest (which approached significance), 1

Present Petition A was found uniquely predictive of arrest for ‘
burglary,

Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization was found uniquely
predictive of arrest for robbery; and, less reliably, the findings suggest
it may be uniquely prcdictive of arrest for drug offenses and for assaultive

acts.
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Current School Status was found uniquely predictive of arrest for
burglaxry.

Referral County was found uniquely predictive of drug arrests, and
the findings suggest it may be uniquely predictive of robbery arrest.

Ethnicity A was found uniquely predictive of arrest for fobbery.

Type of Program was found uniquely predictive of arrest for robbery,
drugs, and grand larceny.

Discharge Status A was found uniquely predictive of serious arrest
but its relationship to the offense types is undetermined,

Discharge Status B was found uniquely predictive of arrest for
burglixy. However, the absence of any: other relationship between this
variable and the other arrcst variables and the small percentage of
Withd wals in 1 sample makes one suspect this may be a peculiarity of
the sample,

The relationship of Ethnicity B to the offense types has been noted
above,

Substantively, the relationships indicate that, after controlling for
other variables, those arrested for burglary were more likely to be (at
referral) youths with a petition status of Juvenile Delinquent or Youthful
Offender, not enrolled iﬁ school and, possibly from families requiring

external financial assistance and with a discharge status of withdrawal,

Those arrested for robbery were more likely to be youths who at referral

had longer durations in correctional settings, black youths, dischargees
from START facilities and, possibly, referrals from New York City.

Those arrested for drug offenses were more likely to be referrals from

e

- 55 -

New York City, START dischargecs and possibly, youths having longer
durations in prior correctional setﬁings; and they were less likely
to be Puerto Rican,

. Those arrested for grand larceny were more likely to be Puerto
Rican and START dischargees,

Those arrested for assaultive acts were, possibly, more likely to
be youths who had longer durations in correcticnal settings.

The most reliable and strongest relationships appeared to be that
between Referral County and drug arrests; and between Ethnicity A and
robbery arrest, The predicted percentage of dischargecs from New York
City with drug crrests was twelve percentage points higher than dis-
chargees from outside New York City, after Eontrolling for other
variables., The predicted percentage of black youths with robbery arrests
was eleven percentage points higher, after controlling for other variables,
Since the actual percentage of youths arrested for drug offenses was only
14%, and for robbery only 9%, the sizes of these differences are quite

striking.

Studies in Post-Discharge ommitment

The following sections/concern commitmént after discharge., The first
section examines the variables previously found uniquely predictive of
Commitment among 1966-1968 dischargees with respect to their ability to
predict Commitment and Serious Commitment among 1969-1970 dischargees.
Succeeding sections are concern:d with deriving the unique predictors of
Commitment, Narcotic Commitment, Local Commitment, State Commitment,

Serious Local Commitment and Serious Commitment among 1969-1970 dischargees.
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Unique Prediclors Asscssed us a Scale,

In the analyses of 1966-1968 dischargees the unique predictors of
commitment were Number of Previous Petitions, Current Remuund, Present
Petition Status A, Current School Status and Discharge Status A,

These variables were examined fér their predictive power among
1969-1970 dischargees by considering them items of a scale and observing
the relation to rates of Commitment and of Serious Cormitment to the

scale scores., Serious Commitment was defined as a commitment to a state

or local correctional facility with a sentence of three months or more,

Two scoring methods werc used. One, representing the simples
method, dichotomized all variables and gave one point each if (a)
youth had no previous petitions (b) ﬁas not in remand at referral (c)
did not have a petition of Juvenile Delinquent, Youthful Offender or
othetr adjudication for youths over 16 (d) was enrolled in school at
referral and (e) was not a Nongraduate.

Results for the simple scoring method are shown in Table 17, It
may be seen that the commitmrnt and serious commitment rates are related
to the scores. TFor example, those scoring 0-1 have over four times the
serious commitment rate of those scoring 4-5.

The simple correlation of the scale with commitment was .21 and
with serious commitment .22, both values significant at the 001 level,
Using score-valués based on the regression coefficients in the analysis
of 1966-1968 dischargees provided substantially similar results. The
correlation of this scale was .20 with commitment and .23 with serious

commitment,

Table 18 presents the results of the simple scale excluding the
last variable referring to discharge status. That is, all variables
of the scale are referral variables. The simple correlation of this
scale was .18 with commitment and .21 with serious commitment,.

0f 50 youths with a score of 0, 28% were,fouﬁd to have a serious
commiiment. 0f 165 youths with a score of 1, 27% were found to have a
serious commitment. Of 257 youths with a score of 2, 16% were found to
have a serious commitment. -0f 277 youthé with a score of 3, 10% were
found to have a serious commitment, and of 185 youths with a score of
4, 5% were found to have a ;erious commitment,

As with the results previously found for Arrest and Serious Arrvest,

the results indicate that the very simple referral variables have power

in predicting to post-discharge outcome.

Multiple regression analyses (for Commitment and Serious Commitment)
limited to these variables indicated that in predicting Commitment each
variable was significantly incremenital at entry (Tables 19, 20). However,
Current School Status ceased to be a significant contributor when Discharge
Status A entered the equation. 1In the analysis of Serious Commitment, Current
School Status was neither significant at entry nor with all variables in the
equation., This variable (Current School Status) approached significance
(p<.10) at entry, and with all variables in the equation, in both analyses.

The findings are evidence for the validity of the set of items previously
found predictive of Commitment, As a set they have been found to maintain their

predictive power in the case of a new cohort of dischargees.




~Commi. tment

About one in five youths (21%) had at least onc post-discharge
commitment to a state or local correctional facility or to a narcotic
rehabilitation facility., Results of the multivariate analysis of Commit-
ment are summarized in Table 21,

At Step E the multiple correlation coefficient was .33 and at Step
R it was .30. Both values were significantvat the 0L level (T=4.5(.
df=24,876; F=5,06, df=17,883).

At the level of simple correlacion eight referral variables were
significantly related to commitment. Length of Previous Correctional
Institutionalization, Number of Previous Petitions, Present Petition A
and Current Remand had the highest correlations, Also related were
Ethnicity A, Referral County, Current School Statgs, and Principal Source
of family Income,

Among the program variables, three were significantly correlated:

Type of Program A, Discharge Status A and Duration in Program,

Hypotheses Regarding incremental Additions. Based on the findings

for 1966-1968 dischargees it was hypothesized that these variables would

add significantly to prior ones in predicting commitment: Number of Previous

Petitions, Present Petition Status A, Current Remand, Current School Status
and Discharge Status A, ' These hypothescs.were sustained at the ,001 level
for Number of Previous Petitions, at the ,005 level for Present Petition A
and for Discharge Status A, at the .025 level for Current School Status

and at the .05 level for Current Remand,

Hypotheses at Step R, It was hypothesized that the referral variables
cited above would be significantly contributive at Step R as judged by the

significance of partial regression coefficients., The hypotheses were all
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sustained: at the .005 level for Current School Status, at the ,025
level for Present Petition Status A, and at the .05 level for Number
of Previous Petitions and Current Remand,

Hypotheses at Step B, It was hypothesized that the referral

variables plus Discharge Status A would be significantly contributive

at Step E as judged by the significance of partial regression coefficients.
These hypotheses were all sustained: at the ,005 level for Discharge
Status A, at the .025 level for Current Remand and Current School Status,
and at the ,0. level for Number of Previous Petitions and Present Petition
A,

Incremental Additions: Other Vardables. At entry, Length of

Previous Correctional Institutionalization was significantly incremental

at the .001l level; and the following variables were significantly incremental

at the .05 level -- Principal Source of Family Income, Employment, Referral
County and Ethnicity A,

Among the program variables, the sct representing Type of Program
was significantly incremental at the .05 level. As noted above, Discharge
Status A was significantly incremental, In addition, the interaction term
representing the interaction of Duration in Program with Discharge Status A
was significantly increméntal at the ,05 level.

Contributors at Step R: Other Variables, At Step R, Length of

Previous Correctional Institutionalization was significantly contributive
at the .01 level, and both Ethnicity A and Family Intactness at the .05
level, Family Intactness increased in importance with the entry of

Employment and of Ethnicity A, Referral County and Employment decrecased
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in importance with the entry of Ethnicity A, and Principal Source of
Family Income with Ethnicity B. However, Employment later reappeared
as a siraificant contributor with the control of program variables.

Contributors at Step E: Other Variables. In addition to the

hypothesized variables a multiplicity'of other variables were signifi-
cant contributors at Step E, all at the .05 level: Length of Previous
Correcctional Institutionalization, Present Petition C, Family Intactness,
Employment, Ethnicity A and the interaction term representing the inter-
action of Duration in Program with Discharge Status A,

Predict 1 Differences in Rates of Commitment, As judged by the

partial regression coefficients at Step R, the predicted differences
in rate of commitment due to the unique contribution of significant
variables were as follows:

Number of PreviousiPetitions ~- 3 percentage points higher for each

petition.

Present Petition Status -- (compared with Person In Need of Supervision)

8 percentage points higher if No Petition, 9 percentage points higher if
Youthful Offender, 12 percentage points higher if Juvenile Delinquent,
Current Remand -- 7 percentage pointe higher if in remand at referral,
Current School Status =-- 9 percentage points higher if not enrolled
in school at referral,
Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization -- 4,7 percentage
points higher with each unit on the seven-point scale,

Ethnicity A -- 7 percentage points higher if black compared to white,
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Employment was not a significant conbributor at Step R but was
at entry and at Step E. At all these steps the predicted difference
duc to this variable would be:

Imployment ~-- 6 percentage points higher if youth had never worked.

Predicted differences due to Type of Program at the entry of the
set of variables representing Type of Program werc:

Type of Program -- (compared to lome) 3 percentage points higher
if Camp; 11 percentage points higher if START.

Predicted differences due to Discharge Status A after the entry
of the two variables representing Discharge Status:

Discharge Status A -- 10 percentage points higher if a Nongraduate
compared with a Graduate,

At Step E, the predictced differences due to Discharge Status A
and to its interaction with Duration in Program:

Discharge Status A -- (compared with Graduates) 18.5 percentage
points higher minus 2,1 percentage points for each month in program,

General Summary. Hypotheses regarding the unique predictiveness

of five variables were all sustained., In addition, a variety of other

variables appeared to be uniquely predictive of commitment,

Narcotic Commitment

The dependent variable in this analysis was the dichotomy (a) at lcast
one commitment to a rehabilitation center for narcotic addicts (via the
Narcotics Addiction Control Commission) in the post-discharge period,
versus (b) no narcotic commitment, The percentage of the youths who had at

least cne such commitment was 4.6%,
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Results for the multivariate analysis are given in Table 22,

At Step E the multiple correlation coefficient was .20 and at
Step R it was .24. Both values werc significant at the .0l level
(F=2.61, df=24,876; F=3,22, df=17,883).

Referral Variables, At the level of simple correlation, Referral

County, Ethnicity A, Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization,
Principal Source of Family Income and Present Petition B were significantly
related to narcotic commitment., Youths from New York City, of black
ethnicity, with longer previous durations in correctional settings, and
from families whose principal source of income was public or private
assistance were more likely to have post-discharge marcotic commitment,

At entry, Referral County and Length of Previous Correctional
Institutionalization were significant at the .00l level; Principal Source
of Family Income, Pr.-.ent Petition B and Ethnicity A at the .01 level,

At Step R, Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization was a
s gnificant contributor at the .0l level; and Principal Source of Family
Income, Referral County and Ethnicity A at the .05 level., At Step E,
these relationships remained,

Program Variables, The sct of two variables representing Type of

Program added to previous variables in the prediction of narcotic commit-
ment (at the .05 level). No other program variables were significant

contributors.,

- (3 -

Predicted Differences in Narcotic Commitment, Based on the partial

regression coefficients at Step R, the predicted differences in narcotic
commitment rate due to the unique contributign of wvariables would be as
follows:

Principal Source of Family Incoﬁe -- 3.6 percentage points higher
if public or private assistance,

Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization -- 2.8 percentage
points higher for each unit increase on the seven-point scale.

Referral County -- 4.4 percentage points higher if New York City.

Ethnicity A -- 4,1 percentage points higher if black rather than white.

Based on the partial regression coeffiients at entry of the set of
variables representing Type of Program:

Type of Program -- (compared with Home) 1.7 percentage points higﬁer
if Camp; 6.6 percentage points higher if START.

General Summary, Uniquely predictive of post-discharge narcotic

commitment were the variables Principal Source of Family Income, Length .
of Previous Correctional Instituticnalization, Referral County, Ethnicity

and Type of Program,

Local Commitment

The dependent variable was ..: least one commitment to a local
correctional facility in the post-dischaige period (versus no such commit-
ment)., Ten percent of the youths had at least 6ne such commitment,

Results of the multivariate analysis of this variable are summarized

in Table 23,
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The multiple corrclation cocfficient at Step I was .30 and at
Step R it was .28. Both values were significant at the .0l level
(F=3,53, df=24,876; F=4.46, df=106,884).

Referral Variables. The referral variables related to local

commitment by simple correlation weré (by size of correlation) Referral
County, Present Petition A, Current Remand, Length of Previous Correctional
Institutionalization, Number of Previous Petitions, Ethnicity A, Present
Petition B, and Principal Source of Family Income.

At entry, significantly adding teo prediction were Number of Previous
Petitions and Referral County at the .00l level, Present Petition Status.A,
Current Remand and Employment at the .0l level, and Length of Previous
Correcctional Institutionalization and Present Petition Status B at the ,05
level. |

cEmployment (which was not significantly related to local commitment by
simple coirelation) assumed some importance with the entry of Number of
Previous Petitions,

At Step R, significant contributors were Referral County, Employment
and Current Remand at the .01 level; and Present Petition A at the .05
level, Numbe - of Previcus Petitions had been reduced to nonsignificance
with the entry of Present Pgtition A, Length of Previous Correctional
Institutionalization with the entry of Current Remand, Present Petition B

with the entry of Referral County.

The four referral variables significant at Step R remained so at Step E.

Program Variables, Neither the set of two variables representing

Type of Program nor any other program variable added significantly to

préceding variables in predicting local commitment.

Predicted Differences in Local Commitment. Based on the partial

regression coefficients at Step R, the predicted differences due to the
unique contributions of variables were as follows:
Referral County -- 9 percentage points higher if New York City.
Fmployment -- 6 percentage points higher‘if youth had never worked
prior to referral,
Current Remand -- 7 percentage points higher if in remand at referral,
Present Petition -- (compared to Person In Need of Supervigion) &
percentage points higher if No Petitiom; 5 percentage points higher if
Youthful Offender; 11 percéntage points higher if Juvenile Delinquent,

General Summarvy. Uniquely predictive of post~discharge local commit-

"ment were the variables Referral County, Employment, Current Remand and

Present Petition Status.

State Commitment.

Thé dependent variable was at least one commitment to a state correc-
tional facility in the post-discharge period (versus no such commitment),
Nine percent of youths had such a commitment,

Results of the multiyariate analysis of state commitment are given
in Table 24,

The multijle correlation coefficient at Step E was .31 and at Step R
was ¢26. Both values were significant at the .01 level (F=3,95, df=24,876;
F=3.89, d£=17,883).

Referral Variables. By simple correlation, Number of Previous

Petitions, Referral County, Current School Status, Length of Previous
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Corrcctional Institutionalization, Present Petition A, Ethnicity B,
Current Remand, School Behavior Problems and Present Petition C were
significantly related to state commitment,

At this level it is apparent that the relation of referral
variables to state commitment is quiée different than their relation
to local commitment. Referrals from New York City were significantly
more likely to have local commitments but significantly less likely to
have state commitments. Youths with school behavior problems were
significantly less likely to have state commitments; the direction
(not significant, however) was the reverse for local commitment,

Current School Status appears much more important for state than local
commitments, Puerto Rican youths were significantly less likely to have
state commitments; 1o such relation appeared for local commitment, The
present petition status variables appear somewhat differently related to
state than to local commitment; These findings suggest that a quite
different pattern of interrelations are involved in state versus local
commitments,

At entry, Number of Previous Petitions and Referral County were
significant at the 00l level, Current School Status at the ,01 level,
and School Behavior Problems, Length of Previous Correctional Institution-
alization and Present Petition B at the .05 level,

At Step R, Number of Previous Petitions and Referral County were
significant contributors at the ,01 level; School Behavior Problems,
Current School Status and Length of Previou; Correctional Institutional-
ization at the ,05 level, By Step E, these relationships recmained signif-

icant except for Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization and

- 67 -

Current School Status. The latter variable approached significance
(pgﬁlo) and the former was on the borderline of the .10 leved.

Program Variables., The set of two variables representing Type

of Program was not significantly incremental, However, Discharge
Status A added significantly to preceding variables at entry (at the
.0l level) and the interaction of Discharge Status A w;th Duration in
Program also added significantly (at the .0l 'avel).

Predicted Differences in State Commitment, For variables signif-

icant at Step R the predicted differences in rate of state commitment due
to the unique contribution of variables was at Step R as follows:

Number of Previous Petitions -~ 3 percentage points higher for
each petition.

Referral County -- 7 percentage points higher if outside of New
York.City.

School Behavior Problems -~ 5 percentage points higher if youth had
no school behavior problems at referral.

Current School Status-- 5 percentage points higher if out of school
at referral,

Length of Previous Correctional_Institutidnali;ation -~ 2.3 percentage
po;nts higher for each unit increase on the seven-point scale.

Based on the partial regression coefficients at the entry of the set
of variables representing Discharge Status:

Discharge Status -- 6 percentage points higher if Nongraduate rather
than Graduate,

Based on the partial regression coefficients at Step E:
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Discharge Status -- (compared to Graduates) 16 percentage points
higher if Nongraduate minus 2.1 percentage points for each month in
program,

General Summary. Uniquely predictive of state commitment were the

variables Numbe. of Previous Petitions, Referral County, School Behavior
Problems, Current School Status, Length of Previous Correctional Ingstitution-
alization and Discharge Status A.

These represent a different set of variables than the unique predictors
of local commitment. The one overlapping variable is Referral County. How-
ever, the direction of the relationship was opposite for state commitment
than for local commitments,

The different pattern of relationships.suggest different processes
are involved in state versus local commitments. This appears partially
based on geographic locale (New York City vexsus outside New York City).

To what extent these differences are due to differences between youths
from New York City and outside New York City; and to what extent these
differences are due to differences in legal and judicial criteria involved

in state as against local commitments is a question posed by thesc findings.

Serious Local Commitment,

Serious local commitment was defined as a commitment to a local
correctional facility with a sentence of threc months or more., The
dependent variable in the analysis was (a) at least one such commitment
versus (b) no such commitment, in the post-discharge period. The per-
centage of youths with at least one serious local commitment was 7%. Of

youths with a local commitment, about two-thirds (66%) fell into this

2 s

category.

Results for the multivariate aﬁalysis of scrious local commitment
are given in Table 25. As might be expected they generally parallel
that for local commitment,

At the level of simple correlation, the major difference is the
higher crcrelations that are gencrally exhibited by thg referral
variables with serious local commitment as compared with local commitment,

The multiple correlation coefficients were therefore higher, .35 at
Step E and also .35 at Step R, Both values were significant at the .0l
level (F=5,04, df=24,876; F=7,02, df=17,883).

At Step R, three of:the four variables that had been significant
in the analysis of local commitment were significant in the analysis
of serious local commitment., In each case the F-values were considerably
higher: Referral County and Current Remand were significant at the .00l
level and Present Petition A at the .0l level. The fourth variable that
had been significant in the analysis of local commitment (at Step R) was
Employment; this variable was of little influence in the prediction of
serious local commitment (F=0,8 at Step R). On the other hand, Ethnicity A,
which was not significant in the analysis of local commitment (F=l.1 at
Step R) was significant at Step R in the analysis of serious local commit-

ment (at the .05 level)., Also, Present Petition B was signiflicant at

-

Step R in the analysis of serious local commitment and Prescut Petition C
approached significance,

It would appear from these findings that Imployment is a factor

¥

oniy in less serious local commitments while Ethnicity and the Present
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Petition variables are of inercased importance in predicting the more
serious local commitments,.

All relationships significant at Step R were significant at Step E.
P; esent Petition € wmoved from near-significance to significance by Step E,

As indicated by the multiple correlation coefficients at Step R and
Step E, reported above, the entrance of the piogram variables added
practically nothing to the prediction of serious local commitment.,

Predicted differences due to variables as estimated by the partial
regression coefficients at Step R were as follows:

Referral County -- 9 percentage points higher if from New York City.

Current Remand -- 7 pércentage points higher if in remand at referral,

Present Petition -- (compared with Person In Need of Supervision) 3

" percentage points higher if Youthful Offender; 5 percentage points higher

if No Petition; 1l percentage points higher if Juvenile Delinquent,
Ethnicity A -~ 5 percentage points higher if black rather than white,
A comparison of these predicted differenges with those reported in

the analysis of local commitment indicates that for Referral County,

Current Remand and Present Petition Status tﬁey are almost identical,

This suggesis that almost all of the differences in local commitment due

to the wnique contribution of these variables was, in fact, due to differ-

ences in serious local commitment,

CGeneral Summary, Referral County, Current Remand and the set of

Present Petition variables were uniquely predictive of serious local
commitment and this appeared to account for their relation to local commit~

ment, Ethnicity A, which was not a unique predictor of local commitment,
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was a uniqu. predictor of serious local commitment. Imployment, which
was a unique predictor of local commitment, was not a unique predictor
of serious local commiiment. In sum, Referral County, Current Remand,
Present Petition and Ethnicity appear important in predicting scrious
local cecomitment while Employment appears to be a factor in less serious
local commitments.

It is rather surprising that none of the unique predictors of
state commitments were uniqus predictors of serious local commitments,
Considering state and local commitments as representing different
channeling processes, the findings suggest either that (a) the relation
of background variables to‘post-discharge offense variables differs among

youths entering the two channels and/or (b) the two channeling processes

" have quite different criteria for entry.

Sericos Commitment

A serious commitment was defined as a commitment to either a state
or local correctional facility with a sentence of three months or more.
The dependent variable in this analysis was at least one such commitment
in the post-discharge period. The percentage of youths with at least one
serious commitment in the post-dischaxge period was 15%.

Logically, a serious commitment is eitﬁer a serious local commitment

o1 a state commitment., Onc would expect the predictors of serious commitment

to represent the predictors of scrious local commitments or state commitments,

but with a stress on common features of the interrelationships involved in

the two types of commitment and a de-cmphasis on discrepant features, Thus,
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one would not expect Referral County, which was positively related to
local commitment and negatively related to state commitment to play a
role in predicting serious commitment.

Results for the mvltivariate analysis of serious commitment are
summarized in Table 26,

The multiple correlation coefficient at Step E was .32 and at
Step R was .36. Both values were significant at the .01 level
(F=4,28, 4f=24,876; F=4,98, df=17,883).

Referral Variables, At the level of simple correlation, Number

of Previous Petitions, Present Petition A, Length of Previous Correc-
tional Institutionalization and Current Remand were most highly relatced
to Serious Commitment, To a significant buf lesser degree, Current
School Status, Ethnicity A and Present Petition C were also related,

At Step R, the four variables most contributive to prediction
of Serious Commitment were Cu-rent Remand, Number of Previous Petitions,
Current School Status and Present Petition A, By two-tailed tests, the
first variable was significant at the ,0l level; the latter three variables
at the .05 level., These were the variables that were hypothesized as
being related to Commitment (see page 48) and the hypotheses had been
extended to Serious Commitment. In addition to these variables, "resent
Petition C, School Behavior Problems and Last Grade Completed were
significant contributors at the .05 level (at Step R). All of the variables

significant at Step R remained significantly contributive at Step L.
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Program Variables. Among the program variables only Discharge

Status A and the interaction term represcnting Discharge Status A
in interaction with Duration in Program significantly added to
prediction of Serious Commitment,

Predicted Differences. The predicted differences due to the

unique contribution of referral variables as judged by the partial
regression coéfficients at Step R were as follows:

Number of Previous Petitions -- 3.4 percentage points higher
with each petition,

School Behavior Problems -- 6 percentage points higher if youth

had no school behavior problem at referrval.

Current Remand -- 9 percentage peoints Higher if in remand at
referval,
«Current School Status -- 7 percentage points higher if not

enrolled in school at referral.

Last Grade Completed -- 2.5 percentage-points lower wilth each grade
completed,

Present Petition Status =-- (compared with Person In Need of
Supervision) 9 percentage points higher if No Petition; 9 percentage
points higher if Youthful Offender; 12 percentage points higher if
Juvenile Delinquent.

Based on the partial regression coefficients at entry of the Discharge
Status variables:

Discharge Status A -- (compared with Graduate) 7 percentage points

higher if a Nongraduate.
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Basced on Chie partial regression cocfficicents at Step E:

Discharge Status A -- (comporod with Graduates) 15,1 percentage
points higher if a Nongraduate, minus 2.0 percentage points fox cach
month in program,

General Summe y. Uniquely predictive of Serious Commitment

were the variables, Number of Previous Petitions, Current Remand,
Current School Status, Present Petition Status A, and Discharge Status.
These relationships confirmed hypotheses based on 1966-1968 dischargees,
In addition, School Behavior Problems, Last Grade Completed, Present
Petition Status C and the interaction of Discharge Status A with
Duration in Program uurc.uniquely predictive,

The results of this analysis suggest a modification in an initial
expectation. It was expected that the contrast bet..en (a) No Petition
and Person In Need of Supervision versus (b) Juvenile Delinquent and
Youthful Offender would be significant and this was confirmed by the
significant contribution of Present Petition A, However it was also
expected that there would be no marked diffcrence between the categories
No Petition and the Person In Need of S servision, This expectation was
disconfirmed (i.e., Present Petition C was a significant contributor).
In view of thir, it appehrs that the principal distinction here is between
(a) Person In Need of Supervision versus (b) ail others, The Person
In Need of Supervision appears less likely to have a serious commitment

than youths in any of the other categories,

Serious Commitment: Sccond Analysis

In this analysis Six variables referring to the post-discharge

arrest histories of subjects preceded the referral and program variables.
These were Aryest, Number of Arrests, Scrious Arrest, Arrest for durglary,
Arrest for Robbery, Arrcst for Drug Offcnscs; Arrest for Assaultive Acts,
Arrest for frand Larceny. The purposes of the analysis were (a) to
examine the extent to which the postldischarge arrest wvariables pre-
dicted scrious commitment (b) to examine which arrest variables wexe

the most contributive in prediction and the nature of the relationships
(c) to examine the effect of controlling the arrest variables on the
predictiveness of the referral and program wvariables,

1t should be noted that the arrest variables refer to a two yecar
post-discharge period while the deperdent variable, Seriouc Commitment,
refers to a 2.5 to 3.5 year post-discharge period. Also, it is poésiblc
that a given arrest came after a serious commitment, rather than before.
However, in the great majority of cases the arrest record of the two
year post-discharge period preéeded any Serious Commitment in the more
extensive period.1 Approximately, then, the analysis indicates the
ability to predict from a prior arrest record of the two year period to a
Serious Commitment sometime in the more extended period, and whether
referral or program variables are related to Serious Commitment when
the arrest variables (of thg two year period) are controlled,

The ordering of the arrest variables in the multiplc regression
analysis was not pre-determined. Tor these variables the computer
program chose first the variable with the highest relation to Serious
Commitment, then the variable with the highest relation controlling for

the first variable, etc, This procedure would allow one to judge which

lsec Appendix E,
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subsets of arrcst variables were most predictive of scrious commiiacnt.
However the owdering of the referral and program variables were pre-
determined, following TFormat A,

A sumary of the analysis is given in Table 27,

Arrest Vavriables, OF the six arrest variables the one most highly

related to serious commitment was Number of Arrests., Knowing only the
valne of this variable, as indicated by the partial regression coefficient
after the first step, the predicted rate of serious commitment would
increase by 13.6 percentage points for each arreste.

Controliing for Number of Arrests, the‘variable that would add the
most to prediction (among the arrest variables) was Serious Arrest. Knowing
both the number of arrests and if a youth héd at least one serious arrest
(in the post-discharge period), the predicted rate of scrious commitment
(as indicated y the partial regression coefficientis after the second
step) would increase by 10,2 percentage points for each arrest and an
additional 11,5 percentage points if there was at least one serious
arrest,

Controlling for the two previous variables, the arrest variable that
added the most to prediction of serious commitment was Arrest for Drug
Offewses, Here, howover, the partial regression coefficient was negative.
Based on the partial regression coefficients after Strp 3, the rate of
serious coumitment would increase by 11,5 percentage points for each
arrest, and by an additional 16,4 percentage points if there was at
least one serious arrest; but then decreasce by 17.4 percentage points if

the arrest was for a drug offense, In short, a serious arrest would
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generally lead to an increasced probability of serious commitment hut
to a lessecr extent if the arrest was for a drug offense,

A1l of these variabl's were significant at entry,

Following these variables were Arrest for Robbery, Arrest for
Burglary, Arrest for Grand Larceny, and Arrest. None of these variables
was significant at entry. Arrest for Assaultive Acfs did not then enter
the equation because its TF-value was 0,00 i.e,, it could add nothing
to predictiom,

With all contributory arrest variables in the equation, Number of

- Arrests and the four variables representing arrest for different types

of offenses were significant contributors. Based on the partial re-
gression coefficients at this step, the rate of serious commitment would
increase by 8.4 percentage points for each arrest; by an additional 11,5
percentage points if there was at least one arrest for robbery, by an
additiona? 9,8 percentage points if there was at least one arrest %or
burglary, by an additional 10.1 percentage points if therc was at least
one arrest for grand larceny, and by a decrement of 10.8 percentage points
if there was at least one arrest for drug offenses.

The most reliable of the predictors was Number of Arrests, significant
at the ,001 level., Arrest for Robbery was significant at the ,01l level
and the other three‘variables at the ;05 level.

The‘multiple correlation coefficient was at this stage in the analysis
.50, Needless to say, it was highly significant (F=41.80, df=7,893),

. oo
Referral Variables., After the arrest varidblwus wcre in the equation,

the referral variables which would have added significantly to prediction
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if added to the cquation on the next step were Number of Previous
Petitions (.00l level); Present Petition A, Present Petition C and
Current Remand (all at the .0l level); Length of Previous Correc-
tional Institutionalization, School Behavior Problems and Current
School Status (all at the .05 level)., Last Grade Completed was negli-
gibly related to Serious Commitment (F=0.6), Thus, all the variables
found uniquely predictive of serious commitment in the énalysis with-
out the arrest variables were predictive controlling for arvest vari-
ables, except Last Grade Completed,

Adding to prediction of serious commitment beyond that of the
arrest variables, at the, entry of the variable, were Number of Previous
Petitions, which was significantly incremental at the .00l level, and
School Behavior Problems, Present Petition A, Present Pe?ition C and
Current Remand, all sigpificant at the ;05 level, At Step R, Numﬁer of
Previous Petitions, School Behavior Problems, Present. Pétition C and
Current Remand were significanc contributors at the ,05 level., At Step E,
all these variables were significant contributors with Current Remand
moving to the .0l significance level,

The regressioun cocfficients of Current School Status and Last Grade
Completed (unique predictors of Serious Commigment when not controlling
for arrest variableé) both approached significance at Step R and Step E

(p<o 10)‘

Program Variables, After the step when the arrest variables were
in the equation, no program variable would have significantly added to

prediction had it entered the equation., In the sncremental analysis,

Al

no program variable did add significantly Lo prediction, Discharge
Status A had been found related to serious commitment in the analysis
without the arrest variables (in the precediﬁg section) both by simple
correlation and as a unique predictor. In the present analysis its
contribution was considerably reduced. It would therefore a;pear

that the relation of Discharge Staltus A to serious commitment was
partially through the relation of Discharge Status A to the arrest

variables,

Predicted Differences in Serious Commitment. DBased on the partial

regressionVCOyEficients at Step R, the predicted differences in serious
comﬁitnent rate due to the unique contribution of referral vari- :es
were as follows:

Numbcr of Previous Petitions -- 2.5 percentage points higher for
each petition,

School, Behavior Problems -- 6,8 percentage points higher if~youth

had no school behavior problem at referral.

Current Remand -- 6,6 percentage points higher if in remand at refer-
ral, .
Present Petition Status =-- (compared to Person In Need of Supervision)

% percentcue points higher if Youthful Offender; 7 percentage points higher
if Juvenile Delinquent; 8 percentage points higher if No Petition.,

General Summary. DNot surprisingly, the set of arrest variables were

predictive of Serious Commitment., Youths with a greater number of arresis
and with an arrest for burglary, robbery and grand larceny were more likely

to have a Serious Commitment. Beyond this, however, Number of Previous



- 80 -

Petitions, School Behavior Problems, Curreng Remand and Present Petition
variables appeared rclated to serious commitment, Whether this was due

to the nature of offenses committed by a youth'which were not represcnted
by the arrest variables or whether this was due to decisions of judges

or juries (using criteria not based directly on offenses for which the
youth was tried) is a question raised by these findings. The findings
suggest that the relation of Discharge Status A to serious commitment was
at least in part through the relation of Discharge Status A and the arrest
variables, As in the analysis of Seriour Commitment not controlling for
arrest variables, the findings in the present analysis also indicate a lower
probability of Serious Commitment for youths who had been in the PINS

category, compared with youths in all the other categories,

Unique Predictors of Commitment Var”® les

fhe referral and program variables found uniquely predictive of
commitment variables are summarized in Table 28,

It is of interest that different sets of referral and program variables
predict to the three different types of commitment, state, loca” and
narcotic, This is apparently one reason why so many variables were uniquely
predictive of the global mecasure, Commitment,

Since different sets of-independent variables predict to the three
types of commitment, it seems proper to infer that they reflect different
processes associlated with the types of commitment., That is, there is a
different pattern of relationships either among the independent variables
or between the independent and dependent variables, or both, associated

with the different types of commitment. These might be applied to you hs
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generally subject to these commitments or $ight be specific to youth
from DFY programs,

These dififerences may be due to the different legal criteria
involved in these types of commitment. Generally, state commitments
aré for felonics, local commitments for misdemeanors, and narcotic
commitments for drug usage, However, in the comparison of statc
versus lecal commitments, Referral County waé a unique predicto#; youths
from New\York City were more likely to have local and less likely to have
state commit@ents. There was no evidence that the arrest records of these
youths were less serious than those from outside New York City. Also, one
would not necessarily expect a compietely different set of predictors if
state commitment represented a more serious offense record tﬁan local
commitment, The same variables might predict, but with different
predictive power, In view of these considera;ions, it may be hypothesized
that at least one reason for the differences in unique predictors is to
be associated with differences between youths from New York City and from
outside New York City as they intcract with the judicial or other
institutions,

Since sentences for state commitments are relatively long (over one
yearj, it would appear that one aeterminant of long sentences is gimply
region of residency.

While completely different sets of individual predictors were found
for state and local commitments, there was also similarity in that two
of the predictors for both types of commitment referred to the serious-

ness of youth's offense history at referral,
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None of the predictors runs counter to what one might have expected
on the basis of the delinquency literature or previous findings, except
perhaps, School Behavior Problems. Youths without such problems were
more likely to have state commitments than youths with such problems,
This, despite the fact that youths enrolled in school at referral and
with more grades completed were less likely to have state commitments,

An interpretation that would account for the relations of all three
school variables to state commitment would be that the decision by a
judge to commit a youth to a state institution is based, in part, on the
perception of this institﬁtion as providing educational opportunities., A
state commitment could be secen as advantageous to a youth, for example, in
his acquiring a high school equivalency dipioma° Youths who need further
education and who have not shown behavior problems in the school setting
would then bevpreferred candidates by this criteria.

Another possible, and perhaps more plausible, explanation is that the

minority of youths admitted into DFY programs who do not have school

behavior problems have other types of problems; and that these other types
of problems directly or indirectly affect the decisions of judges in later

years, For example, youths with no school behavior problems may tend to

have, at time of referral, more serious offense histories or more criminogenic

home environments, It is for some such reason that they are accepted into

DFY programs. The suggestion was made in an earlicr section that information

be collected on the reasons why each youth is sent to one rather than
another program, To clarify whether youths with school behavior problems

differ from thosc without, and to answer other questions of this type,
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similar information is nceded, i.e., the reasons why the youth was
chosen as being in need of DFY program treatment,

Youth from New York City versus youth Ffrom outside New York City.

~In view of the preceding findings, a closer comparison was made of

R youth from New York City versus youth from outside New York City on the

vafiablés’in the analyses. Subjects were those discﬁargcd after the age
of 16,

Table 29 presents differences or variables describing the two categories
of youth,.

On the post-discharge variables, youth from New York City (in comparison .
with youth from outside New York City) Were‘seven ti&es as likely to have
a serious local commitment (14% compared to 2%) and less than one-half as
likely to.have a state commii ent (5% compared to 12%), They were four
times as likely to have a narcotic commitmcnt'(S% compared to 2%).

It secems reasonable to hypothesize from these differences and preceding
findings that a serious local commitment and perhaps a narcotic commitment
often substituted for a state commitment among New York City youth, in the
sense that had these youth not been from New York City but had the same
offense record, they would have received state commitments,

There were many differences on referral variables., With respect to
variables referring to the judicial or other institutional systems, those
from New York City were much more likely at referral to be Person In Need
of Supervision (47% compared to 29%), less often Youthful Offender (8%

compared to 29%), more often in remand at referral (30% compared to 19%),

and more often had an experience of prior correctional detention or
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incarceration (51% compared to 30%). They were more likely to have school
behavior problems (88% compared to 74%) but were also more lilkely to be
enrolled in school (83% compared to 58%).

The question was posed as to whether the predictors of serious commit-

‘ment would differ among New York City versus outside New York City referrals.

Multiple regression analyses were performed, with the results given in
Tables 30 and 31,

For‘New York City youth, at Step R the significant predictors were
Present Petition Status A and Current Rem nde. At Step E, Present Petition A
and Current Remand were still significantly predictive, No program variable
made a significant contribution.

For youth from outside New York City, at Step R the significant
predictors were School Behavior Problems, Length of Previous Correctional
Institutionalization, Current School Status, and at the borderline, Current
Remand. Discharge Status A was highly significant ét entry, Discharge Status
B was also significant. At Step L, the significant contributors were Number
of Previou. Petitions, Current Remand, Current School Status, Discharge Status
A aund (borderline) List Grade Completed,

The findings suggest that Present Petition A had a greater role in the
serious commitments of New York City youth than in the serious commitments
of youth from outside New York City; while the school variables and dis-
charge status werce more impcrtant in the seriOuézcommitments of youth from

outside New York City.

lpecause of the small percentages involved it did not seem feasible
to examine this question with respect to state, local, serious local or
narcotic commitments, individually.

Two further analyses were undertaken in which the arrest variables
(for the ﬁwo-year post-discharge period) wer: entercd into the analyses
preccdiug'the referral and program variables, At Step R, and at Step I,
Present Petition A was the sole relferru or prograﬁ.variablo significant

for New York City referrals (Tables 32 and 33), TFor those frow outside

New York City the significant predictors at Step R were School Behavior

Problems, Current School Status, and Current Remand, Discharge Status A

was significant at entry, and at Step E the same referral variables were

significant as at Step R with Discharge Status A approaching significance.
The find’'ngs for the arrest variables also indicated different predic-

tors when comparing referrals from New York City with those from outside‘

New York City., With all arrest variables entered into the equation the

significant predictors in the case of New York City referrals v ‘e Number of

- Arrests, Arvest for Grand Larcesn;, and Arrest for Robbery. In the case of

those from outside New York City they were Number of Arrests and Arrest for
Drug Offenses (the latter was a negative relationship). (At Step E, theseA
variables were still significant contributors except for Arrest for Robbery
which approached significance,)

The findings indicate that differences found in the predictors of local
versus state commitment were due, in part, to differences in the predictors
of commitment of youth from New York City versus those From outside New York
City. For youth from New York City the petition status at referral was unique-
ly predictive of serious commitment while school variables and discharge status
were not., For youth from~outside New York City, school variables and discharge
status were predictive while petition status at referral was not, In addition,
it would appear that offense records of youths that lead to serious commit-

ment may differ when New York Gity youths are compared to others,
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The findings suggest that the diffcrences due to Relerral County
in the predictors of Serious Commitment may reflect differences in the
predictors of Arrest oxr Serious Arrest.

Multiple regression analyses were undertaken to further clacify the
issuc. The analysis of Arrest limited to New York City referrals (N=440)
is given in Table 35. The analysis of Arrest limited to referrals from
outside New Yo.c City (N=608) is given in Table 36;  Curresponding analyses
of Seriour Arrest are given in Tables 37 and 38,

Tn all the analyses, the multiple correlation coefficignts at Step R
and Step I were significant by at least the °05 level,

The most straightforward finding il these analyses pertains to the
effect of Discharge Status A when duratioh in program is mnot taken into
acc. wmt. The variable was uniquely predictive of Arrest and Serious Arrest
for referrals from outside New York City but not uniquely predictive for
referrals from New York City.

The predicted difference in Arrest between Nongraduates and Graduates
for referrals from outside New York City (after the entry of the two variables
representi: g Discharge Status) was 16 percentage points higher for Nongraduate;
and the corresponding difference in Serious Arrest was 18 percentage points
higher for Nongraduate  The latter result was significant at approximately
the .OOOlwlevel. Tn the case of referrals from New York City the predicted
differences are 0.0 and 0 5 percencage points, ox practically zero in both
cases. It would appear that the status of Nongraduate was predictive oﬁly

for referrals from outside New York City.
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However, when Duration in Program is taken into congilderation the
picture changes somewhat. The interaction term of Discharge Status A
in interaction with Duration in Program was sipgnificant in the case of
New York City referrals when predicting Serious Arrest and showed a non-
significant trend in the same direction when predicting Arrest. In the
case of referrals from outside New York City, the interaction term was faxr
from significantl(and the regression weight much smaller).

The predicted difference in Serious Arwest for referrals from
Nef York City when teking into account duration in program was 23 percentage
points higher for Nongraduate (compared to Gfaduate) ninus 4.7 percentage
points fof each month in program (of tlw: Nongraduate). The first-mentioned
figure approached significapce (p¢.10) while the seco: 1, as mentioned above,
was significant (p¢.05).

The findings, then, indicate that the status of Nongraduate (compared
to Graduate) was associated with higher pobability of Arrest and Serious
Arrest in the case of referrals from outside New York City. In the case
of referrals from New York City, it appears that duration in program should
be taken into account. That is, the findings suggest that, among these
referrals, Nongraduates of shorter program duratic:. have a higher probability
of Serious Arrcst while ﬁongraduates of longer program duration do not.

The variables that were uniquely predictive in both the analysis of -
Arrest and Serious Arrest at Step R were in the case of referrals from
New York City: Present Petition Aj and in the case of refcirals from

outside New York City: Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization
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and Ethnicity A.

In the case of Present Petition A the differcnces between the two
categories of referrals seems much greater than in the case of Length
of Previous Correctional Institutionalization. That is, for Present
Petition A the regression weight at Step R for referrals from outside
New York City was quite small (-.0l for Arrest, -.02 for Serious Arrest)
while the regression weight for Length of Previous Correctional Institution-
alization for referrals from New York City (.04 for both Arrest and Serious
Arrest) could be interpreted as a nonsignificant trend in the same direction
as the significant trend found for veferrals from outzide New York Citye.

In the case of Ethnicity A, the mode of analysis obscures a similarity
in results for both cate, ries of referrals., The reason for this is that
at Step R the variablc represents the contrast between blacks and whites and
there . were only a small number\of whites among the New York City referrals.
When Ethnicity A entcred the analysis (one step before Step R), the variable
represented the contrast between blacks and all others in the sample. At
this step, the variable was significant among both the referrals from New
York City and from outside New York City. That is, when blacks were
compared with all others, the blacks had higher predicted Arrest and Serious
Arrest rates in the case of both categories of refer:als.

The set of two Qariablcs representing Type of Program added significantly
to prediction in the case of referrals from outside New York City but not in
the case of referrals from New York City in both the analyses of Arrest

and Serious Arrest. However, the regression weights of the vaviables
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répresenting Type of Program were similar for both categories of referrals
and so it does not secem warranicd to cite this as a difference.

Nonsignificant trends showing Current School Status negatively re-
lated to Arrest and Serious Arrest were present among both classes of
referrals., (This variable had earlier reached significance as a unique
predictor of Serious Arrest among the total study population.)

The variable Dischargé Status B (representing Withdrawals versus Grad-
vates when it entered the analysis) showed a nerligible relation to Arrest
and Serious Arrest among New York City referrals., For the referrals firom
outside New York City the yariable was significantly predictive. of Serious
Arrest and approached significance in the analysis of Arrest when it entered
the equations. This variable had been found uniquely predictive of Serious
Arrest among the total study population and one may conclude that this was
principally due to referrals from outside New York City.

There is a suggestion that the variables Family Intactness and Non-
correctional Institutionalization may be predictive of Arrest (and possibly,
Serious Arrest) among referrals from outside New York City. In the analysis
of Arrest, both were significant at entry, both approached significance at
Step R, and Family Intactness regain d significance with the addition of
the program variables, T£e direction of the relationship is su~h that those
with intact families and without an experience of noncorrectional institution-
alization have higher predicted arrest rates.

Conclusions Comparing referrals from New York City and those from out-

side New York City, the main differences between the unique predictors of
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Arrest and/or Serious Arrest appear to be (a) the greater predictivencss

of the variables Discharge Status A and Discharge Status B among referrals
from outside New York City (b) the greatexr prédictiveness of the variable
representing the interaction of Discharge Status A with Duration in Program
among referrals from New York City (c} the greater predictiveness of Present
Petition A among referrals from New York City. There is also a suggestion
that (d) the variables Family Intactness and Noncorrectional Institution-
alization may be predictive among referrals from outside New York City.

In general, while there appear.to be differences among the predictors
of Arrest and Serious Arrest between referrals frca sad not from New York
City, they do not appear to be marked differences. Ti-2 differences between
the two categories of referrals in Serious Commitment seem much greater. If
these inferences are valid, they suggest that the latter differences (in
Serious Commitment) are greater because they represent the result of two
distinct processes each making for differences between the two categories
of referrals, i.e., (a) processes leading to post-discharge arrest, and
(b) processcs leading to post-discharge commitment.

One rescarch question raised by these findings (and those of preceding
sections) is whether prediction instruments would be greatly improved by
deriving separate instrumengs for referrals from New York City and referrals
from outside New York City. The findinzs suggest that this approach might
be justifiable when predicting Serious Commitment but would have less
justification in predicting to Arrest or Serious Arrest, (However, this

question needs further exploration.)
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Judicial Considerations in Sentencing

On the basis of findings in preceding scctions and fLindings from the
preceding study of 19u6-1963 dischargees, hypoLhescs may be formulated re-
garding what judges take into account dircctly or indirectly in sentencing a
youth to incarceration. These hypothéSes, and the findings that suggest them,
are given below, All pertain to aspects of a youth's life as of time of
referral to the Division,

(1) The judge takes into account the previous offense history of
the youth.

The evidence supporting this hypothesis is (a) in the present study
Number of Previous Petitions was a unique predictor of Serious Commitment
controlling for arrest variables (b) Nonsignificant results in the same
direction were found for referrals from New York City and referrals from
outside New York City (c) in the preceding study Number of Previous Petitions
was a unique predictor of Commi tment among subjects with (post-discharge)
’arrest records,

(2) The judge takes into account past remands and incarcerations.

The evidence supporting this hypothesis are (a) Current Remand was a
unique predictor of Serious Commitment with arrest variables controlled (b)
Nonsignifican! trends in thg same direction were found both for referrals
from New York City and referrals from outside New York City (c) in the pre-
ceding study, Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization was a
unique predictor of Commitment among subjects with (post-discharge) arrest

records,



- 93 -

(3) Judges from outside New York City take into account the school
record of the youth,

Ividence for this hyquhesis is (a) for referrals from outside New
York City, Current School Status was a unique predictox of Serious Commit-
ment with arrest variables controlled (b) in the preceding study, Current
School Status was a unique predictor of Commitment among subjects with
(post-discharge) arrest records.

(4) Judges from outside New York City take into account the discharge
status of the youth.

Evidence for this hypothesis is (a) for referrals from outside New
York City the variable Discharge Status A (Nongraduate versus Graduate)
was a unique predictor of Serious Commitment with arrest variables controlled
(b) in the ,receding study, Discharge Status A was a unique predictor of

Commitment among subjects with (post-discharge) arrest records,
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Some Implications and Questions

The general tenor of the findings is that rather crude variables
taken from the intake and discharge forms curréntly in use are system-
atically related to outcome variables related to vecidivism. There is
evidence that the relationships are stable over time, although not
perfectly so.

It seems reasonable to conclude that more carefully chosen items for
the intake or discharge forms would lead to the ability to predict more
accurately,

The question which such findings pose to administrators is to what
extent future probabilities are taken into consideration and should be
taken into consideration in intake policy or in program and aftercare
services, If the prdbability of a youth's being committed to a correc-
tional institution with a sentence of at least three months can be de-
termined at intake, for example, to be .27 should the same services be
given to this youth as to a youth with a probebility of only .05?7 Based
on the findings of this study, about one-fifth of admissions have the
former probability and over omne-fifth the latter, when using a simple
scale based on predictors from an earlier study to assess probability
values.

It may be suggested that youths within the categories with exception-
ally.high likelihood of post-discharge arrest or commitment be provided
with additional services, or different services, aimed at reducing this
likelihood. The very existence of these categories implies that the

Division's services are not sufficient to prevent a large percentage of




recidivation amon~ those youths within the categories.

In the present study's findings there appeared to be systematic
differences among dischargecs from the three types of program (llome, Camp,
START) with respect to arrest variables. These may be due to youth diffgr-
ences at intake not tapped by present intake items or may be due to differ-
ential program cffectiveness. Trende in the same direction, but not statis-
tically significant, existed in the earlier study (1966-1968 dischargees).
The question viich these findings raice is whether the differcnces were due
to differential program effectiveness. The issue is complicated if it 1is
assumed that differevt types of youth are admitted to different types of
program, but even with ihis assumption conclusions regarding differential
program effectiveness would be of use. It is possible, for example, that
certain program components belonging to the more relatively effective type
of program would also prove useful for types of youth other than the ones
for whom the component was developed. It was suggested earlier that the
qu. stion could be'(in theory) resolved by research even in the abscnce of
experimental-c. 1trol design but with the necessary assistance of intake
personnel. What is basically required are the reasons for the decision on
the part of intake workers as to why each particular youth was sent to this
rather than that type: of program. To the extent that the admission criteria
can be measured and quantified, they can be statistically controlled in
analyses. If types of progfam (or individual programs) still differed in
dischargee outcome after statistically taking into account the effects due
to differences on admission criteria, one would conclude that the outcome

variations reflected differences in relative program effectiveness.

&

- 96 -

The status of Nongraduate is cssociated with higher arrest and commit-
ment rates especially when there is short prograw duration. . State commit-
men t fates are particularly high., The predicted differcnce in such rates
due to the unique contribution of Nongraduate status was 16 percentage
points higher than Graduate, minus 2.1 percentage points for each month in
program, The extent to which this is a logical rather than an cmpirical re-
lationship has not been determined. ! However, it seems reasonable to conclude
that the selection of youths for admission to DRY pvograms who have a proba-
bility of becoming a Nongraduate with short program durations is not helpful
to many of these youths. The findings also suggest that this probler
(higher probability of co?mitment for Nongraduates) may pertain primarily or
solely to youths referred from outside of Neﬁ‘York'City rather than to youths
reft -ed from New York City. Nongraduation is also associated with higher
post-discharge arrest rates. The predicted difference in Serious Arrest due
to the unique contribution of Nongraduate status was 22 percentage points
higher than Graduate, minus 2,6 pércentage points for each month i program.
For the Nongraduate from outside New York City tﬁe predicted difference in
Serious Arvest was 18 percents 2 points higher than for Graduate, (with duration
in program not a factor), The hypc<thesis that Nongrsduation is a sign of
healthful assertiveness (an hypothésis put forth by one DFY administrator) is
not supported by these findings in the case of Nongraduates from outside New
York City, or Nongraduates with short program stays, although it may hold for
certain categories of youth.'

The findings regarding predictors of Arrest or Serious Arrest in this

and the preceding study suggest. that recidivists tend to be those with the

IThe status Nongraduate may include youths returned to court and commited
as a result of violation of probation or of errest while in prugram, i.e., their
Nongraduation or in-program actions may be a direct basis for commitment. It
also includes youths who ‘are discharged, enact new offenses, and are committed
for this reason. The weight of the evidence is that the relationship is not
primarily a logical one: only a small proportion of Nongraduates have arrests
within the month before official discharge (based on findings for 1969 dis-
chargees), and only a small proportion have a commitment record without an
arrest record. . ‘
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most tangential ox problematic attachments to adull structured institutions.
In the present study, they tended at referrdl to have dropped out or been
forced out of school, to have come from families whose principal source
of income was not an occupation, and to have exhibited in the past a
willingness to violate the criminal laws; after admission, they tended not
to complete the program. Their ethnic group membership tended to be that
of a minority group that has becen an object of prejudice and discrimination
in this country. The presence of Referral County on the list of predictors
of Serious Arrest was traced to the conmmnection of New York City with drugs;
so that even with this predictor there arises the connotation of a problem-
atic attachment to conventional institutions.

One implication this has for programs is to raise the question of the
extent relatiﬁely short-term programs, such as the Division administers,
can affect such attachments., In this connection the relative stability
of thr arrest rate may be noted. In this study it was 41.5%.1 In past
studies with samples of dischargcus 1961-1966, 1966-1967, and 1968 the
rate was 37%, 42% and 38%. That is, over many years about four out of
ten dischargees have had fingerprintable arrests within the two year
post-discharge period, This suggests a certain temporal stability in the
factors influencing arrest rate of dischargees. Attempts to alter youths
may have little effect without concomitant changes in these factors. In
the Division's Youth and Work Study approximately one-half of 1,137
applicants to four neighborhood work training programs were found to
have subscquently acquired fingerprintable arrest rec.ords.2 There
were no marked differences found between trainees and control subjects

(applicants randomly selected, who did not enter these programs) except

lpased on all dischargees 1969-1970,
2New York State Division for Youth. Youth and -Work Training Programs:
An Bvaluative Study. 1973.

in the coe. ¢ of one program where the experimental arrest rate was higher
than that for controls. While these work training programs did appear to
have altered attitudes of youths with respect to holding onto jobs, they
did not appear to have led to any improvement in the youth's gencral job
situation. On the basis of such findings it is questionable to what ex-
tent attempts to alter youths will by.themselves affect subsequent criminal
behavior without concomitant changes in social structural factors,

1f the hypothesis tl = the predictors found for recidiviem are indi-
cators of estrangement from social in:titutions and adult-structured
settings is correct, it is consonant with various theoretical positions
concerning the causes of delinquency. The findings would then iw;ly that
this theoretical concept can be measured by such items as appear on the
intake ap: discharge forms. The hypothusis suggests other items that might
serve to increase the accuracy of prediction; for example, in addition to
the item on the current intake form indicating whether a youth has worked
or not, items might be added indicatiug degree of attachment to jobs held
(was the youth fired from these jobs?), and in addition to the item on the
current intake form indicating with whom the youth lives, items might 'e
added indicating degrec of attachment to parents or other family members,

With respect to the state's criminal justice system, in general, th
findings regarding the relatjon of Referral County to local and state
commitments raise some interesting questions., The two types of commitments
are generally distinguished by different lengths of scntence; state commit-
ments by over one year, local by one year and under. The findings suggest
that by virtue of living outside New York City n youth has a greater likeli-

hood of a state commitment and by wvirtue of living in New York City a youth
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ey

has a greater likelihood of lc¢ al commitment., There was no evidence
that these likelilhoods were based on a more serious arrest record for
those living outside New York City. A possible explaration of this
finding is that plea-bargaining is more extensive within New York City
than ontside New York City; so that charges for the city youths are
more often reduced from felonies to misdemeanors., The questions this
inference raise are wicther the different sentences are associated with
different duratiovns in correctional institutions (as one would expect),
whether this is incquitable and what are the effects of the differences
in commitment on subsequent criminal behavior or in other aspects of the
youth's lives,

.

Findings in this study also bear on the issue of the commingling of

. youths adjudicated as Juvenile Delinquent and those adjudicated as Person

In ¥Noed of Supervision. One of the arguments in favor of commingling is
that the youths wii. these two labels do not basically differ, For the
population of this study the fin&ings do not support this position in
aggregate comparisons. The petition of Juvenile Delinquent appears
associated with a higher probability of post-discharge arrest, and of
serious arrest, and with a greater number of post-discharge arrests, fhan
a petition of Person In Need of Supervision,

If hypotheses suggested by the findingé regarding judicial consider-
ations in sentencing are true, they also raise certain issues. They imply
that deficiencies of a youth at an early point in time will be among the
criteria for commitment of a youth at a later point in time, For example,

a petition at age 14 or being out of school at age 16 becomes a criterion

A

4
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for comnitment at age 18. Whether this is equitable, ralional or
effective is one issue raised. If Nongraduate status ig among the
criteria for commitment, the Division for Youth, itself, then appears

to bear a certain responsibility. This status arises when (a) a youth
is accepted as suitable for treatment and (b) in the interaction between
program and youth something ''goes wrong' and treatment is terminated
prematurely. Salicnt questions here are whether youths with high prob-
ability of becoming Nongraduates can be identified at intake, whether
certain youths should be excluded from admission to the programs because
of this high probability, whether additional positive incentives than
presently exist can be devised to induce youths to remain until program
completion, whether the criteria used by the Division to label a youth

by one of the Nongraduate categories (e.g., absconder) are sound ones,

and whether the actions of the Division leading to Nongraduate status (e.g.,

dismissed by staff) are reasonable,



SUMMARY

The present study asscessed variables taken from itoms of intake
and discharge Lorms with respect to their ability to predict outcomes
related to post-discharge recidivisine Subjccts of the study were
dischargees from Homes, Camps and START centers in 1969 and 1970 who
were discharged after the age of 16, The study was done in anticipation
of revisions of these forms and of the information system of the Division
for Youtli. Arrest and commitment data were obtained from the New York
State Division of Criminal Justice Services.

The main statistical procedure used was multiple regression analysis.
Variables were assessed for their cffects independc. t of the effects of
other wvariables in the analyses. The variables reflected these arcas:

(a) .characteristics as of time of referral or admission -- age, past
offense .aecord, legal status at time of referral, school, emp loyment,
family, cthnicity, referral county, main source of family income (b)
program activity -- program from which youth was discharged, discharge
status and duration in program,

In a preceding study of 1966-1968 dischargees six variables had
been found uniquely predictive of post-discharge arrest and five of post-
discharge commitment.1 TFor ar:cst these were Number of Previous Petitions,
School Behavior Problems, Principal Source of Family Income, Current

Remand, Present Petition and Discharge Status, For commitment these

1A variable predictive of outcome independent of the effccts of
other variables is called a unique predictor,
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vere fanbes of Previous Petitions, Current Remand, Present Peltition,
Current Selaoodl Status and Discharge Status. The two scts of variables

vere ured s scales by dichotomizing each variable and assipgning one

point to the favorable divection of each variuﬁle. Another set of

scalor vas linited solely to the referral variables. The scales were
cxamined with respect to outcomes calied Arrest, Serious Arrest, Commit-
rent sad Sorious Commitment (defined below). The scales were found to
ditferentinte tihe 1969-1970 dischargees. For example, on the scale for
posc~-diechar.e arrest limited to referral variables, youths scoring 0-1
(represent® o one-sixth of dischargees) were over 2.5 times as likely to
have gorious ar-osts as youths scoring 4-5 (representing aboul one-quarter
of dischoarpees), On the scale for commitment limited to referral variables,
these ccoring 0-1 (representing ove  one-fifth of dischargees) were about
Live vimes s likely to have serious commitments as those scoring 4 (re-
prescacing abost one fifth of dischargees).

Using multiple regression ahalysis it was found that (with one possible
Qmuvptiow)l cuch variable contributed independently to the predictiveness of
the cemposlite sct of variables.

The Lindings were Lo’ en to support the general approach ol seeking
out unique predictors of arrest and cor altment and then constructing a
scale composcd of these predictors with the expectation that relationships
in gene 21 would hiold over time,

Tt was suprpested that the youths within the categories associated with

exceptionally high likelihood of post-discharge arrest or commitment be pro-

vided with additional services, or differenlt services, aimed at reducing this

1One variable approached but did not reach significance.




likelihood. For youths within these categorics, the Division's services
appear insufficient to prevent a high percentage of recidivation.

When the analyses of Arrest, Serious Arrcét, Commitment and Serious
Conmitwent included the full compler it of variables -- those that were
uniquely predictive in the earlier stﬁdy and those that were not -= it was
found that all of the variables found previously to be uniquely predictive
of commitment were uniquely predictive of Commitment and Serious Commit-
ment among 1969-1970 dischargees. Thus, their value as unique predictors
was confirmed in the present study. UHowever, only three of the six
variables found uniquely predictive of Arrest in the earlier study were
found uniqucly predictive in the prescnt study. (These were Principal
Source of Family Income, Prescnt Petition and Discharge Status), It was
concluded that when all variables-were considered, the pattern of inter-
relationships appear to have altered somewhat over time,

The full complement of variables was used for the following analyses
referring to a two-year post-discharge period: Arrest -- at least one
fingerprintable arrest in the post-dischavge period; Serious Arrest -- at
least one arrest for burglary, robbery, drug offense, assaultive acts or
grand larceny; Number of Arrests -- the number of arrests in this period;
Arrest for Burglary; Arrest for Robbery; Arrest for Drug Offense, Arrest
for Assaultive Acts; Arrest for Grand Larceny. The latter five variables
refer to at least one arrest for tle designated offense type in the two
year post-discharge period,

These variables were found uniquely related to Arrest, Serious Arrest

and Number of Arrests: Principal Sour:e of Family Income, Present Petition,

Length of Previous Correctional Institutionalization; Ethnicity, Type of
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Program and Discharge Status. TFor Serious Arrest, Current School Status
and Referral County were also unique predictors, as was the interaction
of Discharge Status with Duration in Program. For Number of Arrests,
Referral County and Number of Previous Pctitions were also unique
predictors.

The common dimension that almost all the relationships appeared to
connote was o tangential or problematic relationship to social imstitu-
tions or adult-structured settings. Assuming that Arrest, Serious Arrest
and Number of Arrests are indicators of recidivism, predictors of
recidivism include these youth characteristics (a) having droppcd out
or been forced out of school (b) being a member of a family whose principal
source of income was not a job (c¢) having a petition at referral denoting
violatio: of the criminal law (Juveuile Delinquent, Youthful Offendexr) (d)
a history of detention or incarceration in the past (e) terminating the
DFY program without completing it and after a short program stay (f) being
black (g) coming from New York City. ZEven the last-mentioned characteristic
was found to connote problemacic attachment to social institutions in that
the relation of this characteristic to both Serious Arrest and Nupber of
Arrests was found due to its relation to Arrest for Drug Offense., That is,
New York City youths were found to have a greater probability of arrest for
drug offenses and bécause of this to have a greater number of arrests and
to have a higher probability of at least one serious arrest.

Type of Program was also found to be a unique predictor. Predicted
differences were in the direction: Homes (lowest) STARTs (highest).

Whether this was due to youth characteristics not tapped by present intake
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form or to diffcrential program cffcctivVnéss is a question poscd by
these findings.

Pindings regarding the unique predlctoré of the different offense
types indicated that different types of youth are associated with
different offense types. There appeared to be ethnic differcnces,
with black cthnicity associated with robbery, and Puerto Rican ethnicity
with grand larceny; also, Puerto Rican youths had a lLower probability
than others of having an arrect for drug offenses. DBeing a New York
City referral was strongly associated with arrest for drug offenses.

Commitment as a predicted event was differentiatad into these
variables, referring to a period 2,5-3.5 yeats after discharge: Commit-
ment -- at least one commitment to a state or local correctional facility
or to a narcotic rehabilitation facility; Serious Commitment -- at least
one commitment to a state or local correctional facility with a sentence
of three months or more; Local Commitment -~ at least one commitment to
a local correctional facility; State Commitment -- at least one commitment
to a state correc!ional facility; Warcotic Commitment ~- at least one
commitment to a narcotic reha' ilitation facility; Serious Local Commit-
ment -- at least one commitment to a local correctional facility with a
sentence of three months or more,

It was found that different sets of variables were uniquely pre-
dictive of state, local and narcotic commitment, ‘For state commitment
the unique predictors were Referral County, Number of Previous Petitions,
School Behavior Problems, Current School Status, Length of Previous

Correctional Institutionalization, Discharge Status, and the interaction
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of Discharge Status with Duration in Program. For local commitmeni the
unique predictors were Referral County, Employment, Current Remand, and
Present Petition Status, Tor marcotic commitmént the unique predictors
were Referral County, Principal Source of Family Income, Length of Previous
Corrcctional Imstitutionalization, Etﬁnicity and Type of Program., Refer-
ral County, (New York City versus others) was positively related to local
and narcotic commitment but negatively related to state commitment,
Apperently as a result of different sets of unique predictors emerging for
the three kinds of commitment, a large number of variables were uniquely
predictive of the global measure Commitment, namely all of the above with
the exception of Referral County, Principal Source of Family Income and
School Behavior Problems.

When the predictors of Local Commitment and of Serious Local Commit ient
were comparc ', it appeared that Employment was a factor primarily in commit-
ments with short sentences (less than three mont™s) while Referral County,
Current Remand and Present Petition were important in longer sentences
(three months or more), Eth icity was also a unique predictor of Serious
Local Commitment,

Unique predictors of Serious Commitment were Number of Previous
Petitions, Current Remand, Current School Status, Present Petition, School
Behavior Problems, Last Grade Completed, Discharge Status and the intcraction
of Discharge Status with Duration in Program. Controlling for the Arrest
variables, all these predictors appeared to retain predictive strength with
the exception of Discharge Status, and Discharge Status in interaction with

Duration in Program, The latter two variables appeared to be related to
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Serious Commitment at least partially through their relationship to the

Arrest variables.

Because of the opposite direction‘of the relationship between Referral
County and Statc Commitment comparced with Referral County and Local Commit=
ment, it was hypothesized that at least part of the reason for the differ-
ences in predictors of state versus local commitmentsvwas due to differenccs
between referrals from New York City versus those from.outside New York City.
These two categories of referrals were analyzed separately with respect to
Serious Commitment. The findings upheld the hypothesis in that school
variables (School Behavior Problems, Current School Status and Last Grade
Completed) and Discharge Status were predictive of Serious Commitment for
those referred from outside New York City but not for those referred from
N¥ew York City. Present Petitiom, on the other hand, was predictive of
Serious Commitment if the youth was from New York City but not if he was
from outside New York City. With Arrest variables controlled, these results
appeared to stand.

The two categories of referrals (New York City versus outside New York
City) were also analyzed separately with regard to Arrest and Serious Arvest,
The primary differences appeared to be (a) the greater iﬁportance of Present
Petition Status as a predictor for referrals from New York City (b) the
greater importance of Nongraduate Status as a predictor, by itself, for
rolferrals from outside New York City (c) the greater importance of the inter-
action of Nongraduate Status with duration in program as a predictor for
referrals from New York City.

To the question of whether the two year post-discharge arrest rate of
mal: dischargees is a relatively stable figure, the findings indicate it has

been stable, with about four out of ten youths arrested among dischargees
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of early (1961-1966), middle (1966-1968) or late (1969-1970) periods.

The study's findings indicate that the set of variables of the intake
and discharge forms are, as a set, related to post-discharge arvest and
commitment variables. There also appears to be a measure of stability in
these relationships over time. On the negative side, the multiple correla-
tion coefficients were generally low from the perspective of ideal results.
That is, most of the variation betwcen youths in post—diécharge arrest and
commitment appears due to causal factors not reflected in the intake or
discharge forms, Considering the restricted nature of these forms, the
absence of psychological variable~ (attitudes, values, beliefs, other
pursonality dispositions).or of social-psychological variables (relations
with peers, parents) and jmportant social background variables (ceisus
tract) and considering the fact that predictions were made primarily from
charagteristics at admission rather than from characteristics after dis-
charre, this is not unexpected,

The study's findings alsu indirectly ;elated to certain substantive
issues. To the question of whether the Person in Need of Supervision is
basically the same as the Juvenile Delinquent (a question involved in a
recent court decision against commingling of(the two groups), the findings
support the position of a difference;’the Person In Need of Supervision was
less likely to have post—discharge arrests and cormitments. To the question
of whether Nongraduation may be considered a healthful or deleterious sign,
the findings support the view of a deleterious sign when the Nongraduates
have had a short program duration and/or when the Nongraduates come from

outsidee New York City, since these youths have a higher probability of

arrest and commitment, The findings also suggested that judges from outside
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New York City use Nongraduation Status as one of the criteria for commit- TABLE 1

ment., The findings regarding differences between local and state commit- RATES FOR ARREST AND SERIOUS ARREST DY SCORES
. . . ] _ ON SIX DICHOTOMIZED VARIARLES
ments and between different predictors of Serious Commit nent among New York

City referrals versus referrals from outside New York City suggest that

different legal and judicial processcs are at work in determining the Score N Arrest Rate Serious Arrest Rate
vicissitudes of these youths; in particular, the length of a sentence, 6 34 17.6 : 8.8
the type of commitment, and the predictors of arrest and commitment may 5 141 29.1 20.6
depend on where the youth resides. ' & 249 38.6 2645
The stability of the post-release arrcest rate for dischargees over 3 257 43.0 34.6
many years sugges ; that ;he factors leading to recidivism have also been 2 178 58.4 52.8
relatively comstant over the years. Ti:ls inference raises the que: tion of 1 40 : 57.5 47.5
the extent to which these factors are not modifiuble by short-term treat- 0 10 70.0 70.0
ment programs and require, instead, efforts dirvected to changes in social Total 889 4206 33.7

structure.

As already noted, the findings also suggested that the derived pre-
dictors of recidivism represented a common dimen<ion or concept -- es-
trangement from social institutions and adult-structured settings., IE
so, accuracy in prediction might be increascd by addi 3z items tapping
this dimension, e.g., measures of attachment to family or to jobs,

With respect to aﬁticipated revisions in and enlargewment of the
Division for Youth's information system, this study illustrated the value
of multiple regression techniques in selecting out, from a wide array of

items, those most directly relsted to the outcomes studied,




}—3
@]
ot o
®
}.—\
o
O [
o =
B~ (o))
o fo)
~ ~
w [e)]
) —
Vo) Ve

= N N
N w [o)
= (&) 152
w £~ o
[0¢] co O

L
8
[4

6°2S
70y
‘82

TABLE. 3

PREVIOUS PREDICTORS AND ARREST
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R RSQ

Multiple ¥ Simple B F
Variables ‘ R Square - Change Entry r Step E Step E
‘Number of Previous .132 01752 01752 16,511 L1327 03730 4.393
Petitions
School Behavior 147 .02155 .00403 3,811 070 .07081 3,154
Problems
Source of Family 172 .02961 . 00806 7.675 .09 10411 7.811
Income
Present Petition A .200 .03986 .01025 9,856 -.137 ~.05383 9.966
Current Remand .208 04342 00355 3,424 093 . 06867 3.192"
Discharge Status A 218 04752 00411 3,969 074 . 07009 3.969
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! TABLE 4

PREVIOUS PREDICTORS AND SERIQUS ARREST

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step E Step ®
Tk ik Rieet
Number of Previous .159 .02524 .02524 23,981 . 159 04622 7.464
Petitions
School Behavior 172 .02949 00424 4,066 073 L06871 3.287
Problems
Source of Family .198 .03929 .00981 9.432°°" .106 .10943 9,551
Income
Present Petition A 226 05099 .01170 11.3787%  -.152 - .05509 11,557
Current Remand .236 L05547 . 00448 4,369 " 106 .07363 4.062
Discharge Status A . 248 L 06133 .00586 5,752 087 .08019 5.752
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TABLE 5

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF ARREST

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry s Step R Step R Step E Sten E
Age .018 .00031 .00031 0.282 -.018 -,00081 0,117 -.00248 0.966
Number of Previous .128 .01640 .01609 14,687 127 .01377 0,523 .01009 0.281
Petitions ’ .
School Behavior o142 .02015 .00375 3.431 .069 02658 0.372 -.01459 G.104
Problems .
Source of Family .170 .02897 .00882 8.138 .099 .10338 6.488 .09669 5,705
Income
Previous Corr. Inst. <210 ) 04430 .01533 14,361 .167 05225 » 6,925 .04520 5,189
Present Petition A .230 .05272 .00842 7.946 - 134 -, 04245 4,721 -, 03454 3.0056
Present Petition B 230 .05272 .00000 0.001. 042 -.00564 1 0.039 .00554 0.038
Present Petition C .230 .05272 06000 0.000 .005 -,00756 0,085 .01084 0.170
Current Remand .232 .05360 .00087 0.820 .096 .03500 0.709 04321 1.095
~ Family Intactuness .235 .05528 .00169 1.589 .022 .05067 1,818 .05076 1.817
Previous Noncorr. 237 .05639 00111 1,042 -,060 ~,03310 0.666 -.03293 0.663
Inst.
Last Grade Completed .238 .05653 .00014 0.128 -.035 -.01186 0.515 -.00927 0.308

(Continued on following page.)



TABLE 5

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF ARREST

(Continued from previous page.)

; ‘ Multiple R RSQ F Simple B ¥ B F

* Variables R Square Change Entrvy r Step R tep R Step E Step E
Current Schoel Status o242 .05838 .00186 1.749 -.048 -,07321 3.509 -.06003 2,371
Employment « 242 .05873 .00035 0.326 .055 02433 0.461 01480 0,172
Referral County 0252 | .06350 00477 4,508 A L111 04634 1.111 L04147 0.893
Ethnicity A .278 07701 .01351 12,937 .159 11766 7;221 11844 7.368
Ethnicity B 278 07742 .00042 0.399 -.039 -.03766 0.399 -.04041 0.£465
Type of Program A .296 .08755 .01013 9.807 -.165 -.08813 10,715
Type of Program B 297 . 08795 .00040 0.383 . -.004 -.01311 0.233
Discharge Status A .305 .09299 .00504 4,888 - .073 18071 6,228
Discharge Status B 307 09444, 00145 1.412 .006 .11121 1,531
Duration in Program .309 .09533 .00089 0.861 -, 064 . .00136 - 0.052
Duration x Dis. Stat A 314 .09836 .00304 3.303 .020 ~-.02092 3.303
Duration x Dis. Stat B 314 .09878 .00042 0.409 -.014 -.00806 0.40°

Note--For all F-values above 6.70, p<«.0l (two-tailed test), p<.005 (one-tailed test).
For all F-values above 3,86, p<.05 (two-tailed test), p<.025 (one-tailed test).
For all F-values zbove 2.73, p<.10 (two-tailed test), p<.005 (one~tailed test).
For N=1002 and Simple r=,062, p=.05(two-tailed test). TFor N=891 and S mple r=,066, p=.05 (two-tailed test).
No N on which simple correlations were based was lower than 891.
H
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TABLE 6

MULT?™ "RIATE ANALYSTS OF SERIOUS ARREST

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B 3
Variables R Square Change Entry T Step R Step R Step E Srep E
Age .014 .00020 .00020 0.182 -.014 --.00058 0.067 -.00250 1.098
Number of Previous 155 02411 .02391 22,002 .155 «02277 1.594 .02046 1.293
Petitions
School Behavior . 168 .02817 . 00406 3.745 072 .01731 0.176 -. 01861 0.190
Problens
Source of Family .198 .0392¢6 .01109 10.341 .110 .09829 6.537 .09128 5,689
Income .
Previous Corr. Inst. «237 .05613 .01687 15,995 . 184 04666 6.155 .03903 4,328
Present Petition A 256 .06575 .00962 9,210 -, 1.50 ~.05147 7.734 . 04599 5.963
) Present Petition B 257 .06580 .00005 0.045 .040 -.01282 0.224 - 00319 0.014
Present Petition C 257 .06599 06019 0.184 .019 .00075 0.001 - 00110 0.002
Current Remand .259 06716 .00117 1,113 L111 03441 0.764 .04283 1.204
Family Intactness 261 .06825 .00109 1.041 .013 .04125 1.343 .04337 1.48%
Previous Noncorr. 263 .06931 .00106 1.013 - 061 -.02845 0.548 -.0296%6 0.602
. Inst.
Last Grade Completed .263 .06931 .00001 0.006 - 028 -.00695 0.197 -.003583 0.136
RV (Continued on following page.)
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TABLE ¢

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS ARREST

(Continued from previous page.)

. Multiple R R5Q ¥ Simple B F B ¥
Variables , R Square Change Entrvy x Step R Step R Step E Step E
Current School Status .267 .07153 .00221 2.113 —.053 ~.08746 5.582 -.07551 © 4,198
Employment .267 .07153 .00000 0.001 044 .00520 0.024 -.00337 0.010
Referral County .292 . .08536 .01383 13.385 .159 .09407 5.102 .08773 4,172
Ethnicity A 311 .09642 .01106 10.818 .169 . 10942 6,960 11222 7.400
Ethnicity B .311 08648 .00006 0.058 -,009 -.01362 0.058 -.01576 0.079
Type of Program A .323 . 10446 .00799 7.896 -.163 ' -.08460 8§.912
Type of .Program B .325 .10535 .00083 0.870 -.017 -.01917 . 0.557
Discharge Status A .335 .11205 .00670 6.639 .087 21987 10.315
:q,Dischargé Status B .338 L1424 .00219 2.173 .010 g .13567 2.549
Dur%tion in Program .339 . 11496 .00072 0.718 -.069 .00327 0.336
Duration x Dis. Stat A « 347 .12023 .00527 5.789 .023 -.02618 5.789‘
Duration x Dis. Stat B .348 .12083 .00060 0.602 -,010 -.00925 0.602

Note--For all F-values above 6.70, p{.01 (two-tailed test), pg.005 (one~-tailed test).
For all F-values above 3.86, p<.05 (two-tailed test), p<.025 (omne-tailed test).
For all F-values above 2.73, p(.1l0 (two-tailed test), p<.005 (one-tailed test).
For N=1002 and Simple r=.,062,p=,05 (two-tailed test), For N=891 and Simple r=.066, p=.05 (two-tailed test).
No N on which simple correlations were based was lower than §91.
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TABLE 7

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSIS OF ARREST FOR BURGLARY

. Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R ~_Step E Step E
Age 042 .00173 .00173 1.559 =042 ~.00154 0.920 -.00207 - 1.448
Number of Previous .103 .01052 .00878 7.972 .095 .01288 1.002 .01239 0.920

Petitions
fchool Behavior - .103 .01052 .00000 0.002 .014 -.02135 0.525 - 04168 1.843
Problems :
Source of Family .118 .01395 .00343 3.118 .064 .05238 3.650 04940 3.228
Income )
Previous Corr. Inst. .120 .01452 .00057 0.521 .061 00341 ﬂ 0,065 . 00009 0.000
Present Petition A .156 .02436 .00984 9.013 ~117 -.02969 5.061 . ~02793 4,261
Present Petition B .160 .02545 .00110 1.006 .079 02844 2,165 .03359 2.959

°" Present Petition C .160 .02569  .00023 0.214 =000 .00972 0.306  .01317 0.543
Current Remand .161 .02596 .00027 0.248 .043 .01094 0.152 .01429 0.260
Family Intactness .162 .02637 .00041 0.377 011 .01820 0.514 01691 0.437
Previous Noncorr. .163 .02648  .00011 0.102 =019 -00741 0.073  .00731 0.071

Inst.
Last Grade Completed .163 .02665 .00017 0,155 =036 -.00382 0,117 - 00334 0.086

(Continued ~n following page.)

- 81T -



-TABLE 7

MULTIVARTIATE ANALYSTS OF ARREST FOR BURGLARY

(Continued from previous page,)

Multiple R RSQ ¥ Simple B ¥ B . F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Current School Status .178 ©.03152  .00486 4,453 -.053 -+05368 4.134 -.04881 3.398
Employment .180 .03235 . 00084 0.768 -050 .02181 0.812 .01749 0.520
Referral County .180 .03239 .00004 0.035 -023 -.00163 0.003 -.00816 0.075
Ethnicity A .180 .03250 .00011 0.102 .024 .01213 0.168 .01445 0.238
Ethnicity B .180 .03258 .00008 0.069 ‘.008 .01054 0.069 .01104 0.075
Type of Program‘A .192 .03677  .00419 3,837 -.099 : -.04247 4.352
Type of Program B .192 .03680 .00003 0.029 .020 -.00089 0.002
Discharge Status A .196 .03847 .00166 1.523 .038 .08775 3.183
Discharge Status 3B .207 .04295 .00448 4.117 .030 .12147 3.958
Duration in Program . 207 .04299 . 00004 0.035 -.026 .00250 0.380
5uration x Dis. Stat A .210 04400 .00102 1.276 .015 -.00883 1.276
Duration x Dis. Stat B .212 04478 .00078 0.713 . 005 -.00723 0.713

Note--For all F-values above 6.70, p<O0l (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 3.86, p<.05 (two-tailed test). '
For all F-values above 2.73, p<&.10 (two-tailed test). =
For N=1002 and Simple r=,062,p=.05 (two-tailed test). TFor N=891 and Simple r=,0066, p=,05 (two-tailed test). ¢
No N on which simple correlations were based was lower than 891. !

TABLE 38

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF ARREST FOR ROBBERY

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B T B ¥

Qériables R Square Change Entry r Step R -Step R Step E Step T

Age .012 .00015 .00015 0.130 =012 .00148 1.138 .00113 10.579

Number of Previous 116 .01350 .01335 12,155 .116 ‘.01691 2,321 .01625 2,113
Petitions

School Behavior . 131 . .01711 .00362 3.300 .066 .01934 0.579 .02255 0,721
Problems '

Source of Family + 164 .02701 .00890 9.117 . 104 ,03608 2,327 .03330 1.961
Income '

Previous Corr. Inst. 197 .03888 .01187 11.051 . 149 .02307 3.974 .02193 3.538

Present fetitién A . 197 .03891 .00003 0.028 - 051 .00102 0.008 - .,00239 | 0.042

Prgsent Petition B .199 .03%49 .00058 0.539 044 -.00682 0.167 -.00667 0.156

.HAPresent'Petition C .202 .04063 .00113 1.055 -.006 ~.02796 3.408 -.03267 4,464

Current Remand .208 .04333 00271 2.520 .105 .03635 2,252 03752 2,393

Family Intactness .208 .04333 .00000 0.001 - 025 .00486 0.049 .00989 0.200

Previous Noncorr. 214 .04596 .00263 2.450 -.051 ~-.02746 1.349 .02996 i1.591
Inst.

Last Grade Completed .218 04740 .00143 1.335 -.051 -.01714 3.162 -.016%94 2,978

(Continued on following page.)




TABLE 8
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF ARREST FOR ROBBERY

(Continued from previous page.)

_ Multiple R RSQ ¥ Simple B ¥ B ¥
Variables R Square Change Entry T Step R Step R Step E Step E
Current School Status .219 .04811  .00072 0.667 .025 -.00887 0.152 - 00727 0.101
k- ployment .222 .04840 .00129 1.204 -.017 -.01900 0.829 - .01900 0.821
Referral County .255 .06511  .01570 14.866 .181 04601 3,224 .04895 3.606
Ethnicity A .302 .09096  ,02585 . 25.139 .230 .10919  18.306 .10987 18.369
Ethnicity B .302 .09097  .00001 0.012 -.017 .00378 0.012 .00285 0.007
Type of Program A .302 .09099  .00002 0.017 -.050 ' -.00253 0.021
Type of Program B .302 09143 00044 0.427 | -.014 -.00745 .  0.218
Discharge Status A .307 .09414  ,00271 2.632 .058 .07383 3.012

,pischarge status B .310 .09586  .00172 1.676 - 046 - .03585 0.461
" puration in Program .310 .09597  .00011 0.108 - ,005 .00265 0.572
Duration x Dis. Stat A  .313 .09776  .00179 1.621 .030 - ,00861 1.621
Duration x Dis. Stat B 313 09777 .00000 0.003 -.020 .00042 0.003

Note--For all F-values above 6.70, p<{.0l1 (two-tailed test),
For all F-values above 3,86, p(.05 (two-tailed test) .
For all F-values above 2,73, p<.10 (two-tailed test),
For N=1002 and Simple r=,062,p=.05 (two-tailed test). For N=89L and Simple r=,066, p=.05 (two-tailed test).
No N on which simple correlations were based was lower than 891. i

- 1¢1 -

TABLE 9

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF ARREST FOR DRUG OFFENSE

. Multiple R RSO F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r tep R Step R Step E Step E
Age .011 .00011 .00011 0.101 ~-.011 00046 0.074 -, 00046 " 0.066
Number of Previous .086 .00733 .00721 6.525 .085 .00925 0.467 .00642 0,223
Petitions
School Behavior .106 .01130  .00397 3.602 .068 02909 0.880 .01681 0.271
Problems :
Source of Family 126 .01584 .00454 4.135 .071 .04288 2.207 L04445 2,362
, Income ; '
Previous Corr. Inst. 148 .02199 .00616 5.633- .108 02446 3.001 .02087 2.167
Present Petition A .153 .02330  .00131 1.195 -.067 -.01426 1.054 ~.00710 10,249
Present Petition B .157 .02475 .00145 1.328 .057 .01048 0.265 .02042 0.958
" Present Petition C .157 .02478  ,00003 0.025 004 -.00674 0.133 -.00881 0.219
Current Remand .158 .02500 .00022 0.199 .029 -.01586 0.288 -.01248 0.179
Family Intactness .159 .02524 00024 0,220 .006 01142 0.182 .01326 0.243
Previous Noncorr. .164 .02693 .00170 1.550 =053 ~.03047 1,115 ~,02688 0.866
Inst. ’

Last Grade Completed .172 02947 00254 2,322 .027 01550 1.738 .01533 1.650

(Continued on following page.)
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TABLE 9
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF ARREST FOR DRUG OFFENSE
(Continuved from previous page.)

. Multiple R RSQ ¥ Simple B I B ¥
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step .E
Current School Status 0172 .02972 .00025 0,225 -.007 -.C4056 2,130 -.03243 1.356
Employment 177 03144 .00L72 1.576 -.020 -.03365 1.745 -.03476 1.856
Referral County 0223 .04566 .01822 16.969 .169 12207 15,239 .12091 14,872
Ethnicity A .229 .05265 .00299 - 2,790 . 130 .01052 0.114 .00616 0.039
Ethnicity B .238 .05686 00421 3.946 -.030 =.08420 3.9%46 -,08759 L,277
Type of Program A +255 064380 .00794 7.584 -.117 -.05943 7,702
Type of Program B .264 06949 .00469 4,443 -.059 -.03932 4,103
Discharge Status A 2064 .06965 .00016 0.149 .019 ©.03130 0,366

.e-Discharge Status B .264 .06969 .00004 0.038 .010 .04489 0.489
Durétion in Program . 264 .06969 .00000 0.000 -.010 .00183 0,184
Duration x Dis. Stat A  ,264 06974 .00005 0.148 .015 -.00316 0.148
Duration x Dis. Stat B ,265 .07034 .00060 0.564 -.011 - 00676 0.564

Note==For all F-values above 6.70, p .01 (two~tailed test).
For all F-values above 3.86, p .05 (two~tailed test).
For all F-values above 2.73, p .10 (two~tailed test).
For N=1002 and Simple r=,062,p=,05 (two-tailed test), For N=891 and Simple r=,066, p=.05 (two-tailed test),
No N on which simple correlations were based was lower than 891, .
H
N
(O8]
1

TABLE 10

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSIS OF ARREST FOR GRAND LARCENY

-.01568

. Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Age .029 .00086 .00086 0.775 ~.029 L0089 0.512 .00052 0.153
Number of Previous 062 .00390 .00304 2.738 .056 .00355 0.126 .00155 0.024

Petitions
School Behavior .063 .00392 .00002 0.015 .012 -.01644 0.515 -,03211 1.808

Problems
Source of Family .063 .00397 .00005 0.046 011 -.02013 0.891 -.02247 1,104

Income '

Previous Corr. Inst. .096 .00925 .00529 4,775 .089 .01436 1.896 .01179 1,264
Present Petition A .096 .00927 .00002 0.015 -,023 -.00080 | 0.006 s00353 0}112
?r88§nt Petition B .105 .01097 .00170 1.536 .054 .01646 1.200 .02205 2.108
."Present Perition C .106 .01114 .00017 0.154 -023 -.00301 0.049 -.00423 0.092
Current Remand .113 .01275 .00161 1.450 .070 .02097 0.923 .02351 1,161
Family Intactness .113 .01275 .00000 0.000 -.008 -.OOdQl 0.002 -.00019 0.000
Pr;zizfs Noncorr. 114 .01310 .00035 0.315 -.020 -.00892 0.175 -.00873 0.167
Last Grade Completed ,131 .01719 .00409 3.696 -.072 -.01692 3.79% 3,158

(Continued on following page.)
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MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF ARREST FOR GRAND LARCENY

TABLE 10

(Continued from previous page.)

For al? F-values above
For N=1002 and Simple r=.,062,p=.05

~ Note--For all F~values above 6.70, p0Ol (two-tailed test),
For all F-values above

3.86, p¢.05 (two-tailed test),
2.73, p<.10 (two-tailed test}.

(two-tailed test),

For N=891 and Simple r=,066, p=,05 (two-tailed test),

No N on which simple correlations were based was lower than 891.

TVLOL

0°001

7601

1°0

1°0
7°0

1°0

01

6°0

"t

£°¢

9¢

€°q

8CT

1°¢21

gce¢

€°1¢

o =
(o]
L4
e}
Ha
>
In
o
[6>]
I
w

(o)}

o =

=~

U

~I e

®

W

[ — ]
=z
S
=
= g

as
o =
L5 I
s o
=
95}
=
[¥p]

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step Sten E Step
. Current School Status «131 .01719 00000 0,001 .007 -.01076 0.275 -.00530 0.066
Emplovment - . 131 01719 .00000 0,000 .002 .00266 0.020 -.00071 0.001
Referral County .152 .02321  ,00602 5.453 .100 02072 0.804 01915 0.632
Ethnicity A .159 .02538 .00218 1.974 -.001 .01280 0.310 .01221 0,281
Ethnicity B .192 .03682 01144 10.483 .138 .10138 10.483 .10001 10,168
Type of Program A .211 04445 .00763 7.057 -.094 ’ -.04334 7.4:91
-Type of Program B 212 L04476  ,00031 0.2°%2 -.004 -.00539 0.141
Discharge Status A .218 .04759 .00283 2.614 .057 .05410 2.000
Discharge Status B .219 .04801  .00043 0.396° .002 .04223 0.791
Duration in Program .219 .04801 .00000 0.000 -.023 .00143 0.206
Duration x Dis. Stat A ,220 04827 .00025 0.363 040 -.00366 0.363
Duration x Dis. Stat B ,221 .04865 .00039 0.355 -.006 0.355

- 971 ~



TABLE 12

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSIS OF NUMBER OF ARRESTS (FIRST ANALYSIS)

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entrvy r Sten R Step R Step E Step E
Age .027 ;00074 00074 0.655 -.027 . 00056 0.009 -.0039% 0.420
Number of Previous .188 .03551 .03478 32,018 . 187 . 09087 3.847 .07852 2.888
Petitions :
School Behavior .199 .03952 .00401 3,701 076 .07588 0.514 -.00409 0.001
Problems
Source of Family .228 .05179 .01227 11.468 .118 .25953 6.891 24474 6,186
Income
‘Previous Corr. Inst. . 266 .07063 .01884 17.942 .203 . 14307 8.762 12408 - 6,630
Present Petition A .284 - ,08048 .00985 9.467 -.161 -.11435 5.774 -.08616 3.163
Present Petition B 288 .08270 .00222 2 132_ ,095 . 05055 "0.526 .08685 1.540
Present Petition C 288 .08288 .00018 0.172 -.008 -.05834 0.847 -.07271 1.289
Current Remand +290 .08389 .00101 0.972 L111 .09350 0.851 . 11400 1.286
Family Intactness 295 .08697 .00309 2.977 .034 .15368 2.815 .16511 3.243
Previous Noncorr. +298 .08902 00205 1.977 -,076 -.10650 1.169 -.10160 1.075
Inst.
Last Grade Completed 299 .08926 .00024 0.229 -.015 .00113 0.001 .00761 0.035

(Continued on following page.)

TABLE 12

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSTIS.OF NUMBER OF ARRESTS (FIRST ANALYSIS)

(Continued from previous page.)

. Multiple R RS5Q F Simple B ¥ B F
'Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Current School Status 2299 .08927 .00000 0.005 .006 -. 08009 0.710 -.04586 0.235
Employment «299 | .08930 .00004 0.036 .048 .02509 0.083 .00851 0.010
Referral County .323 10415 .01485 14,502 .189 .28928 7.310 .28139 6.965
Ethnicity A .334 11176 .00761 7.487 .173 .21227 3.969 .21001 3.927
Ethnicity B .335 .11214 .00037 0.368 -.005 -, 08829 0.368 -.09725 0.453
Type of Program A « 354 .12509 .01296 12.920 -.178 ' -.269893 13,666
Type of Program B «357 .« 12746 .00237 2,368 . -.028 -.08827 1.792
Discharge Status A .364 .13222 00475 4.764 074 LLSLL 6.468
Discharge Status B . 364 13248 .00026 0.261 -.007 .12168 0.310
Duration in Program 364 .13251 .00003 0.034 -.037 . .00920 0.399
Duration x Dis. Stat A  .369 : .13596 .00345 3.359 .030 -.05124 2.359
Duration x Dié. Stat B .369 . 13597 .00001 0.010 -.002 -.0030% ¢.010

Note--For all F-values above 6.70, p{.01 (two-tailed test), p¢:005 (one-tailed test).
For all F-values above 3.8¢, p(l.05 (two-tailed test), p<.025 (one-tailed test).
For all F-values above 2.73, p<.10 (two-tailed test), p(.005 (one-tailed test).
For N=1002 and Simple r=,062,p=,05 (two-tailed test), For ¥=891 and Simple r=,066, p=.05 (two-tailed test),
No N on which simple correlations were based was lower than 891,
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TABLE 13

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSTS OF NUMBER OF ARRESTS (SECOND ANALYSIS)

, Multiple R RSQ F Simple B I3 B F

Variables R Square Change Entrvy r Step R Step R Step E Step E

Age .031 . 00099 .00099 0.36, -.031 . 00658 0.504 .00495 0.258

Number of Previous . 197 03874 .03775 14,570 .196 14331 4.219 .13329 3.635
Petitions . '

School Behavior .200 04016 .00142 0.548 057 . 00058 0.000 -.06100 0.109
Problens

Scurce of Family 2221 .04880 .00864 3.351 .101 L17472 1.392 ,16165 1.181
Inconme

Previous Corr. Inst. 235 .05505 .00625 2.433 .152 .09156 1.751 .07811 1,256

Present Petition A o247 .06080 .00575 2.247 ‘ -.135 -,05688 0.523 ~,02499 0.096

Present Petition B .267 .07103 -.01023 4,031 , 136 .10976 0.987 . 18186 2.546

‘Present Petition C 267 07109 .00006 0.023 -.031 -.08439 0.592 -.09117 0.671

Current Remand 268 07163 .00054 0.211 .090 .03610 ' 0.056 01923 0.016

Family Intactness .278 07733 .00570 2.242 .036 .22194 2.490 .23305 2.683

Previous Noncorr. 283 08021 .00288 1.134 -.074 -,16887 1.076 -.18936 1.326
Inst.,

Last Grade Completed .288 .08305 .00285 1.121 .030 .05368 0.730 .05981 0.880

(Continued on following page.)

-~ 62T -

TABLE 13

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSIS OF NIRMBER OF ARRESTS (SECOND AWALYSIS)

(Continuea from previous page.)

Multiple R R5Q ¥ Simple B F B ¥ )
Wariables R Square Change Entry T Step R Step R Step E Step E
Current School Status .297 .08848 .00543 2.145 .098 .11583 0.612 .12611 0.721
Employment 299 .08915 .00067 0.263 .008 -.06807 0.226 -.06913 0.230
Referral County 341 .11661 02746 11,128 ‘ ,236 .45783 8.333 L44188 7.696
Ethnicity A 342 11665 .00004 0.015 111 -. 00268 0.000 .01068 0.004
Ethnicity B 342 .11671 ,00006 0.025 075 ,03762 0.025 .04304 0.033
Type of Program A .358 .12799 .01128 3.965 -.126 -.248% & 487
Type of Program B .360 .12933 .00134 0.545  -.051 -.04111 0.163
Discharge Status A .368 .13538 .00605 2.471 CL041 .37671 1.641
Discharge Status B .368 .13538 .00000 0.001 -.030 -.10589 0.068
Duration in Program 372 .13805  ,00266 1.084 .033 - .02310 (0.746
Duration x Dis., Stat A  ,373 . 13877 .00073 0.154 .037 -.01792 0.154
Duration x Dis. Stat B .374 ,13983 .00105 0.428 .Q24 . 04663 0.428

Note--For all F-values above 6.70, p¢.0l (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 3.86, p{.05 (two-tailed test),
For all F-values above 2.73, p<£{.10 (two-tailed test).

0¢T -



srs
M3t
ALY Y Y]

St

B3

10°7d
100°7d

Audoze] puein

[PRIRY L Z .
SRR

IATITNBSSY

[} =
Ia] o]
c ot
09 o'
« @
=
~
L ] L]
w no
PR
ar <t
v >
ar Al
] x
S S

LreBang

-
LY RYRY
SR .[Z

3SVAAY SNOTI2Q

sexnlT®

[NO LSVA'T IV HITM SIOTLINS DNOWY

]
&

N) ISEvuy
SATLVINVA LSHWY YHL0 ANV SISIMIV J0 VLLWAN NIIMIEE SNOIIVITMMOD TIIWIS

(ogh

ATLVI
- TET -

71

I N T BN S N am ]
j I N N .

TABLE 15

F-VALUES AND REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS OF REFERRAL COUNTY AND TYPE OF PROGRAM REFERRAL COUNTY

Without
Regression Control Variable:

Independent Variable Dependent Variable -Control Variable by Coefficient P Regression Goefficient
Referral County1 Number of Arrests Serious Arvests 2,03 A1 ¢.20 .29
Referral County Serious Arrest Number of Arrests 0.49 .02 s &40 .09
Type” of Program2 Number of Arrests Serious Arrests 3.67 .13 (A) ¢ 05 ~e206 (A)

-.05 (B) -.10 (3)
Type of Program Serious Arrest Number of Arrests 0.00 .00 (&) 599 -.08 (&)

00 (B) -,.02 (®

Referral County Number of Arrests Arrest for Drugs 0,51 .07 540 .29
Referral County Arrest for Drugs Number of Arrests 9,82 .09 ¢ 0L .12
Type of Program Number of Arrests Arrest for Drugs 3.59 .17 (A) ¢ 05 -.26 (A)

--03 (B) "010 (B)
Type of Program Arrest for Drugs Number of Arrests 1.75 -.02 (A) €25 -.06 (A

-.03 (B) -.04 (B)
Referral County Arrest for Drugs Serious Arrest Two 15.79 .12 ¢ 001 012
Referral County Serious Arrest Two Arrest for Drugs 0,34 .02 so 40 04
Referral County Serious Arrest Two - 1,21 NI so 20 -

lag=1,872
2a£=2,874
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TABLE 16

UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF ARREST VARTIABLES

Arrest Serious Arrest Burglary Robbery Drugs  Assaultive Grand Larceny  Number of Arrests

Principal Source Family X . X ) X
Income

Present Petition A X X X X
Length of Previous
Correctional Inst. X X X (X) [}{3 X
Number of Previous

Petitions ' X
Current School Status X X _
Refer;al County X ‘ (X) : X X
Ethnicity A X X X X
ﬁthnicity B X ' X
Type of Program‘ X X X X . X X
Discharge Status A X X X
Discharge Status B X

Interaction Dis.
A and P.D. X

Note.--X=Significant, (X)=Nearly significant.(p .10), l§;7=significant but problematic (see text).
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TABLE 19

PREVIQUS PREDICTORS AND COMMITMENT

Multiple R RSQ ¥ Simple B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step E Step E
Fevek : Fsek R
Number of Previous .160 02571 .02571 24,436 .160 . 04059 7.8%1
Petitions
Present Petition 193 03743 .01172 11,259  -.158 -.04365 9.610
Status A .
Current Remand 215 04628 .00885 8.575 130 ,08582 7.491
Current School 222 .04925 .00297 2.883 -.081 -, 04421 2.415
Statu;
[ ek St Jeki
" Discharge .Status A L 244 .G5960 ,01035 10,148 .109 .09122 10.148
A
| - ,
|
[ by
] p£.005
""p<.025
: *p<:os
i
)—-1
(¥
L

Hl BN T N BN GE N N TR B N IR B NN B T e EE e
!
TABLE 20
PREVIOUS PREDICTORS AND SERIQOUS COMMITMENT
Multiple i RSQ ¥ Simple B ¥
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step E Step E
Number of Previous .180 .03247 .03247 31,077 180 .03989 9;910
Petitions
ek P Fevevr
Present Petition . 217 .04709 01461 14,186 -.177 -.04314 12.282
Status A
Jedke kv P
Current Remand L 243 .05907 .01199 11,770 150 .08%63 10,690
Current School . 248 . 06146 ,00239 2,346 -.079 -.03545 2.032
Status
Discharge Status .258 .06674 .00528 5.218 . 080 05719 5.218

'-vo'. " A ’

'

"p£.005
Yok . <. 025
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TABLE 21

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSIS OF COMMITMENT

Multiple R RSQ F Sirrle B F B F

Viariables R Square Change Ent—v r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Age .022 . 00048 I 0.433 - .022 .00124 0.408 -.00043 0.C44
Number of Previous

Petitions .165 02717 .02669 24.638 ..163 .02879 3.441 .02677 2.981
School Béhavior i R

Problems .165 .02720 .00003 0.029 .009 -.03627 1.042 -.05915 2.577
Source of Family

Income .178 .03166 .00446 4,124 .066 .06346 3.681 .05696 2.980
Previous Corr. Inst. . 222 .04932 .01766 16,626 .188 L04652 8.265 .04076 6.352
Present Petition A 242 .05847 .00915 8.685 7.158 -.03267 4,212 - -.02914 3.221
Present Petition B <244 .05929 .00083 0.784 .049 .01585 0.462 .02027 0.748
Present Petition C .248 06141 .00212 2.014 -.055 -,03916 3.421 -.04506 4,413
Current Remand .255 . 06499 .00358 3,409 .126 .06565  3.757 .07189 4,363
Family Intactness .260 .06752 .00253 2.414 .030 .06198 4,096 06694 4.755
Previous Noncorr.

Inst. 260 .06778 00026 0.248 .000 .01711 0.268 .01373 0.174
Last Grade Completed .265 .07046 .00268 2.560 -.047 -.02147 2.537 -.02078 2.329

(Continued on following page.)

TABLE 21

. MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF COMMITMENT

(Continued from previous page.)

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entrv r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Current School Status 274 .07495 . 00449 4,303 ~.080 -. 08804 7.642 -.07939 6. 244
Employment .281 .07915 . 00421 4,046 -.012 -.05557 3.625 -. 06248 4. 608
Referral County .288 .08323 . 00408 3.935 ..082 .03156 0.776 .03098 0.750
Ethnicity A .298 .08867 .00545 5.284 .106 .07453 4,363 .07643 4.618
Ethnicity B .298 .08876 .00008 0.081 -.009 . 01386 0.081 .01023 0.045
Type of Program A . 304 V.O9246 .00370 3,614 -.118 -.05001 4,190
Type of Program B .305. 09317 .00072 0.695  -.030 -.01401 0.400
Discharge Status A .322 .10351 .01033 10,144 ,105 | .18492 9.817
Discharge Status B .322 .10358 . 00007 0.073 -.027 .03345 0.208
Duration in Program .323 .10463 . 00105 1.030 -.067 ) .00103 0.044
Duration x Dis. Stat A .331 .10956 . 00493 4,936 .034 -,02084 4;936
Duration x Dis. Stat B  .331 .10968 .00012 0.114 -.023 -.00346 0.114

Note-~For all F-values above 6,70, p {0l (two-tailed test), p<.005 (one-tailed test).
For all F~values above 3.86, pg05 (two-tailed test), p<025 (one-tailed test),
For all F-values above 2,73, p<.10 (two-tailed test), p<005 (one-tailed test).
For N=1002 and Simple r=,062,p=.05 (two-tailed test), For N=891 and Simple r=.066, p=.05 (two-tailed test),

No N on which simple correlations were based was lower than 891.
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TABLE 22

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF NARCOTIC COMMITMENT

Multiple R RSQ ¥ Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry T Step R Step R Step E Step E
Age ,009 .00009 .00009 0.080 .009 .00176 2.985 00171 2.460
Number of Previous .018 .00032 .00023 0.209 015 .01073 1.733 - .01249 2,319
Petitions .
School Behavior 045 .002C0 .070168 1.512 .039 00242 0.017 - .00980 0.253
Problems
Source of Family . 106 01129 .00929 8.415 .096 03567 4. 216 .03659 4,396
Income . .
Previous Corr. Inst, .163 .02664 .01535 14,116 .123 L02779 10,691 .02665 9.707
Present Petition A .163 .02665 .OOdOl 0.006 -.017 .00018 0.000 .00298 c.121
Present Petition B .179 .03190 .00525 4,843 .062 .02011 2.697 .02366 3.645
Pfesent Petition C . 180 .03227 .00038 0. 346 .026 .00661 3,353 .00596 0.276
Current Remand «187 03491 .00263 2.429 - .005 . 03056 2.953 - .03038 2.913
Family Intactness .190 .03592 .00101 0.932 L0111 . 01945 1.462 .02020 1.548
Previous Noncorr. .190 .03592 .00001 0.007 -.,006 . 60331 0.036 .00481 0.076
Inst.
Last Grade Completed .190 .03592 .00000 0.000 -.009 .00245 0.120 - .00205 0.081

(Continued on following page.)

TAPLE "22

MULTIVARTIATE ANALYSIS OF NARCOTIC COMMITMENT

(Continued from previous page)

RSQ

Multiple R F Simple B F B F

Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Current School Status 0102 03674 .00082 0.755 -.007 -.02937 3.083 -.02671 2.526
Employment .192 .03675 .00000 0.002 .002 .00089 0.003 -.00047 0.C01
Referral County .226 .05102 01428 13,313 .155 . 04404 5.477 04433 5.49% |
Ethnicity A 242 .05835 .00733 6,884 - 149 .04102 4,792 .03823 4,131
Ethnicity B $ 242 .05836 .00000 0.001 .007 -.00091 0.001 ~.,00330 0,217
Type of Program A «250 06234 .00398 3.827 ~.076 -.02514 3.785
Type of Program B .251 .06288 .00054 0.446 -.025 -.00793 0.458
Discharge Status A .251 .06321 .00033 0.308 .031 -.03259 1.090
Discharge Status B .251 .06321 .00001 0.006 .008 -.00591 0.023
Duration in Program .252 .0632¢8 .00008 0.074 -.016 -.00137 0,282
Duration x Dis. Stat A  .258 06671 .00342 3,122 .058 .00877 3.122
Duration x Dis. Stat B .258 .06672 .00001 0.009 .001 .00052 0,009

Note-=For all F-values above 6,70, p-..0l (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 3,86, p/.05 (two-tailed test),
For all F-values above 2.73, p.10
For N=1002 and Simple r=,062,p=.05 (two-tailed test).
No N on which simple correlations were based was lower than 891,

(two-tailed test).

For N=891 and Simple r=,066, p=.05 (two-tailed test),
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TABLE 23

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF LOCAL COxMMITMENT

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Sten E
Age 012 .00017 .00017 0.151 -.013 .00133 0.830 .00141 0.367
Number of Prévious 124 .01531 .01514 13,807 .123 .01176 1.009 01012 0.735
Petitions '
School Behawvior .131 .01726 .00195 1,783 .051 .00790 0.087 .00379 0.018
Problems
Source of Family . 144 .02083 .00357 3.269 . 064 .01855 0.553 .01487 0.351
Income
Previous Corr. Inst. .165 : .02729 . 00645 5.937 124 .00977 0.641 .00945 0.589
Present Petition A .189 ;03565 .00837 7.759 -¢130 -.03059 6.485 -.02730 4,877
Present Petition B .205 04204 .00639 5.954 . 107 .02855 2.635 .03010 2,848
Present Petition C 206 .04233 .00029 0.273 -.028 -.02216 1.925 -.02716 2,767
Current Remand 0225 .05042 . 00808 7.586 .128 .06990 7.485 .07100 7.681
Family Intactness .225 .05081 .00039 0.368 .005 . 02000 0.750C .02190 0,878
Previous Noncorr. <225 .05083 .00001 0.012 ~-.023 .00252 0.010 .00056 0.001
Inst.
Last Grade Completed .226 .05091 .00009 0.082 -.026 -. 00431 0.179 -.00224 0,047

(Continued on following page.)

TABLE 23

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSTIS OF LOCAL COMMITMENT

(Continued from previous page,)

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B

Variables ) R Square Change Entry r Step R FStep R BStgp E FSteo E
Current Schcol Status 226 .05108 .00016 0.152 013 -.01939 0.651 -.01673 0.4£79
Employment - 243 ' .05888 .00781 7.352 -.056 -.05881 7.134 -. 06031 7.409
Referral County 279 07791 .01903 18.263 175 .08563 10.035 .08873 10.620
Ethnicity A .281 .07906 .00115 1.102 .116 .02769 1.058 02783 1,057
Ethnicity B .281 .07914 .00008 0.072 .040 .00985 0.072 .00957 0.068
Type of Program A .283 .07986 .00073 0.692 -.065 - .01556 0.700
Type of Program B .283 ' .07997 .00010 0.099 .016 .00755 0.201
Discharge Status A .286 .08159 .00162 1.552 .040 .05576 1.541 -
Discharge Status B .288 .08308 .00149 1.433  -.044 -.03232 0.336
Duration in Program .288 .08312 .00004 0.034 -.000 .00200 0.292
Duration x Dis. Stat A .290 .08396 .00084 0.799 .023 - ,00638 0.79¢9
Duration x Dis. Stat B .290 .08397 .00001 0.008 -.027 -.00069 0.008

Note~--For all F-values above 6.70, p<.0l (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 3,86, p<.05 (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 2,73, p<.10 (two-tailed test),

For ¥=1002 and Simple r=,062,p=.,05 (two-tailed test). For N=891 and Simple r=,066, p=.05 (two-tailed test),

No N on which simple correlations were based was lower than 891,
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TABLE 24

MULTIVARTIATE ANALYSIS OF STATE COMMITMENT

- Multiple R RSG F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Age 045 . 00205 , 00205 1,850 045 -.00109 0.650 -.00256 3.17%
Number of Previous L 145 .02107 .01901 17.440 . 137 .03080 8.042 .03114 8.293

Petitions
School Behavior .162 ‘ .02624 .00517 4,762 -.,073 -.05125 4,247 -.06860 7.127

Problems )

Source of Family .162 .02634 00011 0,100 -,016 .02618 1.279 .02145 0.869

Income
Previous Corr. Inst. . 176 03084 .00449 4,156 .113 .02321 4,198 .01860 2.718
Present Petition A .183 .03340 006256 2,371 -,107 -.00465 0.174 -.00533 0.222
Present Petition B . 194 .03768 .00428 3.973 -.,059 -.01903 1.361 -.01732 1.123

‘-‘fresent Petition C .202 . 04090 .00322 - 2.993 -.065 -.02262 2.329 -.,02284 2.332
Current Remand .206 04255 00164 1.530 .085 .03620 2.331 LO4137 3.107
Family Intactness .209 04367 ,00112 1.044 .027 .02641 1.518 .02820 1.735
Previous Noncorr. «210 L0457 26 .00030 0.275 .017 ,00419 0.033 .00178 G.006

Inst.

Last Grade Completed .216 04647 .0025% 2.335 -.020 -.01157 1.504 -.01212 1.62¢

(Continued on following page.)
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TABLE 24
MULTIVARTIATE ANALYSIS OF STATE COMMITRMENT
(C?ntinued from previous page.)

: Multiple R RSO F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Steo E
Current School Status .234 .05484 .00837 7.855 -.118 -.04683 L, 414 -.04201 3.59%
Employment .234 .05486 .00002 0.017 .046 -.00291 0.020 -.00799 0.155
Referral County .259 . 06715 .01229 11.659 -.130 -.06922 7.618 -.07370 8.728
"Ethnicity A .262 .06869 ;00155 : 1.467 -.024 .01195 0.229 .01609 0.421
Ethnicity B « 264 .06976 .00106 1.008 -.092 -.03413 1.008 -.03485 1.070
Type of Program A .268 .07181 .00205 1.963 -.083 ’ -.02735 2.576
Type of Program .B .269 07236 .00055 6.526 -.041 -.00872 . 0,319
Discharge Status A .285 .08138 .00302 8.639 .092 l15979 15,069
-Discharges Status B .291 .084381 .00343 3.297 .008 .08262 2.615

"Durat;on in Program +295 .08698 .00216 2.079 -.078 .00114 0,112
Duration x Dis. Stat A .312 097322 .01035 173,295 -.002 -.02099 10,295
Duration x Dis, Stat B .312 .09762 .00029 0.280 .001 -.00379 0.280

Note--For all F-values above 6.70, pz 0l (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 3,86, p<.05 (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 2.73, p< 10 (two-tailed test).
For ¥=1002 and Simple r=,0062,p=,05 {two-tailed test). For N=891 and Simple r=,066, p=,05 (two-tailed test).
No N on which simple correlations were based was lower than 891,
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TABLE 25

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS LOCAL COMMITMENT

o

Multiple R RSQ _F Simple B F B F
NYariables 1 Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Stap
Age .008 .00007 .00007 0,060 -.008 .0r210 3.148 .00185 2,104
Number of Previous .128 .01632 .01625 14.836 .128 . 00544 0.327 .00425 0.196
Petitions ’
School Behavior .130 .01701 .00070 0.635 .033 -.01484 0.465 -.01772 0.603
Problems
Source of Family .155 .02540 00839 7.711 094 .01722 0.722 01641 0.646
Income
Previous Corr. Inst. «187 .03484 .00943 8.748 . 142 .00710 0.513 .00664 0,440
Present Petition A 214 . 04579 .01095 10,261 ' =o 145 -.02532 6.739 -.02314 5,302
Present Petition B . 246 .06033 .01454 13.820 143 .03925 7.554 .04053 7.807
' Present Petition C « 247 .06089 .00056 0.528 -.043 -.02387 3.385 -.02728 4,222
Current Remand .275 07543 .0l454 14.011 .159 07150 11.876 07254 12,125
Family Intactness 275 .07546 .00004 0,038 -.033 -, 00002 0.000 .00039 0.000
Previous Noncorr. 275 .07586 .00039 0.377 -.031 -. 00408 0. 040 -.00345 0.029
Inst.
Last Grade Completed 277 .07698 .00112 1.077 -.043 -.01215 2.165 -.01108 1.72¢9
(Continued on following page.)
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TABLE 25

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS LOCAL COMMITMENT

(Continued from previous page.)

; Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
. Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Current Sch~ol Status 278 . 07710 .00012 0.118 .018 -.02197 1.268 -.02017 1,052
Employment .280 .07822 .00112 1.074 -.004 -.01633 0.834 -.01704 0.8%
Referral County .339 .11464 - .03643 36.413 0231 .08861 16.295 .09084 16.835
Ethnicity A 343 11775 .00310 3.110 161 . 04633 4.491 04525 4,224
Ethnicity B 0345 ‘ 11913 .00138 1.381 .069 . 03497 1.381 03417 1.305
Type of Program A 0346 .11982 .00070 0.699 -.062 -.01236 G.668
Type of Program B 346 . 011986 00004 0.040 - -.001 -.00300 0.048
Discharge Status A .346 11997 .00011 0.111 | .013 00975 0.071
Discharge Status B o347 . 12060 .00062 0.623 -.023 -.03783 0.696
Duration in Program «348 .12081 .00022 0.218 -.010 -.00100 ©0.111
Duration x Dis. Stat A .348 12114 .00032 0.212 .009 -.00268 0.212
Duration x Dis. Stat B .348 .12130 .00016 0.163 -, 007 .00257 0.1863
Note==For all F-values above'6.70, P01 (two-taiied test).
For all F-values above 3,86, p<{.05 (two-tailed test).
For all F-valués above 2.73, p<¢. 10 {(two-tailed test).
For N=1002 and Simple r=,062,p=,05 (two-tailed test). For N=891 and Simple r=,066, p=,05 (two-tailed test),

Yo N on which simple correlations were based was lower than 891,
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TABLE 26

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (FIRST ANALYSIS)

Note~~For all F-values above 6.70, p~.0l (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 3,86, p<05 (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 2,73, p¢.10 (two-tailed test).
For N=1002 and Simple r=.062,p=.05 (two-tailed test).
No N on which simple correlations were based was lower than 891,

Q%r

For N=891 and Simple r=.066, p=,05 (two-tailed test),

. Multiple R RSQ F Simple B ¥ B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Age .023 .00053 .00053 0.4380 .023 .00059 0,123 -.00089 0.2%42
Number of Previous .082 .03317 .03264 30.313 .180 .03450 6.456 .03396 6.242

Petitions
School Behavior .186 03441 .00124 1,151 -.031 -.06131 3.890 ~.07989 6.119

Problems
Source of Family .190 .03592 .,00151 1.408 037 03121 1.163 .02635 0.830

Income
Previous Corr. Inst. .213 04542 .00949 8.902 - .160 .02387 2,844 .01967 1.926
Present éetitidn A o241 .05804 01262 11.979 ~-.177 -.02889 4,300 -,02823 3.934
Present Petition B 243 .05882 ,0G0078 0.744 .051 01720 0.711 .01896 0.852

'PtPresent éetition C .251 .06280 .00397 3,781 -.084 -.04544 6.016 -.04867 6.700
Current Remand .268 .07207 .00927 8.905 148 .08318 8.855 .09346 10.037
Family Intactness .270 .07292 .00085 0.812 .012 .03151 1.382 .03308 1.512
Previous ancorr. .270 .07292 .00000 0.001 -.010 .00077 0.001 -.00179 0.004&

Inst.

Last Grade Completed .278 .07755 .00463 4,458 A -,053 -.02507 4,519 -.02491 4,357

B T T T T T(Continued on following page.) - I ,
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TABLE 26
MULTIVARTATE ANALYSIS OF SERTQUS COMMITMENT (FIRST ANALYSIS)
(Continued from previous page.)

. Multiple R RSQ F Simple B ¥ B F ‘

Variables R Square Change Entry T, Step R Step R Step E Sten E

Current School Status «286 .08175 .00420 4,055 -.081 ~-.06629 5.659 -.06048 715

Employment 287 08212 .00038 0.364 .036 ~,01284 0.253 = 401855 0.529

Referral County .289 .08356 .00143 1,383 042 .00840 0.072 .00662 0.045

Ethnicity A «295 .08711 .00355 3.439 074 .05571 3.183 .05844 3.514

Ethnicity B .295 08729 .00018 0.171 =-.015 .01759 0.171 .01566 0.137

Type of Program A .298 .08890 .00162 1.570 -.094 ~-.02981 1.937

Type of .Program B «299 .08912 .00022 0.211 -.020 A -,00689 - 0.126

Discharge Status A .309 .09555 .00643 6.255 .080 15146 8.570

-« Discharge Status B .310 .09609 .00054 0.527 -.013 04453 0.481

Duration in Program 0314 .09848 .00239 2.332 -.068 -.00036 0,007

Duration x Dis, Stat A 324 . 10475 .00626 6.208 .007 -,02049 6.208

Duration x Dis. Stat B .324 . 10487 .00013 0.123 -.016 -.00316 0.123
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TABLE 27

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (SECOND ANALYSIS)

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R __Step R Step E Step E
Number of Arrests o457 .20868 .20868 237.073 457 .07860 21.082 .07718 20,145
Serious Arrest 468 21949 .01081 12.441 407 04502 0.742 ,03217 0.375
Arrest for Drug .488 .23837 .01888 22,233 .159 -.09332 4,763 -.08392 3.809
Offense
Arrest for Robbery <491 . 24062 .00225 2.651 277 .10985 6.026 .11307 6.355
Arrest for Burglary 492 024252 .00191 2.252 300 .09333 4,440 .09848 4,918
Arrest for Grand 495 .24537 .00285 3.372 «251 .10222 4,298 .10668 4,659
Larceny '
Arrest 497 024682 .00145 1.718 407 .05809 1.864 .05973 1,965
(Continued on following page.)
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, TABLE 27
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (SECOND ANALYSIS)
(Continued from previous page.)
Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry T Step R Step R Step E Step E
Age 499 24863 .00182 2.155 .023 .00060 0.160 -.00028 0.030
Number of Previous .508 .25806 ,00943 11.327 ,180 .02506 4.286 .02559 L. 548
Petitions .
School Behavior .512 26227 00420 5.070 -,031 -.06775 5.967 -.07433 £6.570
Problems
Source of Family .512 .26255 .0002"° 0.347 .037 -.00335 0.017 ~-,00469 0.032
Income
Previous Corr. Inst. .513 .26335 .00080 0,964 .160 .00488 0.148 .00378 0.088
Present Petition A .517 +26760 .00424 5.138 -.177 -.01383 1.225 -.01656 1.665
Present Pet”iion B .517 «26770 .00011 0.127 .051 .01067 0.341 .00806 0.189
Present Petition C .521 J27122 .00352 4.274 -.084 -.03811 5.311 -.03966 5.512
Current Remand - <525 .27611 .00489 5.975 . 148 .06640 6.311 06927 6.849
. Family Intactness .526 $27624 .00013 0.153 .012 .01562 0.428 .01593 0.436
Pr§ViOUS Noncorr. .526 27656 .,00032 0.394 -.010 01212 0.221 .00965 0.139
nst.
Last Grade Completed 529 . 27946 .00290 3.545 -,053 -.,01771 2.816 ~.01846 2.956
(Continued on following page.)
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TABLE 27

ﬁULTIVARIATE ANATYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (SECOND ANALYSIS)

{(Continued from previous page,)

. Multiple R RSQ F Simple B - F B F ,
Variables R Square Change Entry T Step R Step R Step E Step E
Current School Status  .531 .28246 .00300 3.682 ~,081 ~.04696 3.554 -.04596 13.376
Employment .532 .28307 .00061 0.744 .036 -.01885 0.685 -.02156 0.887
Referral County .532 - .28323 .00016 0.191 042 - ~,01603 0.323 ~.01632 0,331
Ethnicity A «532 .28339 .00017 0.203 074 .01320 0.220 .01636 0,335
Ethnicity B .532 .28342 .00002 0.027 -.015 .00628 Of027 .00523 0.019
Type of Program A .532 .28349 .00007 0.091 -.094 .00393 0,041
Type of Program B .532 +28349 .00000 0.004 -.020 | .00103 - -0.003
Discharge Status A «534 «28504 .00155 1.891 .080 .07813 2.806
‘vfﬁ Discharge Status B «534 28514 .00009 0.113 -.013 .01453 0.063
” Dugation in Program .536 .28710 .00197 2,402 -.068 -,00185 0.234
Duration x Dis., Stat A .536 .28713 .00003 0.039 -.016 «,00160 0.039
Duration x Dis. Stat B .538 28946 .00233 2.852 .007 ~.01249 2,852

Footnote~=For all F-values above 6.70, p«0l (two-tailed test), p£005 (one~-tailed test).
For all F-values above 3,86, p{.05 (two-tailed test), p<.025 (one-tailed test).
For all F-values above 2.73, p<.l0 (two-tailed test), p<.005 (one-tailed test).
For N=1002 and Simple r=.062,p=.05 (two-tailed test). For N=891 and Simple r=.066, p=.05 (two-tailed test).
No N on which simple correlations were based was lowzr than 891.

- 161 -

TABLE, 28

UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF CO¥MITMENT VARIABLES

' Serious
Predictor Commitment Narcotic Local State Local Serious
Number of Previous Petitions X X X
Principal Source of Family Income X
School Behavior Problems X X
Previous Correctional
Institutionalization X X X

Present Petition A X X X X
Present Petition B X

‘Present Petition C X
Current Remand . ’ X . - X : X X
Last Grade Completed . v X
Current School Status X | X .X
Employment ‘ X X

Referral County X X X X

| Ethnicity A X X X

Type of Program ‘ X X

Discharge Status A X X X

Discharge Status A and
Duration of Program X X X
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. TABLE 29 I TABLE 29
MEAN VALUES AND PERCENTAGES ON SELECTED VARIABLES BY REFERRAL COUNTY MEAN VALULS AND PERCENTACES ON SELEGTED VARIABLES BY REFERRAL COUNTY
. ' _ e l (Continued from previous page.)
WY C (M= +40) Qutside NYC (N=0US) NYC (N=440) Outside NYC (N=608)
Variubles Mean I\]l Mean N 1
l Variables ¥oan N Mean N
Age ‘ 16.22 4/-16 16956 605 c/o N 70 N
l Numher of Previous Petitions 1.06 425 0.81 571 l Present Petition: JD 34 434 ' 23 581
l Length of Previous Correctional Inst, 0.90 427 0.50 581 l Present Petition: Y04 8 434 29 581
Last Grade Completed 8.44 392 8.56 554 Present Petition: None 12 434 20 581
l Number of Arrests? 1.07 446 0.6% 608 ' Disch ~ge Status: Nongraduate 30 443 28 601
Discharge Status: Withdrawal 9 443 7 601
l % N % N : |
A . Discharge Status: Graduate 61 443 65 601
School Behavior Problems (Yes) 88 425 74 578
' Type of Program: Home 27 443 33 604
Source of Family Income (External Assistance) 37 395 16 565 ' .
. Type of Px: ram: Camp 65 443 54 604
Previous Correctional Institution (Yes) 51 427 30 581 ‘
l I Type of Program: START 8 443 13 604
Current Remand (In Remand) 30 436 19 584
l Family Intactness (Yes) 26 439 31 587 l Arrest® 49 446 38 608
Noncorrectional Institution (Yes) 19 425 25 585 Serious Arrest 43 446 27 608
. Current School Status (Enrolled) 83 417 58 573 . Arrest for Burglary 13 446 12 608
l Employment (Previou Work Experience) 64 409 70 579 Arrest for Robbery 15 446 5 608
| Ethnicity: Black 62 434 21 588 l Arrest for Drug Offense ' 21 446 9 608
' Ethnicity: White _ 12 434 75 588 l Arrest for Assaultive Acts 7 446 4 608
Ethnicity: Puerto Rican and Other 26 434 & 588 ; Arrest for Grand Larceny 10 446 5 608
- a3 —
' Present Petition: PINS 47 434 29 581 ' (Continucd on following page.)
l (Continued on following page.)
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TABLE 30

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (REFERRALS FROM NEW YORK CITY)

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B ¥ B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Age .118 .01385 .01385 4,958 .118 .00513 2.526 . 00406 1.312
Number of Previous .250 .06250 . 04865 18.268 .206 .03695 2.985 .03662 2.874
Petitions :
School Behavior .250 .06255 . 00005 0,013 -.007 .00824 0.016 ,01671 0.060
Problems
Source of Family .252 .06349 . 00094 0.351 .021 «00562 0.018 .00712 0.028
Income
-Previous Corr. Inst. . 260 06744 .00395 1,479 .138 .00230 0,010 ,00163 ' 0,005
Present Petition A .335 ~.11i85 -, 04450 17.439 -.294 -.07618 - 7.392 ~,060625 5.144
Present Petition B . 335 .11253 . 00058 0.226 .135 . 00324 ‘0,005 . 01344 0.083
Present Petition C . 340 . 11567 .00315 1.231 -.170 -. 04541 1.746 -. 05482 2,429
Current Remand .358 .12811 01244 4,923 .159 .10456 4,826 .10798 5.065
Family Intactness .358 .12831 .00020 0.079 ~.009 -.00299 0.004 -.00231 0.002
Previous Noncorr. .359 . 12908 .00076 0.301 -, 002 .02430 0.221 02886 0.300
Inst. .
Last Grade Completed .362 .13137 .00229 0.901 ~.008 -.0179¢% 0.685 ~-.01766 0.630

(Continued on following page.)




TABLE 30

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (REFERRALS FROM NEW YORK CITY)

(Continued from previous page.)

Multiple R RSQ ¥ Simple B T i) ¥

Variables R Square Change Entry T Step R Step R Step E Step B
Current School Status .364 .13214 . 00078 0.305 ~.097 -.03602 0.432 ~.02530 | 0.203
Employment .365 .13333 .00119 0.468 .032 -.02286 0.300 -.02605 0.382
Ethnicity A .370 - .13679 .00345 1.357 .092 .10538 3.010 .09964 72.621

" Ethnicity B .375 . 14099 .00420 1.652 -.029 .08609 1.652 .08388 1.337
Type of Program A .377 .14212 .00113 0.444 -.102 _ -.02501 C.417
Type of Program B . 380 14454 .00242 0,950 -.089 -.03888 1.103
Discharge Status A .381 . 14546 .00093 0.364 .013 .04280 - 0.184
Discharge Status B .385 .14848 .00302 1.184 -.072 | - . 04470 0.125
z}‘Duration’in Program .387 . 15004 .00156 0.612 -.011 .00083 0.008
Duration X Dis. Stat A .392 .15353 .00349 1.368 -.046 . ‘—.01705 1.394
Duration X Dis, Stat B .392 .15363 .000v10 0.040 - . 047 -.00420 0.040

Note--For all F-values above 6.70, p<.01 (two~tailed test).
For all F-values above 3.86, p<.05 (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 2.73, p<.1l0 (two-tailed test).
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TABLE 31

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (REFERRALS FROM OUTSIDE N,Y.C.)

o Multiple R RSQ F Simple B ¥ B r
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Age .022 . 00048 . 00048 0.255 --.022 -.00197 0.975 -.0031s3 2.330
Number of Previocus .152 .02318 .02270 12,387 . 148 .03239 3.242 .03740 4,272

Petitions
School Behavior . 166 .02746 .00428 2,341 -.060 -.08166 5.346 -.11939 10,639
Problems
Source of Family .171 .02928 .00183 0.999 . 040 .06192 2.090 . 05996 2,109
Income .
Previous Corr. Inst. .213 . 04542 .01614 8,960 .169 .04127 5.091 . 02884 2.471
Present Petition A .218 . 04760 .00218 1.210 ~-.093 -, 00566 92,113 --,01117 0.£32
Present Petition B .219 .04786 .00025 0.141 -.022 .00524 0.049 .01044 0.194
Present Petition C .223 . 04961 .00176 0.974 -.033 -.02645 1.353 -.02276 1.062
Current Remand .238 .05649 . 00688 3.836 .133 .07738 3.852 080350 4,278
Fzmily Intactness . 247 .06121 . 00472 2,641 .034 . 05489 2.668 . 05388 2.595
Previous Noncorr. . 248 .06146 .00024 0.136 -.014 -.01148 0.105 -.01912 0.2%6
Inst.
Last Grade Completed .262 . 06877 .00732 4,109 —.084 -.02696 3.625 -.02697 3.616

(Continued on following page.)




TABLE 31

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (REFERRALS FROM OUTSIDE W.Y.C.)

(Continued from previous page.)

) Multiple R RSQ ¥ Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entrvy r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Current School Status .278 .07724 .00847 4,789 -.105 -.073500 5.084 -.06806 4,519
Employment. .278 .07726 .00002 0,011 . 049 . 00156 0.002 -.01704 0.258
Ethnicity A .280 .07854 .00128 0,722 .031 .02854 0.568 .04181 1,242
Ethnicity B ' . 282 .07925 . 00071 0,401 -.029 ~-.04957 0.401 -.04396 0.324
Type of Program A .286 .08188 .00263 1.484 -.086 -.03480 1,777
Type of Program B .287 .08227 .00039 0.218 .025 .01262 0.304
Discharge Status .322 .. 10254 .D2127 12,244 - L1335 .19821 10.329
Discharge Status B .334 L11142 .00788 4,569 ‘ .037 . 13488 2.826
Duration in Program .338 .11403 . 00261 1,512 -.109 A -.00132 0.077
Duration x Dis. Stat A . 346 .11967 .00565 3.290 .050 - -.01895 '3.339

Duration X Dis. Stat B . 346 .11979 .00012 0.067 .000 ~-. 00254 0.067

Note~~For all F-values above 6.70, p<.01 (two-tailed test),
For all F-values above 3,86, p<.05 (two-tailed test),
For all F-values above 2.73, p<.l0 (two-~tailed test).
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TABLE 32

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (REFERRALS FROM NEW YORK CITY)

; Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
Variables 2 Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Sten E
*Numb~- of Arresgs .534 . 28476 .28474 140.541 .534 .09105 15,978 .09061 15,098
Arrest for Grand Larceny .542 .29423 .00946 4.720 .334 .16017 5.192 .16286 5.223
Arrest for Robbery “.552 .30517 .01095 5.531 .322 .10860 3.436 .10913 3.401
Arrest for Burglary .555 .30846 .00329 1.664 .284 .05950 0.813 .06870 1.0351
~Arrest for Assaultive .556 .30885 .00038 0.194 - ,148 -.02331 0.112 -.02092 0.088
Acts .

‘Serious Arrest .556 .30896 .00011 0.056 432 . 00943 - 0,011 .00261 0.001
Arrest .556 .30924 . 00028 0.141 .408 -.00653 0.008 -.00474 0.004
Arrest foriDrug Offence 556 .30956 .00032 0,160 .249 -.00240 0,002 -.00207 0.001

(Continued on following page.)
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TABLE 32

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITRENT (REFERRALS FROM NEW YORK CITY)

(Continued from previous page.)

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F

Wariables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Age .569 . .32339 .01382 7.053 . 118 . 00509 3.254 . 00443 2.025
Number of Previous .583 .33994 .01655 8.624 .206 .02589 1.938 .02612 1.922
Petitions ’
Schoal Behavior . 584 . 34077 . 00083 0.434 ~-.007 -.02624 0.217 -.01486 0.062
Problems .
Source of Family . 584 .34107 . 00030 0.157 .021 -,03112 0,724 -.02560 0.471
Income
Previous Corr, Inst. . 584 . 34149 . 00042 0.218 .138 ~-.00471 0.055 -,00216 0.010
Present Petition A . 599 .35876 .01727 9,157 . =, 294 -.05326 4,682 -.05374 4,385
Present Petition B . 599 .35880 .00004 0.021 .135 -.00411 0.011 -.00450 0.012
Present Petition C .600 .35982 .00101 0.534 -,170 -,02685 ‘ 0.806 -.03120 1,031
Current Remand .604 .36438 . 00457 2.422 . 159 .06538 2,461 06592 2.445
Family Intactness .604 .36541 .00102 0.541 -, 009 -.,02300 0,337 -.02281 0.316
Previous Noncorr. ,605 .36563 .00023 0.121 -,002 .01236 0.076 .01396 0,092
Inst.
Last Grade Completed -~ .606 .36689 .00126 0.662 -.008 -,0i219 0,417 -.0139¢6 0.518
(Continued on following page.)
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TABLE 32
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (REFERRALS FROM NEW YORK CITY)

{Continued from previous page.)

, ) Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F

Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step E
Current School Status .606 .36694 .00005 0.024 -.097 -.01234 0.066 ~.01200 0.059
Employment .607 .36830 .00137 0.718 .032 -.02771 0.581 -.02778 0.569
Ethnicity A . .607 .36875 .00045 0.234 .092 .06334 1.429 .06278 1.361
Ethnicity B. .609 .37137 .00262 1.377 -.029 .06905 1.377 .06946 1.359
Type of Program A .610 .37202 .00065 0.339 -.102 .01887 0.309
‘T?pe of Program B .610 .37249 . 00047 0.245 -.089 -.02059 0.400
- Discharge Status A L611 37387 .00138 0.720 ~  .013 -.03378 0.149
Discharge Status B .613 .37548 .00161 0.840 '-.072 -.03757 0.115
Duration in Program .614 .37684 .00136 0.711 -.011 -.00309 0.134
Duration x Dis. Stat A .614 .37695 .00011 0.058 -.046 -.00390 0.09%
Duration x Dis.Stat B .614 .37712 .00017 0,086 -.047 -.00536 0.086

Note--For all F~values above 6.70, p<.0l (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 3.86, p<.05 (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 2.73, p<.10 (two-tailed test).

- 29T -



TABLE 33

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (REFERRALS FROM OUTSIDE N.Y,C.)

) . Multiple R RSQ F Simple R F B 13
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Sten E
“Arrest 407 .16555 .16555 105.945 407 .10196 3.461 .10315 3.549
Arrest for Bﬁrglary .430 - .18448 .01893 12.373 .310 .06950 1.001 .07965 1.308
Arrest for Robbery L4511 .20305 .01857 12.396 .228 .12270 2.563 .12939 2,844
Arrest for Drug 462 L21344 .01038 7.010 . 046 -.22976 9.952 ~-.20362 7.474
ffense
Number of Arrests L4475 . 22517 .01173 8.024  .389 .06722 6.466 .06323 5.717
Serious Arrest . 480 . .23053 . 00537 3.689 .385 .11680 2,099 . 08909 1.204
Arrest for Grand .480 .23059 .00005 0.037 .160 . 00710 0.009 .00775 0.010
Larceny
Age .481 .23104 . 00046 0.313 ~.022 -.00168 0.872 -.00251 1.721
Number of Previous . 487 .23741 .00636 4,390 . 148 .02229 1.866 .02589 2.424
Petitions
School Behavior .493 .24308 . 00567 3.935 ~-.060 -,07708 5.830 -.09885 3.635
Problems
Arrest for Assaultive .493 . 24310 . 00002 0.015 172 -, 01840 0.052 -,01002 0.015
Acts
(Continuéd on following page.)
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TABLE 33

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (REFERRALS FROM OUTSIDE N.Y.C,)

(Continued from previous page.)

) Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Step R Step E Step E
" Source of Family .493 .24328 .00017 0,120 .040 .03810 0.970 .03749 ¢.937

Income
Previous éorr. Inst. .496 24582 .00254 1.760 .169 .01156 0,468 .00547 G.102
Present Petition A .496 .24588 . 00006 0.039 ~.093 .00244 0.026 -.00140 G.008
Present Petition B .496 .24589 .00001 0.005 -.022 .00842 0.150 .00997 0.2C5
Present Petition C .498 . 24835 .00246 1.700 ‘-.033 -.02737 1.778 -.02726 1.666
Current Remand . 505 . .25461 .00626 4,350 .133 .07270 4,181 .07547 4:499
Family Intactness .506 ;25562 | .00101 0.704 .034 .03030 0.980 .03183 1.065
Previous Nonmcorr. .506 .25610 .00048 0.339. -.014 .01709 0.283 . 01284 0.157

Inst,
Last Grade Completed .510 .25975 .00366 2.545 ~-.084 -.01701 1.726 - -.01746 1.759
Current School Status .515 . 26567 .00591 4.140 -.105 -.06038 4,241 -.05829 3.937
‘Employment . .516 . 26613 . 00046 0.324 . 049 -.02127 0.490 -.02995 0.849

(Continued on following page.)
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TABLE 33

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT (REFERRALS FROM OUTSIDE N,Y.C,)

(Continued from previous page.)

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry r Step R Sten R Step E Step E
"Ethnicity A . 516 .26641 . 00027 0.191 .031 -.01960 0.314 -.008¢92 0.064
Ethnicity B .517 . .26766 .00125 0.874 -.029 ~.06608 0.874 ~-. 06085 0.741
Type of Program A .518 .26821 .00055 0.387 -.086 -.01646 0.460
Type of Program B .518 .26843 .00021 0.148 .025 .00890 0.177
Discharge Status A .525 .27534 .00691 4,847 .135 .10997 3.722
Discharge Status B . 526 .27709 .00175 1.228 ©.037 .04636 - 0.393
Duration in Program_ .528 ' .27857 .00148 1.039 -.109 _ -.00222 0.261
Duration x Dis. Stat A .530 .28081 .00223 1,569 .050 -.01135 1.411
Duration x Dis. Stat B .530 .28086 .00005 0.037 .000 .00171 0.037
Note--For all F-values above 6.70, p<.0l (two-tailed test).
For all F-values above 3.86, p<.05 (two-tailed test).
For all F-values abov- 2,73, p{10 (two-tailed test),
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MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF ARREST (REFERRALS FROM NEW YORK CITY)

TABLE 35

(Continued on following page.)

Multiple R RSQ ¥ Simple B ¥ B ¥

Variables " R Square Change Entry R Step R Step R Step E Sten E
Age .036 .00133 00133 0.469 -.036 ~-.00506 1.302 -.00728 2,247
Number of Previous

Petitions L,118 .01401 .01268 4,528 116 .00040 0.000 -.0C054 0.000
School Beha%ior Problems .128- .01627 .00226 0.808 .060 .07276 0.670 .05242 0.314
Source of Family Income 160 .02550 .00923-  3.31l4 .102 .10289 3.220 .09656 2.761
Previous Corr. Imst. .193 . 03744 .01194 4,329 .143 .04020 1,548 .03638 1,214
Present Petition A 246 .06038 »02294 8.497 -.196 -,07611 3.908 -.06032 2,269
Present Petition B 0246 .06040 ,00001 0.005 125 -.01147 0.035 00144 _0.001
Present Petition C .248 .06140 .00101 0.372 -.071 -.02716 0.330 -.03961 0,675
Current Remand «251 .06280 .00140 0.514 .092 04291 0,430 05382 0.6069
Family Intactness .253 . 06409 .00129 0.475 -.043 ~-.02537 0.166 -.03159 0.247
Previous Noncorr. Inst. .259 06722 .00312 1.149 014 .07022 0.978 .08122 1,262
Last Grade Completed 0260 06734 ,000132 0.046 -.047 -.01471 0.243 ~,01367 0.201
Current School Status .270 .07282 .00547 2,013 -.085 -.10920 2,104 -.09579 1,552
Employment 271 .07335 00054 0.197 052 .03190 0,309 .02875 0.247

(Continued on following page.)

- 19T -

TABLE 35

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS CF ARREST (REFERRALS FROM NEW YORK CITY)

(Continued from previous page.)

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B B ¥
Variables R Square Change Entrv R Step R Step R Step E * Step E
Ethnicity A «300 .08998 01662 6,193 .131 .07999 0.918 06922 0,673
Ethnicity B’ «304 .09215 .00217 0.808 -.129 -.08273 0,808 -.09186 0,981
Type of Program A 314 .09879 00664 2,484 -.156 -.08420 2,518
Type of Program B .316 «09960 .00081 0,303 006 -.03042 0.359
Discharge Status A .316 .09961 .00001 0.002 .000 .12404 0.823
Discharge Status B .316 .09969 .00008 0,031 -.029 . 03048 - 0,031
Duration in Program .322 1039  ,00426 1.581 -.010 -, 00174 0.020
Duration x Dis. Stat A .331 »10962 .00568 2,118 -.054 -.02861 2,087
Duration x Dis. Stat B 331 .10969 .00006 0.024 | -.007 -.00441 0.024
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MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF ARREST (REFERRALS FROM QUTSIDE N,Y.C.)

TABLE 36

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B r B r
Variables R Square Change Intry R Step R Step R Step E Scep E
Age .036 .00131 .00131 0.698 +036 00155 0.300 00017 0.003
Number of Previous
Petitions 125 01554 01424 7.708 122 .02578 1.016 02472 0.919
School Behavior Problems .135 .01816 .00262 1.418 047 01374 0.075 -.05215 0.653
Source of Family Income Lbd .02078 .00262 1.422 042 07482 1.509 .07529 1.560
Previous Corr. Inst, 191 .03648 .01570 82638 161 .06785 6,805 .05398 4,263
Present Petition A «2060 .03997 .00348 1,920 -.113 -.01281 0.287 -.01280 0.280
Present Petition B 201 04046 .00049 0.270 -.047 -.,00032 0.000 .01488 0.194
Present Petition C .203 04111 .00065 0.357 027 .01540 0.227 02077 0.400
Current Remand .203 04132 .00021 0,113 .070 .03079 0.302 .03312 0.357
*Family Intactness 224 .05015 .00883 4,880 .085 .09427 3.892 .09756 4,189
| Previous Noncorr, Inst. «240 03756 .00731 4,066 -.099 -.05775 3.031 -.09796 3.824
Last Crade Completed . 241 .05789 .00043 0.239 -.021 -.01378 0.468 -.01297 0,412
Current School Status o245 .06000 .00211 1.172 -.083 -.05989 1,693 -.05309 1.354
Employment 248 .06133 00134 0,742 076 .04255 0.794 .01935 0.164
(Continued on following page.)
-
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TABLE 36
MULTIVARIATE AMALYSIS OF ARREST ( REFERRALS FROM OUTSIDE N,Y.C.)
(Continued from previous page.)
’ Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B
Variables R Square Change Entryv R Step R Step R Step E Step E
Ethnicity A .276 .07621 .01487 8.373 129 15145 7.910 . 16014 8,972
Ethnicity B 276 .07645 .00024 0.136 -.032 -.04104 0.136 -.04355 G.157
Type of. Program A 2297 .08844 .01199 6.813 -.169 -.09919 7.111
Type:of Program B .298 .08896 .00052 0.296 -.029 -.01288 0.156
Discharge Status A <324 10466 .01570 9.048 0128 .21949 6.235
Discharge Status B .333 .11088 .00622 3.603 .026 «22925 4,020
Durétion in Program .333 .11103 ..00015 0.089 -.101 05287 0.179
Duration x Dis, Stat A 334 .11182 .00078 0.453 .072 -.01252 0.718
Duration x Dis, Stat B 0337 .11333 .00152 0.875 -.025 -.01302 0.875
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MULTIVARIATE AMALYSIS OF SERIOUS ARREST (REFERRALS FRM N,¥.C,)

TABLE 37

(Continued on following page.)

Multiple R RSQ ¥ Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry R Step R Step R Step E Step E
fize .016 .00024 .00024 0.086 -.016 -0.00312 0.508 ~0.C0534 1,248
Number of Previous
Petitions .¥29 .01663 .01639 5.866 .129 0.000561 0.00C 0.00018 0.000
School Behabior Problems 151 .02289 .00626 2,248 .087 0.11292 1.661 0.11113 1.463
Source of Family Income 179 03194 .00905 3.272 .100 0.10123 3.207 0.09178 2,583
Previous Corr. Inst. 214 04574 .01380 5.048 «155 0.03773 1.403 0.03584 1.220
Present Petition A 272 .07403 .02828 10.629 -4220 -0.08537 5.058 -0.07121 3.274
Present Petition B 272 .07403 . 00000 0.000 127 -0,01153 0.036 ~-0,00171 0.001
Present Petition C 274 .07483 -.00081 0.302 -.075 -0.02739 0.346 -0.03644 0.591
Current Remand .282 .07936 00453 1.696 .127 0.08134 1,591 0.09268 2,056
“Family Intactness .282 .07950 .00014 0.053 -.019 0.00377 0.004 0.00335 0.003
Previous HWoncorr. Inst,. .286 .08199  .00249 0,931 -,001 0.06061 0,750 0.06269° 0,983
Last Grade Completed . 287 .08237 .00038 0.141 -.050 -0.01593 0.293 -0.01515 0.255
Current Schooi Status « 2769 .08938 .00701 2,624 ~-.105 -0,12298 2,746 -0,11575 2,346
Employment .299 .089406 .00008 0.029 .050 0.01538 0.074 0.01329 0.055

TABLE 37

MULTTVARIATE ANALYSTS OF SERIOUS ARREST (REFERRALS FROM N,.Y.C.)

(Continued from previous page.)

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B ¥
Variables R Square Change Entry R Step R Sten R Step E Step E
Ethnicity A .316 .09683 .01038 3,908 .107 0.07899 0.921 0.07633 0.848
Ethnicity B .317 .10037 .00054 0.20% -.096 -0.04073 0.201 0,04284 0.221
Type Of Program A .323 10426 .00389 1,464 -.154 -0,06113  1.375
Type of Program B .324 .10513 .00087 0,325 .000 -0.03014 0.365
Discharge Status A 0324 .10518 .00005 0,019 .001 0.234°1 3.058
Discharge Status B .324 .10529 .00011 0.042 -.026 0,08251 0.235
Duration in Program .328 .10785 00256 0,957 -.007 0.00737 0.368
Duration x Dis. Stat A .351 .12333 .01548 5,852 -.075 -0.,0%683 5.791
Duration x Dis. Stat B .351 .12352 .00019 0.071 -.003 -0.007%0 0,071
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TABLE 38

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS ARREST (REFERRALS FROM OUTSIDE N,Y.C.)

(Continued on following page.)

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B 7 B . F
Varizbles - R Square Change Entry R ~ Step R Step R Step E Step E
hge 050 .00251 .00251 1.344 .C50 .000435 0.107 -.00093 0.131
¥umber of Previous .

Petitions «155 .02415 02164 11.820 .151 . 04016 2,931 Q4242 3.257
School Behavior Problems .158 .02491 .00076 0.4614 . W022 -.01593 0.120 -.,06852 2,077
Source of Family Income 165 02711 .00220 1.200 .,037 06273 1.262 06244 1.291
Previous Corr. Inst. 200 04017 0.01306 7.212 .162 .05439 5,200 .03729 2,448
Present Petition A 211 04467 ‘.00450 2,491 ' -.131 -.02087 0.904 -.02398 1.181
Present Petition B .217 04715 .00249 1,379 -,077 -.02125 0.470 -.00802  0.068
Present Petition C .2200 . .04836  .GO121 0,670 .035 .02490 0,705 03112 1,080
Current Remand <220~ .04862 .00026 0.142 .051 -.01428 - 0.077 -.01281 0,064

- Family Intactness .230 .05304 00442 2,450 . . 064 .06338 2,091 . 06819 2,463
Previous Noncorr., Inst. o243 .05881 .00577 3,212 -,088 -.06949 2.260 -.08189 3.217
Last Grade Completed «243 .05885 .00004 0.023 .000 ~.00542 0.086 -.00748 0.165
Current School Status <252 06342 .00457 2,549 -.104 -¢07952 3.549 -.07465 3.223
Employment 0252 .06361 .00019 0.104 ,066 .01631 0.139 -.006061 0.023

- L1 -
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TABLE 38

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF SERIOUS ARREST (REFERRALS FROM OUTSIDE N,.Y.C.)

(Continued from previous page.)

Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B F _

Variables R Square Change Entry R Step R Step R Step E Step E
Ethnicity A .282 .07957 01596 9,0%7 .129 214512 8.635 «13350 .10.181
Ethnicity B 0282 .07967 .00010 - 0,056 -.026 -.02421 0,056 -.02745 0,075
Type of Program A ‘c299 .08934 .00966 5.497 -,165 | -.08136 5.757

" Type of Program B 302 . ,09138  .00205 1,164 -.060 -.02769 n.868
Discharge Status A «339 .11500 .02362 13,774 <157 . .22393 7.815
Discharge Status B $353° 12444 .00943 5.549 . .026 224122 53.357
Duration in Program .353 «12492 7 ,000438 0.280 -.116 . .00132 " 0,046
Duration x Dis,., Stat A 0354 . 12546 .00055 ° 0.321 .096 -.01010 0.562
“Duration’x Dis. Stat B .356 12706 .00160 0.936 -.026 o _ -.01228 0.936
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" Reviscd 1/69

1-5.

6-9.

10.

11-120

13,

14,

1.5.

16"210

22-2

24.

25,

DYNY-70 (2/17/69R)

YOUTII'S NAME

" INTAKE BUREAU DATA FORM

DATE ASSIGHED

LAST

Log Number

Referral Date () __ __
Month Day Year

Deck # 1

—

Referral County

s

(

(County)

Type of Referral Agency
1. Family Court

2. Criminal Court

3. Supremz Court

4, Other Court

5. Police Deprrtment

6. School

7. Youth Board

B, Dept. of Weifare

9., Social Agency

0. Self-or perental referral

1. Voluntary
2. Probation

1. dale
2. Female

Bixthidate ! /
Month

Ag. at re.2rral date

. Race or ethulc group

1. White

2. Negro

3. Puerto Rican

4, Oriental

5. Americen Indian
6. Other

Religion

l. Roman Catholic
2. Greek Orthodox
3. Protestant

b, Jewish

5. Qther

6. None

FIRST

INTAKE WORKER

26.

27-28.,

29.

30.

3i.

Present Petition or status

1.

[

O P W

‘Person in Need of Supefgision

(PINS)

Juvenile Delinquent (J.D, or D.C.)
Wayward Minor (W .0,)

youthful Offender (Y.O.)

Convicted of criminal charge
Neglected Child (N.C.)

None

Current Complaint

00.
11,
12.
13,
14,
15.
16.
17.
18,
19.
20,
21,
22.
23,
24,
31,
3z,
33,
34,
41,

None

Murder or Manslaughter
Forcible Rape

Other Sex Offense(s)

Robbery

Assault

Burglary-Breaking, Entering
Auto Theft :

Other Larceny
Weapons-Carrying, Possezsing
Violation of Drug Laws
Disoxderly Caonduct

Vandalism :

Traffic 0ffense(s)

Other Felony or Misdemeanor
Running Away

Truancy

Ungovernable Behavior
Possession or Drinking of Liquor
Neglect

Current Legal Status

1,
2.
30
4,

0.

Probation= no V.0.P.* Order
Probation- V,0,P, Order
pProbation Intake

Referred prior to fina' disposi-
tion

None of the above

( *V,0.P,= " Violation of Proba~
tion'" Order)

Current Reman’ _

0.
1.

No
Yes

{# of Previous Petitions

c.
1.
2.
3.

None
One
Two
Three or more

Note, --Ttems and codes from intake and discharge forms used in

this study are as given in the forms of Appendix A, with
the exception of codes designating facility, which corre-

study,

spond to the facilities in existence during the time of the

B

32,

33.

34,

35.

36,

37.

Total # of Previcus Arrests

0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

None

One

Ty

T va

Fear

Five or more

revious Correction Institution

0.
1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
6.

7.
8.

None

Remand orx Dute tlon

City Reformatoxry

State Training School

State Reformatory

State Prison

State Hospital for Criminally
Insane ‘

Work House v

Other Institution

Length of Correctional Ingstitution

0.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6,

Previaus,éther institutionalization

0,
L.

2.
K}

4o
5,
6.
7.

length of olher Tartitutionalization

0.
1.
2.
3'
4,
5.
6.

None

Less than cue month

One moni o 8ix months
gver six . aths to 1 year -
Over 1 yeas to 2 yeaxs
Over 2 yeaws to 5 years
Over 5 wears

Hone

Childw~caring Institution
Mental Bngpital

Foater 1 2

Other Heopital

State School

Ot ary Institution
Regidential Treatment Center

None

Less than one month

One month to six months
Over six months to 1 year
OQve: L year to 2 years
Over 2 years to 5 years
over five ycars

Number of Toster Placements __

O.
1.
2.
30
4.
55

None

One

Two

Three

Four

Five or more

YRy AV

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

43.

44,

nge

Very Superior (130+)
Superior (120-129)

Bright flowr 1 (110-119)
Normal or Av rage (90-10%)
Dull Normal (80-89)
Borderline (70-79)
Defective (69 and below}

s o
2
o

+

o

&

3

Al OV P D e
2

Last Grade Completad
. Sixth Grade or less
Seventh Gride -

1

2

3 ighth Grade
4 Ninth Grede
5. Tenth Grade
6

7

8

9

Eleventh Grade or Higher
. . Ungraded "600" School

. C.R.M.D,

. . Other Ungraded Clacs

School Behavior Problems

0, Non - _”

L. Trugncy Only

2, Acting=-0ut Behavior Only

3. Trusncy and Acting-Out Behavior

Current School Status
1, Enrolled Day ¢ hool

2. Earolled Wir. School

3, Drep~0

4, . Suapended

5. Exielled

6. Exempted for Medical Reasons

Current Employmant Status __
0. Unemployed

1, Employed Part-Time

2, Employed Full-Time

Pravicus Ewplovment

0. Never Worked

1. Part-Time Only :
2. At lesst one full time job

Numbexr of Jobs Held

0. None

1, One

2. Two

3. Three

4, Four

5. Five or more




45,

46,

47.

48,

49,
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Length of time longest job held

0. Nevar Worked

| One Month or less

2, Over 1 menth to 3 month:

3. Over 3 meanthe to olx months

4, Over 6 mounthis to i year

5. Over 1 yeaxr to 2 years

6. Over 2 ysars

Currently Living With

0. Alone -

1. Both Hptura! Parents

2. One NHatural Parent~other deceased

3. One Natural Parent-divorce,
geparated

4, Relative(s)

5. Foster Parent(s)/Guardian(s)

6. Shelter,; Orphange, Group Residence,
Special School

7. Instituticn

8. $pouse

9. "yt

Mother-Figure in Home

0. None

1. Natural Mother

2. Step-Mother '

3. Adoptive Mother

b, Relative

S Foster Mother (non-relatibva)

Father-Figure in Home _

0. None

1. Natural Father

2. Step-Father

3. Adoptive Fatherx

4, Relative

5. Foster Father(nou-relative)

Primary Source of Family Inceme _

0, Not Applicable(group raside e,
ingtitution)

1. Father or Father-Figure

2. Mother or Mother-Figure

3. Both Parents (Parent Figures)

4, Relatives in Houseshold .

5. Relatives Outgids of Houschold

6. Public Assistanc

7. Private Assistance

8. Self-Supporting

50, Annu-'l Family Income ___
0, Not Applicable
1. Under §3,000 per annun
2. $3,000 to §3,999 per annum
3. $ 4,000 to $4,999 per &nnum
4, $5,000 to 5,999 per annum
5., $6,000 to $6,%99 per annun
6. $7,000 to §7,999 per anuum
7. $8,000 to $9,999 per annum
8. $10,000 and above par annum
51, Number of People Supported by Income
0. Not Applicable
1, One
2. Two .
3. Three
4, Four
3. Five
6. Six
7. Seven
8. Eight
9. Nine or more
52-55.Date of Decision __ () __
Month Day Yea:
56. Type of Decision __
1. Acceptad
5. Wichdrawm: no show for inter-
view(s)
6. Withdrawn: requested additional
information
7. Withdra'm: New Offense
8, Withdrawn: Other Reazon(s)
9. Rejected
57. TDeasons for Rejectlon

Not Rejected

Mental Retardation
Physical Hendicep
Inproper Age
Homcgexuality

Drug Addiction

Too Disturbed
Extenetive Prior Institutione-
alization

Registive to Placemeut
Other Reason(s)

©

NoOVMP WO
. .

O o
°

©
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Pege <4~ of 1, tobe Burcau Dets Totm

FACILITY IN WHICH PLACED __

11,
12.
31.
32.

33. Rechestar Howe

34. Nagzau Howme »

41. Rempselserville (Cawm: Caze)

42. Carclirz Center (Comp MacCormick)

43. Corx - Annaville .

S51. Middletows S.T.A.R.T. (Fltezgerepld)

52. fuburn 8.7.A.R.T. (Dug.n)

61, Kew York City Home (Sheppsrd)

62. Browr Home .

82. Willowbrook 5,T . A.R,T.

84, Breatiwed S5,T,A.R.T. (Lewisohn)

85. White Plaines House '

86. Niasgesra 8,T.A.R.T.

DAT: OF FINAL DISPOSITION () __ __
Month Dey Yeeor

FINAL DISPOSITION

1. Admitted -

2. Accepted-Withdy wn: new offense

3. Accepted-Withdrswa: other plscement

4. Acceptud-Withdrawn: other reszazon(s)

Great Valley

Magonvilie (Cewmp Dracs)
Buffalo Home

Syravuse Home (Errie Davig)

Leg Num' or

Inteke Worker

LENGTH OF TIME BETUZEN DECISION AND FINAL DISPOSITION

SN W N O

(iAccepted Ceaes only)

. Two wzeks or less

. Over two weeks to ons month

. Over one moath to two wonths

. Over two monthg to three months
. Over three months to four wonths

Over four monmthg to five mosthsg
Over five wmenthg to six sonths
Over gix wmonths

FORMT,: LOG KUMETER #

(F

or rve~refer. 4l only)
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NAME OF YOUTH
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NOTICE OF DISCHAR

/
¢

/

Lsat Firgt

— o

DATE OF ADMISSIGY ¢ )

Month Dey ?Ea;~~

DECK NUMBER 2
AGE AT ADMISSION _

TYPE OF ADMISSION

1. New Ac.iassion
2. Transfey
4. Resdmispslon from discherge
4-15.  FACILITY __
17. Great Valley
l¢. Mesonville (Cemp DBrace)
31. Buffelo Home ’
32. Syracuse Home (Ernie Dsvisg)
33. Rochester Home
34, Nosasau Home
l 41. Rengselaerville (Cemp Cesg)
4?. Caroline Center (Csup MocCormick)
43, Cewp Annsville
S1. Middletown §,T.A.R.T. (Fitzgereld)
' 57. Auburn S,T.A.R,T, (Dugan)
61 New York City Home (Sheppard)
6?. Bronx Home
l 8?2, wW{llouwbrook S, T.A.R.T,
R4 . Brentwood S.T.A.R.T. (Lewigohn)
B5. White Plsains Home
l 86. Niamgsres S.T,A.R.T.
16-19.  DATE OF DISCRARGE __ () __ _-
l Month Day Year

20-21.  AGE AT DISCHARGE __

272-23. LENGTH OF STAY IN PROGRAM 1IN

MONTHS

25.

26.

27-28,

o~

Dete

BIRTHDATE

Morith Day  Yenr

é

PHONE #

v ve wr e e P W B e e e oh TS

OF DISCHARGE _

Absconded

Perental Reouest

Removed by court sction

re: new offense

Diamissed by steff or returned
to court

Completion of trestment
Enlisted in Armed Forces
Tranafer to enother Diviaion
Fecility

Removed to Meutal Hospitel
Other

(Speci y)

SUPERVISTON STATUS AT DISCHARCE __

0
1
2.
3.
4
5

~

None - other thsm DFY Altercare
Sociel Agency

Probation

Mental Biopitel

Correctionel Ingtitution

Placed in remsnd - finel
digpogition not availrble

Moved to e new jurisdiction
Othox

(Specify)
Trens fer to another Division
Fecility

RETURNED TO LIVE W. 'H

W N -~ D

X O XIS

Alone or with peer(s)
Parent(s)

No Informetien

Trangfer to enother Diviginn
Fecility

‘Reletives

Foster parent(g) gurrdirn(s)
Shelter orphenege specirl scraond
Correctionel Ingtitution
Spouse .

Armed Forces

Ments) Hospitel

COUNTY RETURNED TO __ __

(

)

————— e - S S o o, ot e e b o b = b

IGRICRED)

4

APPERDIX B
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TARLE 39

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND NUMBER OF CASES FOR
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

- 182 -

TABLE 39

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND NUMBER OF CASES TOR

INDEPENDENT VARIABLLES

(Continued on following page.)

|

i

1

i

# ‘ (Continued from previous page.)

o S t‘?l?da?d I : - Standard
Variables M-an Deviation . Ceses Variables Moan Deviation Cases
Age 196.917 8.67 . 1051 l Type of Program A .202 .59 . 1058
Nm,;];(éztzﬁnzrGViOU‘S .914 98 1007 Tyf)@ of Program B .523 .66 | 1058
Schoal Behavior Problcms . 802 40 1014 I Discharge Status A +289 e ‘ 1035
Sou=ce of Family Income .243 ’ 43 " 971 I : Discharge Status B 094 -2 7 1053
Previous Cori, Inst. .664 .95 1019 Duration in Program 6.602 - 00 R 1065
present Patition A 055 | 100 1026 l Duration x Dis. Stat A 1.165 IS 1055
Present Peiition B .075 68 1026 Duration x Dis. Stat B 41 L9 1052
PresenF Petition C .206 .70 1026 I
Current Remand .239 43 1031 I |
TFamily Intactness .290 ' 45 1037
Previous Nomcorr. Inst, 224 42 1021 I
Last Grade Compl-ted 9.50¢ 1.07 956
Current School Status .689 W46 1000 I
Emp Loyment 678 47 998 l 1
Referral County 427 49 1065 |
Ethnicity A .381 49 1033 l ' |
Ethnicity B .136 « 34 1033

i

1

i

i
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Time Interval Lo Pirst Arrvoest

The following table presents the time interval between discharge
date and first (fingerprintable) arrest for dischargees of 1969 who were
discharged above the age of 16 and had at least one arrcest within 24
wonths of discharge, It appears in the context f this report as an ox-

ploration of a possible measure of recidivism, It is apparent from the

table that with increaged lapse of time from discharge, the numberd of

tﬁose obtaining a first arrvest tend to decrease. If it is assumed that
an arrest is highly correlated with the commission of an offense, and
that more than one offen: : may have occurred prior to a first arrest,
the table sugnmests the importance of relatively ecarly intervention after
discharge to prevent a first offense.

The column marked P indicates the probability of an arrest (in
the given inteival) if a youth had no prio. post-discharge arrest.  This
probability appears to decrease with time-sinc: discharge in the first
year.1 It is not clear whether the probability decreases further in the
second year. Substantively, the finding suggests that, for the first
year after discharge, the longer tht time a youth manages to be free of a
post=-discharge arrest record, the less likely is it that he will acquixe

one in the immediate future,

lpoe example, knowing only that a youth has just been discharged,
the probability of an arvest in the first 3 wonths after discharge is
about one in eleven (.09). Kunowing that he has had no arrest in the
first 9 months after discharge, the probability of an arrest in the next
3 months is only about one in twenty (.03).




~ CONTINUED
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TABLE 40

NUMPER OF ARRESTEES BY INTERVAL BETWEEN DISCHARGE DATE AND
FIRST ARREST AND BY DISCIHARGE TYPE

Graduate Non~Graduate Withdrawal Total 2l

Interval N N N N %

First 3 Monthsg 27 16 3 46 23,2 ,093
Above 3 to 0 Mo. 24 9 3 36 18.2 .080
Above 6 to 9 Yo, 23 8 5 36 18.2 .087
Above 9 to 12 Mo, 13 3 4 20 10,1 .053
Above 12 to 15 Mo. 12 ‘ 4 1 1/ 8.6 .050
Above 15 to 18 Mo. 5 6 ‘ 1 12 6.1 .037
-Above 18 to 21 Mo, 11 4 i 16 8.1 .051
Above 21 to 24 Mo. 7 5 3 15 7.6 .051

Total 122 55 21 198 100.0 '

Note~-~-Ten :ubjects with an arrest prior to discharge were excluded,
Ten subjects with missing or ambiguous information regarding Discharge Type
or Discharge Date were also excluded, Exact Discharge and Arrest Dates (Day,
Month, Year) were used. The number of subjects not arrested (one month before
to 24 months a’-er discharge) was 296.

p is the probability of a youth having a first arrest in the givin in~
terval if he has » post-discharge arrest prior to this intewxval, It repre-
sents the propor! n of 1969 dischargees discharged after age 16 who have no
prior post=-dische e arrvest and who have an 'arrest in the given interval. The
N that is the hasis for this statistic is 494, Tor example, after three months
only 448 subjects (494 minus 46) can have a first arrest., Of these 36 were
arrested. The proportion is therefore 36 divided by 448 or .080.

APPENDIX D
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ORLGINAL RATIONALE FOR THE SEQUERCE OF VARIABLES

In the analysis of arrest, Format A, the first set consisted of
Age at Admission in order to dectermine the effec.s of the remaining
variables on arrest with age contrelled. Sets 2 through 5 consi:sted of
variables which previous study had suggested would he among the most
predictive of arrcst., It was considered desirable to control these
variables before cvamining (a) the effects of variables which previous
study had not indicated related to arrest in order to determine whether
these variables would be found predintive when the major predictors of
arrest were controllgd, (b) the effects of Ethnicity and Referral County,
which h.d been found related to arrest, in:order to determine whether
their effects would vanish when the major predictors were controlled,
Within Sets 2 through 5 the variabies referring to previous offense
histosy arc in the order of past to present, i.e., Previou. Number of
Petitions, and Previous Correctional Institutionaliration precede Present
Petition and Current Remand. Sets 6 through 9 rcpresent social baékgroumd
or personal history variables of the youth. Set 6 referring to the youth's
family situation (or its absence), and 7 referring to the youth's school
and work history are considered to represenk morc specific types of in-
fluence than Sets 8 and 9 (Referral County, Ethnicity). Under the as-
sumption that more global influences would have to be explained ultimately
in terms of more specific types of influences, Sets 8 and 9 were placed

afiter Sets 6 and 7. Set 10 represented a characteristic related to type

- 188 -

of program involvrment and different in nature from the preceding var-
iables which do not refer to pro; ram inv~lvemcnt.l It was therefore
entered into the equation after the social background and personal
history variables, Sets 11 through 14 also represent aspects of pr- -
gra, dinvolvement. Set 11 precedes Set'12 to accord with the time
sequence represented by these variables (residing in a program precedin
di. harge) and Set 12 precedes Set 13 to test the effccts of Duration

in Program after controlling for Discharge Status,

lNot included in the present study,
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' CONTROLLIKC TOR ARREST VARTABLES TH ANATYSES OF SERIOUS COMMITLENT

In a number of analyses of serious commitment aspects »f a youth's
arrest record of the first two post-discharge years were controlled. Tor
reasons of convenience (e.g., to avoid additional coding, punching and
programming) the total two year period was used. It was assumed that
the arrest record of the total two year period would approximate that
portion of the arrest recorxd occurring in the two year period that pre-
ceded a youth's first serious commit rent, This assumption was cvaluated
using as subjects 1969 dischargees with discharges over the age of 16,

Th: re were 79 subjects with at least one arrest in the two-ycar post-
discharge period and at least one serioﬂs commitment., For 63 youths,

(or 80% of the 79 subjects) all arrests occurring ﬁithing the two year
post-discharge period did, in fact, precede the youth's first serious
(post:discharge) commitment.,

For the remaining 16 subjects, all but one had at least one arrest
occurring in the two year period and preceding the first serious commit-
ment; and all but 7 had at least two arrests in th: two year discharge
period and preceding the first serious commitment., The number of arrests
occurring after the first serious commitment but within the two year
period was either 1 or 2 for all but three éubjects.

There were also seven additional subjects with a serious comsuitment
but without a recorded arrest for the two year period. TFor these subjects

use of the complete two year period was cquivalent to use of thalt part of
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the two-year period preceding first serious commitment,
TFrom these figures one may conclude that use of the complete
two-year period approximated that portion of the arrest recoxds of the

youths within the two-year period that preceded serious commitment,

APPENDIX F
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COMMLTMENT AND ONE ARREST

1n order to aid in the interpretation of results in the analyses
of Number of Arrests a new variable called Commitment-One Arrest was
created, The variable was defined as the presence of a commaltment
record in the post-discharge period and exactly one arrest in the two
year post-discharge period (versus all other possibilities). A
multiple regression analysis was performed to elicit the predictors of
Commitment-Ona Arrest. It was presumed that youths who were confincd
after or» arrest and who did not have a sub:2quent arrest (in the post-
discharge period) may not have had a relatively high number of arrests
(defined as two or more) because of their confiﬁement. If the variable
Number of Arrests was to be used as an indicator of the number of arrests
expected of unconfined youths, it was thought that findings from the analyses
callcd‘Tamber of Arrests, First Analysis (p. 35) and Number of Arrests,
Second Analysis (. 38) would have becn distorted princi, nlly because of this
groups, |

The perce.tage of subjects falling into the Commitment-Onc Arrest cate-
gory was 7%. Among youths with at least one arrest it was 17%. The small
percentage among all subjects suggcsts'that there would not be too great
distortion in Number of Arrests, Tivst Analysis,

Results of the multiple regression analysis are given in Table 41,
At Step R, the only significant unique predictor was Ethnicity A. The
variable remained significant at Step E. Black youths (compared to white
youths) were more likely to fall into the Commitment-Onec Arvest category.

Assuming that some of these youths would have had more arrests if they

-
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had not been cowmitted, one would conclude that the predicted difLferences
between blacks and whites for the varicble Nuwmber of Arrests was an
underestimation 1f Number of Arrests was uscd to indicate the expected
number of arrests for unconfined youths. The regression weight of .06
indicates that blacli youths excecded white youths in Commitment-One Arrest
by 6 percentage points.

At Step R, approaching significance were Current S.hool Stalus, Last
Grade Completed and School Bechiavior Problert. At Step E Discharge Status
A was significant with the intervaction of Discharge Status A and Duration
in Program approaching significance. The findings suggest that youths not
enrolled in school at referral, with Lewer grades completed, without school
behavior problems, with both Nongraduate status and short program duration
were more likely to fall into the Commitme. “-One Arrest group.

In Number of Arrests, First Analysis or Number of Arrests, Secoi.l
Analysis the only characteristics of those listed above thalt cmerged as
significant predictors were Ethnicity A and Nengraduate Status. The "school"
variables showed little predictiveness in the two analyses but the inter-
action of Discharge Status A with Duration in Program approached signifi-
cance in Number of Arxrest, First Analysis.

A reasonable infervence from these findings is that if youths had not
been confined after one arrest the predictors that emerged in the Number of
Arrests analyses would have remained as predictors. Assuming that the
"Commi.tment-One Arrest" youths would have had more arrests, the interaction
term of Discharge Status A with Duration in Program might have recached signif-
icance in Number of Arrests, TFirst Analysis and the wf{ference betwecn blacks

and whites in both analyses would have been greater,



IEN S N Il AN B E TN Bh BN 3N TN BN EE B A B e
b3

TABLE 41

MULTIVARTATE ARALYSTS OF COMMITMENT-ONE ARREST

.Multiple R RSQ F Simple B F B I

Variavles R Square Change intry R Step R Step R Step E Step E
Age .028 .00077 .00077 0.682 .028 -,00032 0.063 -,00C25 0.033
Kumber of Previous

Petitions 053 .00278 00201 1,791 044 -.00233 0.052 -.00257 05.0¢2
School Behavior Problems 064 . 00416 138 1.231 -.040 -.04130 3.125 -.05394 4,877
Source of Family TIncome .072 .00519 .00103 0,915 .028 .02657 1,482 .02213 1.020
Previous Corr. Inst. .099 .00581 200262 4,128 .080 .01426 1.787 .01359 1,605
Present Petition A .173 .01509 00529 4,744 ‘ -,091 -.01583 2.301 -.01508 1,953
Present Petition B .127 .01620  ,00111 0,992 -.026 -.01146 0.555 -.01i014 | 0.424
Present Petition C .128 01644 .00024 0.218 -.034 -.00601 0.184 -.00554 ¢.151
Current Remand . 131 .01725 .00081 0.723- .057 .01836 0.674 L02G617 0.812
Family Intactness .135 .01810 .00085 0.761 .0l16 .02341 1,342 .02139 1.097
Previous Noncorr. Inst, 133 .01819 .00009 0.081 .002 .00712 0.107 .00443 0.041
Last Grade Completed 144 .02086 .00267 2,396 -.034 -,01526 2,937 ~.01368 2,285
Current School Status 157 02474 .00383 3.486 -.076 -.,03949 3.545 -.03596 3.077
Emp loyment . 160 02564 .00091 0.817 .059 .01953 1.028 01596 0.680

(Continued on following page.)

TABLE 41

MULTIVARTATE ANALYSIS OF COMMITMENT-ONE ARREST

(Continued from previcus page.)

Multiple R RSQ i Simple B F B F
Variables R Square Change Entry R Step R Step R Step E Sten E
Referral County 160 02571 7706 0,056 - =023 -.02548 2,164 -.02817 1,407
Ethnicity A .188 .03534 .00963 8.726 073 .05932 6,364 .06243 £.997
Ethnicity B .138 .03534 .00000 0,002 -.054 00144 0,002 .0028% 0,008
~ Type of Program A 191 .03631 .00097 0.877 -.064 -.016706 1,062
Type of Program B 194 .03780 .00149 1,349 024 01304 1,682
Discharge Status A .201 ,04023 .00244 2,207 .043 ' 08451 4,632
Discharge Status B .202 .04091 .00068 0,618 -.001 05928 1,481
Duration in Program .202 ,04100 .00009 0,081 -,031 ’ 00243 0.560
Duration x Dis, Stat A .209 04351 .00250 2,740 .000 -.,01031 2,740
Duration ¥ PDis. Stat B .210 04427 L0007 - 0.689 -.01l4 -.00565 0.689
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UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF ARREST

Predicted Differences in
Percentage Poirts (with

Unique Predictor Comparison other wvariables control? od)
Principal Source of Family Income Public or Private Assistance 10 points higher

vs., &ll others

Present Petition Status No Petition vs., PINS 2 points higher
JD vs. PINS 9 " "
YO vs. PINS 10 " i
Previous Correctional Institution- Less than One Month vs. None 5 points higher
alization One Month to Six Honths
vs. None 10 " "
Over Six Months to One Year
vs. Hone 15 " "
Ethnicity Black vs. White 12 points highex
Discharge Status Nongraduate vs. Graduate 9 points higher
Type of Progranm Camp vs. Home 8 points higher
START vs. Home 20 points higher

80T




UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF SERIOUS ARREST™

Predicted Differences in
Percentage Points (with

Unique Predictor Comparison other variables controlled)
Principle Source of Family Income Public or Private Assistance 10 points higher

vs., all others

Present Petition Status : PINS vs, No Petition 0 points higher
JD vs, No Petition 9 1 "
Y0 ' vs. No Petition 12

Previous Correctional Institution-

alization Less than One Month vs, None ‘5 points higher
One Month to Six Months
vs. None : 9 " "
Over Six Months to One Year
vs. None 14 "o 1
Ethnicity Black vs, White 11 points higher
Referral County New York City vs. all others 9 points higher
Current School Status Not Enrolled vs. Enrolled 9 points higher
Type of Program Camp vs. Home 6 points higher
) : START vs, Home 18 "
Discharge Status Nongraduate vs, Graduate 10 points higher

Discharge Status with Duration
in Program Nongraduate vs, Graduate 22,0 points higher minus
2,6 points for each month
in program (of the ¥on-
* Arrest for burglary, robbery, drug offense, assaultive acts or grand larceny. sraduate) ;
Ne}
O

UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF NUMBER OF ARRESTS

Predicted Difference in
Number of Arrests (with
Unique Predictor Comparison : other wvariables controlled)

Previous Correctional Instution-

alization v Less thor One Month vs. None .14 of an arrest more
One Month to Six Months vs. None 28 U " "
Over Six Months to One Year vs, None A2 Mo H H
Referral County New York City vs. all others +29 of an arrest morec
Principle Scurce of Family Income Public or Private Assistance vs,
all others .26 of an arrest more
Ethnicity , Black vs. White .21 of an arrest more
Number of Previous Petitions One vs. None .09 of an arrest more
' Two vs. None .18 " "
- ' Three vs. HNone 27 ™ " "
Present Petition Mo Petitions wvs. PINS .12 of an arrest more
YO vs, PINS W24 T W " “
JD vs. PINS W34 M " "
Type of Program ' Camp vs. Home .16 of an arrest more
START vs. Home .62 ™ i "
Discharge Status Nongraduate vs., Graduate .20 of an arrest more
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‘ UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF ARREST FOR BURGLARY
|
i
!
Predicted Differences in
Percentage Points (with
Unigue Predictor Comparison ‘ other variables contrxolled) -
Present Petition PINS vse No Petition 2 points higher
JD vse No Petition -10 1 "
YO vs. No Petition 4
Current School Status - ot Enrolled vs, Enrolled 5 points higher
Discharge Status Withdrawal‘vs. Graduate 8§ points higher
1
N
O
==
H
.

UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF ARRES™ FOR ROBBERY

Predicted Differences in
Percentage Points (with

Unique Predictor Comparison other variables controlled)
Ethnicity - Black vs, White 11 points higher

Previous Correctional Instution-

alization Less than One Month vs, None 2.3 points higher
One Month to Six Months vs. None 4.6 points higher
Over Six Months to Cne Year vs, None 6.9 points higher
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UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF ARREST FOR DRUG OFFENCT

Predicted Differences in
Percentage Points (with

Unique Predictor . Comparison other variables controlled)
Referral County Mew York City vs. ali others 12 points higher
Ethnicity Puerto Rican vs,., White 8 points lower

Puerto Rican vs, Black 9 " 1
Type of Program Camp vs. Home 2 points higher
START vs, Home 16 ' 1

- £0¢

UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF ARREST FOR GRAND LARCENY

Predicted Differences in
Percentage Points (with

Unique Predictor Comparison other variables controlled)

Ethnicity . Puerto Rican vs. White 10 points higher
Puerto Rican vs, Black 9 " "

Type of Program Camp vs. Home 3 points higher
START vs., Home 9 U "

- 0%




Number of Previous Petitions
Present Petition Status

Current Remand

Current School Status

Previoué Correctional Imstitution-
alization

Ethniciéy

Employment

Type of Program

Discharge Status

Discharge Status

Unique Predictor

Principle Source of TFamily Income

Previous Correctional Institution-
alization

Referral County

Ethnicity

Type of Program

-0 ,

UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF COMMITMENT

Comparison

One vs. None

Two vs. None

Three vs., None

No Petition vs, PINS

YO vs, PINS

JD vs, PINS

In Detention vs. Not in Detenticn
Not Fnrolled vs. Enrolled

Less than One Month vs. None

One Month to Six Months wvs, None
Over Six Months to Ones Year vs., None
Black vs. White

Never Worked vs, Worked

Camp vs. Home
START vs, Home

Nongraduate vs. Graduate

Nongraduate vs, Graduate

UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF NARCOTIC COMMITMENT

Comparison

Public or Private Assistance
vs, all others

Less than One Month vs. None

One Month to Six Months vs. None
Over Six Months to One Year vs. None
New York City wvs. all others

Black vs. White

Camp vs. Home
START vs. Home

Predicted Difference in
Percentage Points (with
other variables controlled)

3 points higher
1 18]

1 1"

[oa e

8 points higher
9 3] 1)
2

" 1"

7 points higher

9 points higher
4,7 points higher
9.4_ (X} 1"
4.1 " "
7 points higher

6 points higher

3 points higher
ll 134 "

10 points higher
18.5 points higher minus
2.1

points for each month
in program (of the Nongraduate)

Gl GEN Bk N O e

Predicted Difference in
Percentage Points (with
other wariables ccn.relled)

3.6 points higher

2.8 points higher
5'6 t 3]
8¢£‘,~ 1 13
4.4 points higher

4.1 points highex

1,7 points higher
6'6 1" 1

- 90¢




Unique Predictor

Referral County
Employment
Current Remand

Present Petition

Unique Predictox

Number of Previous Petitions

Referral County
School Behavior Problems
Current School Status

Previous Correctional Instutition-
alization

’

Discharge Status

Discharge Status

gt
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UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF LOCAT, COMMITMENT

New York City vs. all others
Never Worked vs, Worked

In Detenticn vs. Not in Detention
No Petition vs. PINS

¥0 vs, PINS
JD vs, PINS

UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF STATE COMMITMENT

Comparison

One vs. None
Two vs., None
Three vs, None
New York City vs. all others
No vs. Yes
Not Enrolled vs, Enrolled
Less than One Month vs., None
One Month to Six Months vs., None
Over Six Months to One Year

Nongraduate vs. Graduate

Nongraduate vs, Graduate

“redicted Difference in
Percentage Points (with
other variables controlled)

9 points higher

6 points higher

7 points higher

4 points higher

5
11

1 i

1" 1

- L0T

Predicted Dirference in
Percentage Points (with
other variables controlled)

3 points higher

6 [} 184

9 1 1

7 points lower

5 points higher

5 points higher
2.3 points higher
4.6 1 1

6 9 1 14

7 points higher

16 points higher minus

2.1 points for each menth in

progzam (of the Nongraduate)

fy]
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UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF SERIOUS LOCAL COMMITMENT

Predicted Difference in
Percentage Points (with

Unique Predictor Compar._.son other variables controlled)
Referral County . New York City vs. all others 9 points higher
Current Remand ‘ In Detention vs,., Not in Detention 7 points higher
Present Petition YO0 vs. PINS 3 points higher

No Petition vs, PINS 5 i "

JD vs, PINS 11 " "
Ethnicity Black vs. White 5 points higher

607 -

UNIQUE PREDICTORS OF SERIOUS COMMITMENT

Predicted Difference in
Percentage Points (with

Unigue Predictor Comparison other variables controlled)
Number of Previous Petitions . One Petition vs. None 3.4 points higher
Two Petitions vs. None 6.8 " '
Three Petitions vs. None 10,2 " H
School Behavior Problems No vs. Yes 6 points higher
Current Remand Tn Detention vs. Not in Detention 9 points highexr
Current Schoocl Status Not Enrolled vs Enrolled 7 points higher
Last Grade Completed 2,5 points lower for each

grade completed

.0 . ,

Present Petition Status No Petition vs, PINS 9 points higher

Y0 vs. PIFS 9 i "

JD vs. PINS 12 " "
Discharpe Status Wongraduate vs, Graduate 7 points higher
Discharge Status Nongraduate vs, Graduate 15.1 points higher minus

2.0 points for each month in
program (of the Nongraduate)
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