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Abstract

In this article we study effectiveness of training school programs
relative to probation on recidivism for Japanese juv.enile delinquents
with differing criminal experiences—early versus late involvement, and

- first-time as opposed to repeat. We measure effectiveness by the times
elapsed from release to reinca,réera.tion in the Juvenile Classiﬁca.tidn
Homes. We employ a proportional hazards modél to examine the rela-

tionship between the form of treatment (probation vs training school)
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and the times to reincarceration, while controlling differences in socio-
demographic background, strength of ties to conventional sotiety, of-
fending history, and current delinquency type. Official crime data
obtained from the Ministry of Justice were analyzed. The effect of
treatment in training school is generally positive, but is found to be
complex. Specifically, institutionalization of the late-starting first-
.ti'me offenders (N =5, 675) and of the early-starting repeat offenders
(N = 158) is associated with significantly longer times to reincar-
ceration. But for the late-starting repeat offenders (IV = 946), we
do not find any positive effect of training school. Instead the late- -
starting repeat offenders, if institutionalized previously, tend to have
shorter times to reincarceration following their second incarceration.
The common expectation shared by many politicians and the public
in Japan of across-the-board positive effects for sending all the juve-
nile delinquents to training school is likely to be erroneous at least if

effectiveness is measured by the timing of reincarceration.

INTRODUCTION

Effective correctional treatment has been one of the most important goals of
the Japanese juvenile criminal justice system since 1922 When the pre-war
Japanese Juvenile Law was first ena_,ctéd after Anglo-American law. More |
importance was placed oﬁ this goal in 1949 when the modern American ju-
venile criminal justice system replaced the pre-war Japanese Juvenile La.v?.
Two major programs in the new system, training school and probation, have
routinely been updated to incorporate new ideas either déveloped lo¢ally or
coming out of the West and have been serving as the foundation of correc-

' tional treatment of juveniles in Japan.



Probation in Japan relies heavily on counseling and family therapy, and
is -thus relatively similar to that in the West. Training schools vary more
with culture. For example, since 1922, use of the “Introspection Method”
derived from the Buddhist principle that human beings. can overcome their
inherent imperfections and weaknesses through self-discipline learned from

- meditation, has been tested thoroughly and found effective in Japanese train-
ing schools. We doubt if such methods are popular in the West. On the other
hand, since 1949, North American correctional treatment techniques. such as
Role Playing and Group Counseling have also been instituted in modified
form in Japanese training schools nationwide. '

Given the cultural differences between the West and Japan, it is of great
interest to find out if these two principal programs—training school and
probation—have been performing as effectively as in the countries of their
ongm North America and Europe.

For juveniles sent to training schools, we measure effectlveness by the
time between their release from training schools and their subsequent rein-
carceration in the Juvenile Clé.ssiﬁcation Homes (JCH). For juveniles on pro-
bation; it is measured by the time between their release from and subsequent
reincarceration in the JCH. Since almost all training school graduates were
-paroled with supervision whose intensity was about the same.as the proba-
tionary supervision, we reason. that. the times-at-risk—the amount of time
during the observed period when the subject is free from confinement—for
the trainining school graduates and for those on probation are comparable.
Those sent to training schools should therefore take longer to reoffend than

'~ those on probation, if teceiving a treatment' in the form of incarceration in

Japanese training school discourages future criminal behavior more than that

of probation.



" The ﬁndiﬁgs in the West on specific deterrence theory convinced us that |
it is prudent to entertain the possibility that treatment effect of interventions
with delinquent youths is possibly a conditional phenomenon (for deterrence
as a conditional phenomenon, see, for example, Claster, 1967; Toby, 1957)
contingent upon the strength of ties to aonventional society and experience
in criminal behavior (for effect of these covariates on deterrence see, for ex-
ample, Greenberg, 1981; Hirschi, 1969; Matza, 1964; Minor and Harry, 1982;
Paternoster et al., 1983; Tittle, 1977; Tittle and Logan, 1973). We thus hy-
- pothesize that in Japan, as well as in the West, juveniles with greater ties to
conventional society, first-time juvenile offenders, or juveniles starting crimi-
nal behavior when they are réla.tively old might be more easily treated than
those with fewer ties to conventional society, those experienced in criminal
behavior, or those starting criminal behavior relatively early.

The specific issue we investigate in this paper is therefore the following: Is
incarceration of juveniles in the Japanese training school, relative to pa.rtic-
ipation in the probation program, associated with longer times from release
to reincarceration, even after the strength of ties to conventional society and
experience in criminal behavior are controlled? Is the result consistent with

the findings from North America and Europe? If not, why?

JAPANESE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

According to the Japanese Penal Code the minimum age at which a juvenile
is held criminally resiaonsible is fourteen. Under thé Japanese Juvenile Law,
a “juvenile” is a person under twenty years old and a “delinquent” is a
“uvenile” (1) who committed an offense, or (2) who is deemed likely to
commit an offense (a status delinquent). In 1995, the number of cases of



juvenile delinquency heard in family court! was 124,507. There were only
795 (0.6%) cases of status delinquency in the records.

When an offense is alleged to have been committed by a juvenile, the
police conducts an initial investigation. If the evidence points to her/him,
s/he is apprehended and referred to the prosecutor, who in turn brings the
case to the family court’s attention. When the presiding judge at the family
court feels a rehabilitative custody is needed, s/he orders the juvenile to
be evaluated in the JCH system. For instance, the Japanese family courts
ordered only 12,046 juveniles (10%) to be placed in the JCH in 1995. The
legally permissible term of confinement in the JCH is four weeks.?"

A group of clinical psychologlsts at the JCH records the _]uvemle s up-
bringing, education, work experience, and prior antisocial behamors, if any, -
through interviews. Under their supervision, he/she also undergoes thorough
psychological tests. The JCH comes back to the family court with a recom-
mendation for her/his treatment based on the likelihood of her/his relapsing
into the previous pattern of unlawful behavior and the predicted effectiveness

of her/his rehabilitative treatment.
. The judge also appoints a family court probation officer and authorizes
her/him to study the delinquent’s social environment by means of interviews
with the delinquent and her/his parent(s) or guardian(s). The officer weighs
all possible dispositions and sends her/his report to the judge.

The judge makes a final decision using the evidences submitted by the
police and/or the prosecutor, the recommendafion by the JCH, the report
by the family court probation officer, and the testimony at the hearing. In

!Throughout we exclude tra.ﬂic offenses in all statistics.
2The Juvenile Law was revised recently for the first time since 1949 The revised

Juvenile Law took effect on April 1 in 2001, in which the permissible term of confinement
became eight weeks.



1995, 41% and 27% of all the delinquents released from the JCH were placed
on probation and in training schools respectively. 4The judge’s decision is
influenced by how premeditated and serious the alleged offense was and by
the juvenile’s past encounter with the law enforcement. It is also important
that the judge sees “due process” is Being followed in the investigation phase
to protect the rights of the juvenile. |

The family court does not necessarily follow treatments recornmended by
the JCH and tends to order those juveniles to be placed under probationary
supervision far more frequently: Of the 6,272 (1,104) who were either on
probation or sent to training school at the first (second) incarceration in
our data, 1,071 (198) or 17.1% (19.5%)Vwere legally disposed against the
recommendé,tions; and of which only 57 (19) were sent to training schools,

while the remainig 1,014 (179) were on probatidn. See Tables 1 and 2.

Table 1: Actual treatment disposed by the family court versus the treatment
recommended by' the JCH at the first incarceration |

Recommended Treatment
Actual Treatment | Training School  Probation
Training School 1,083 57
Probation 1,014 4,118

As these numbers suggest, the family court hagi con,siétently been reluctant
to send those juveniles to training schools against the recommendations by
~ the JCH. We conjecture that this is because of the court’s understanding
that sending a juvenile to 2 training school is highly detrimental to her/his.

~ future within the Japanese society.

As these descriptions illustrate, investigating the problems and needs of 3
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~ Table 2: Actual treatment disposed by the family court versus the treatment

recommended by theé JCH at the second incarceration

wm —
Recommended Treatment

Actual Treatment | Training School Probation
Training School | 677 19
Probation 179 229

juvenile has been very informal throughout the Japanese family court system.
Family court proceedings in Japan are being consciously kept removed from
those in crumnal court despite repeated complaints from conservatives, quite
a contrast to juvenile court proceedings in the United States where by the
1980s they were made similar to those in criminal court.®

We note that the decision to send delinquents to training schools had
been made independent of the capacity of the J a.pa:ﬁese training school systeﬁl

during the study period because few of them had a preblem of over-crowding.

Probation

Probation officers are full-time employees of the Ministry of Justice with de-
grees in medicine, sociology, psychology, education and/or other disciplines
considered relevant to thg treatment of offenders. They receive substantial
assistance from volunteers: There were only 854 probation officers supervis-
ing b<l>th juvenile and adult offenders in Japan m 1990 according to the latest -
data. There were 48,776 volunteers in 1995. The caseload of a probation offi-

3In the new Juvenile Law instituted in April 2001, the public prosecutor can attend the
juvenile court proceedings and the victim(s) can also testify against the accused juvenile(s)
if the presiding family court judge sees the need. :

7



cer was approximately 92 and s/he was assisted by 80 volunteers on average
at a given time in 1994 according to the latest data. Volunteers—officially
~ called volun‘beer'lprobation officers—are not on the Government’s payroll.

A probation officer profiles those delinquents assigned to her/him by inter-
viewing them and by studying their records. S/he then makes a preliminary
rehabilitation plan and assigns a volunteer to each one of those delinquents.
The volunteer supervises the delinquent according to the plan and sends
a monthly reportA to the probation officer. Probation officers may supervise
delinquents if they think intensive direct interventions are necessary. In prac-
tice, however, the roles and responsibilities of the probation officer and the
volunteer are not so clearly separated (Shikita and Tsuchiya, 1990:220).

- - Probationary supervision of juvenile delinquents may legally continue up
to two years in Japan. If they become twenty-years old during the period,
theirsupervisioq is terminated. ‘

Prdbationary supervisions can be and have been shortened quite often in
recent years in excha.ngé for a set of satisfactory beha.viors on the part of the
juveniles. They consist of complying with several stated conditions: living
at a declared residence; holding a legitimate job for an extended ‘perio’d of
" time; avoiding antisocial or criminal behaviors; avoiding association with' an
_individual or a group of individuals that could lead to antisocial or criminal

behaviors; and obtaining a prior approval when s/he moves or travels longer

than a period of one week. Of the juveniles completing probations in 1995,

75% had had their periods shortened.

Training Schools

There were 54 training schools throughout Japan in 1995. They typically of- .

fer group therapy and counseling using the aforementioned techniques, voca-
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tional training, and academic education. Nationally there were 2,086 instruc-
tors in the training school system and the daily average number of juvéniles
in the traiﬁing schools was 2,847 in 1995, 1.36 delinquents per instructor.

There are three treatment programs, each with its own curriculum: the
special sh;)rt-term program; the general short-term program; and'the long-
term program. The average confinement periods are three, five, and twelve
months respectively. Each school makes an individual correctional plan con-
‘sidering the juvenile’s needs. The family court decides which training school
program the juvenile should undergo.

Almost all the delinquents (95% in 1995) were paroled after release on the
condition that t}igy undergo further supervision. The supervision is about

as intense as the probationary supervision.

DATA

SAMPLE

The Correction Bureau within the Ministry of Justice maintains a database
of all the delinquents placed in the JCH since 1988 (the CB data). In the
CB data we focus on one group, which we call the JCH class of 1991, of the
' delinquents who were in the JCH system for the first time in 1991 and were
assessed by its clinical psychologists. Theré‘ are 12,644 of them, a sizable
nuﬁxber for the data in our judgement.

We chose them partiy because their complete correctional histories are
available: The fa,mjly court has the prixha.ry jurisdiction over the delinquents
aged between fourteen and nineteen. Those who were fourteex} in 1991 when
they were placed in the JCH for the first time became twenty by the end
of December 1997, the last month the CB data are available. Censoring
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occurred if they had not been reincarcerated until twenty, if they died, or if
they moved out of the jurisdictions of the responsible family coMs.

We chose them also because they are the most up-to-date data available:
Psy.chdlogical profiles and behavioral patterns of the juvenile delinquents
leading them to crime are very different now from those of only a decade
ago (Ako, 1998). We see the result of the change in National Police Agency
statistics: The annual pér-capita incidence of murder, rape, arson, and as- ‘
sault in Japan has climbed by 50% in the last decade, The increase came
even though the J apanese population on average has passed the youthful
crime-prone years, a maturation that should be produciﬁg a drop in crime.

The CB data were independently entered to the database each time a
juvenile delinquent was placed in the JCH, but her/his name and address
were withheld to protect her/his privacy when the Bureau compiled them.
Therefore we need to match her/his first record with the succeeding one(s)
to see if s/he is a recidivist, with the information available in the CB data.
This record-matching is repeated six times and we identify up to five-time
recidivists. See Appendix 1 for the record-matching criteria and algoﬁthm.
Applying “record-matching criteria” six times, we reduce 12,644 records to
8,384 delinquents in the JCH class of 1991. We call the data the individual-
based JCH class of 1991 data (IJCH1991). Table 3 shows the distfibution of
the number of incarcerations in the IJCH1991. About 22.0% are recidivists.

We think the record-matching method is justified for the followihg two
reasons: First, few delinquents violated the assumption in Appendix 1 that
a delinquent did not leave her/his jurisdiction. For example, at one JCH
where about 300 delinquents have been placed yearly and where somewhere
between 80 to 90 of whom have been recidivists, only one or two delinquents

have left their jurisdiction every year. Second, the rates of recidivism in

10



Table 3: The number of incarcerations in the JCH in the IJCH1991 data

Incarcerations The number of delinquents Percentages

1 6,544 780
2 1,362 16.2
3 365 44
4 81 1.0
5 27 0.3
6 5 o1
total 8,384 100.0

the JCH class of 1991 data are very similar to those in the cross sectional
data collected by the Research and Training Institute within the Ministry
of Justice in Japan (the RTI data for short). Table 4 lists the total and
gender specific rates of reincarceration in the JCH class of 1991* as well as
those in the RTI data. For all the delinquents placed in the JCH, the rate of
reincarceration in the JCH class of 1991 is 26.0%, as opposed to 28.9% in the
RTI data (RTI, 1992). For male and female delinquents under eighteen, the
rates are 39.7% and 17.4%, similar respectively to 36.8% and 22.1% in the |
RTI data. Considering the differences in calendar years when these two data -
were collected and in follow-up periods, we think that the rates of recidivism
in the JCH éla;gs of 1991 are remarkably similar to those in the RTI data.
Therefore we believe the matching algorithm is well Suppoﬁed. |

As already stated, the Japanese Juvenile Law gives only the family court
a power to place a. juvenile delinquent in the J CH, but it in principle limits
the pov;'er to be only applicable for those agéd between fourteen and nineteen.

4This number includes the people who needed to be excluded. We discuss about them
in the latter part of this section.
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Table 4: The Rates of Reincarceration in Various Sa.mglm

sam ple. the number follow-up period . the rate of
of gample reincarcerations

all delinquents

the JCH class of 1991 9,424° until twenty years old 26.0

placed at JCHSs in 1991 17,261 cross-sectional data 28.9
male under 18 ’

the JCH class of 1991 4,489 until twenty years old 89.7

released from JCHs in 19868 ' 3,129 two years and over 36.8
female under 18 .

the JCH class of 1901 133 until twenty years old 17.4

released from JCHs in 1086 1,780 two years and over 22.1

a:This number is different from that of the IJCH1991 data, namely, 8,384, because this includes
all the delinquents excluded from the IJCH1991 data.

Since we focus on the JCH class of 1991, there should not be any records of
those under fourteen or over nineteen at their releases in our da.ta;.
There are exceptions, however: First, some juveniles younger than four-
teen who had already been in the Child Education and Training Homes
‘needed to be restrained because they often escaped from the institution.
Their cases needed to be heard in the family court and the judges tended
to seek JCH’s psychological assessments of them. Second, some of juveniles
- placed on probation or. sent to the training schools before their twentieth
birthdays m;ere ordered to receive the correctional treatments even after they
become twenty. Prior to the first through sixth record-matchings, 3,657, 528,
27, 29, 16, and 3 records are removed respectively because they belong to one
_of .the two age-related exceptions mentionéd above. See Figﬁre Al
There are individuals we exclude from the IJCH1991 after the record-
matching because their inclusion would prevent us from focusing on the main
theme, that is, the relative effectiveness: We Qxclude altogether the juveniles
who were judged to have psychotic disorders (111 individuals or 1.3%) be-
cause they could respond to the treatments differently from the others. '
We exclude the status delinquents (479 individuals or 5.7%) as well: It

is important that time-at-risk be precisely determined in event history anal-
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ysis. This means that a time origin must be unambiguously defined and
the meaning of failure must be entirely clear. The family court became very
careful in recént years when deciding whether juvenile should be labelled as
a status delinquent. Nevertheless, they, an overwhelming majority of them
were women, were brought into the Juvenile Justice System by the'police
for noncriminal misbehavior such as having sexual relationships with multi-
ple partners, or running away from home, all against parental supervisions.
Arbitrariness invol\.red in such apprehensions and lack of clear meaning of
“fajlure” lead us to believe that their times-at-risk can not be defined as
precisely as those for the other delinquents considered in this paper.

Finally we exclude fifteen delinquents whose estimated time-at-risk are
negative or zero. They all are the training school graduates and we ﬁroba.bly
overestimated the length of the programs they underwent in training school.
See Apbendix 2 for details. With these exclusions, there remain 6,272 non-
recidivists and 1,104 one-time reciﬂivists in IJCH1991. |

We need to analyze the times to reincarceration subsequent to the first
placement in the JCH separately from those following the second because
analyzing the combined data would violate the assumption of the model that
the times-at-risk be statistically independent. Recidivism being a repeatable
event, delinquents who were frequently incarcerated in the past are likeljr to
be reincarcerated in future. This fact alone does not necessarily violate the
assumption of independence, so long as the dependency is fully accounted -
for by the covariates in the model. In most cases, however, there will be a
good reason to think that the independence assumption is false, at least to
some degree (Allison, 1984:54).

In out cases, incércera.tion in the JCH had various influences on reincar-

ceration and we may not be able to fully control dependency by inclusion of
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covariates. Therefore we need to construct two comparable but separate data
sets out of the IJ CHIQQI, one subsequent to the first placement in the JCH
(First JCH1991, or FJCH1991) and the other following the second (Second
JCH1991, or STJCH1991) so that results on the relative effectiveness from
the two data sets can be (:oinpared‘.5 The records of all the non-recidivists
who were either on probation or sent to training schools are included in the -
FJCH1991. The first and/or second records of one-time recidivists are re-
spectively included in the FJCH1991 and SJCH1991 unless they were neither
on probation nor sent to training school on their two J CH placements.
Patterson and Yoerger (1993) and Patterson et al.(1989) argued that there
were different kinds of criminals with different offending processes: “Early-
starters” have longer criminal careers and more problematic behavior than
“late-starters.” Although some (for example, Go‘ttf:gedsdn and Hirschi, 1990;
Sa.mpseﬁ and Laub, 1993) have argued that there is a single process which
applies to all offenders, we hypothetically accept frequently quoted Patterson
and his colleagues’ typology (1993, 1989). If the covariates influenced the -
time to recidivism similarly between the two types of offenders, however; it
could be interpreted as an evidence for a single process theory. .,
As Dean et al. (1996) pointed out, a key variable implicated in Patterson’s
typological approach is the age at which criminal behavior begins, but his
theory does not prescribe where the line should be drawn between early
and late first delinquency. Therefore we definie early-starter as a delinquent
whose age at first delinquency was twelve or younger® and divide both the

5Data could be obtained similarly from IJCH1991 for the third incarcerations and

thereafter, but with much fewer number of the samples.
6Age at first delinquency is entered to the CB data by the psychologist at the JCH

based on the interview with the delinquent and on the information provided by the delin-
quent’s family court probation officer. We examined age eleven and age thirteen thresholds
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FJCH1991 and SJCH1991 into two: late-starting first-time offenders and
late-starting offenders with one previous incarceration; early-starting first-

time offenders and early-starting offenders with one previous incarceration.

DEPENDENT VARIABLE

 Gottfredson and Barton (1993) gave a recent North American example com-
parable in its purpose to this paper. They studied effectiveness of a training
school program relative to a community-based program on recidivism for
juvenile de‘linquénts in the state of Maryland. Interestingly, their mea.suré-
ments of recidivism as well as the‘ method to analyze them were different
from ours. They measured recidivism in tenﬁs of the numbers of arrests—
total or crime specific—during short-term (one year following the release) as
well as long-term (2.5 years following the release) follow-up. periods. Then
they regressed these numbers on the variables mdlca.tmg Whether the Juvemle
completed or partmlly completed a tra.mmg school program while controlling
on all measures of demographic characteristics and prior criminal activity
found to vary significantly by group.

We define recidivism to be reincarceration in the JCH. Other measures
of “failure” such as rearrest could broaden the scope of study, but those data
| are not available in the IJCH1991. More importantly, however, we find it
necessary to stick to the stringent definition of recidivism because rearrests
in our data can be arbitrary. Notice that, when constructing the IJ CH1991
we excluded the status delinquents from our data for the same reason.

Times-at-risk for reincarceration are defined as follows. For a juvenile on

probation, the “time origin” is the date of her/his release from the JCH. If

for dividing the sample. We obtained results very similar to those based on age twelve
threshbld.
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s /he was a recidivist, the “failure time” is the date of her/his reincarceration
in the JCH and her/his time-at-risk is the time elapsed from the “time origin”
to the “failure time.” Non-recidivist’s time-at-risk is the time elapsed from
the “time origin” to her/his twentieth birthday at which poin}. it is censored. .
Her/his twentieth birthday is calculated from: her/his date of birth.

For a juvenile sent to a training school, the time origin should be the
date of her/his relelease from the school. Although the dates of release(s)-
from and reincarceration(s) in the JCH, birthdays, and ages at release(s)
from the JCH are all available in the IJ CH1991, the dates of release(s) from
training schools are not. We estimate them using the type of program—
of the three aforementioned training school programs—a particular juvenile
underwent and its average length: the former is in the IJCH1991, while the
latter come from the Ministry of Justice statistics. Again the “failure time”
for a recidivist is the date of her/his reincarceration in the JCH and a non-
recidivist’s time-at-risk is censored at her/his twentieth birthday. |

We reason that times-at-risk for those on probation and the trainining
school graduates are comparable: First, as we stated, almost all training
school graduates were paroled with supérvisipn whose intensity was about
the same as the probationary supervision. Second, we believe that shorter
times-at-risk for training school graduates due to their participation in the
three to twelve month training school programs can be safely controlled by
inclusion of age at release covariate. See Appendix 2 for how we calculate

the time-at-risk in detail.

COVARIATES
Other than trez.a,tments, several covariates are included to control differences

in socio-demographic background, strength of ties to conventional society,

16



offending history, and current delinquency type.

We include delinquent’s gender and age at release as socio-demographic
variables. Age at release is also a control variable for the time of entry ini:o
the risk set because censoring of times-at-risk depends 611 the age at release.
By including the age at release, we can make the censoring mechanism con-
ditionally independent of the duration distribution (Vermunt, 1997:121-122).
We also include the covariate "the age at. release squared” because crime
rates in Japan increase sharply from age about ten.to' reach a peak at age
- fifteen to eighteen and decline sharply afterward. |

Marital status, length of education, and employment status were often
used as surrogates for strength of ties to conventional society (Sherman and
Smith, 1992; Tittle, 1980) presumably because an individual who is married,
better educated, and/or employed is more strongly bonded to conventional
values. We generally follow this idea, but make two modifications. First we
use “home environment” rather than marital status to measure the strength
of bonds each of the juveniles felt for her/bis family because most of them
were simply too young to be married. Second we include “Whether s/he is
hardwc;rking” as a variable measuring the strength of the commitment to
employment status. Recent literature suggests that simply holding a status
~ may not be so important as the strength of the commitment to that sta-
tus in influencing recidivism (Sampson and Laub, 1990, 1993) and timing
of recidivism (Sa.x?pson and Laub, 1993). Altogéther we presume that an
individual who is raised in a stable famﬂy by loving parents, better educated
or employed full-time, and/or commits to the school or employment is more
strongly bonded to conventional values.

Therefore the six indicator covariates measuring the strength of ties to -

conventional society are the following: whether her/his parents providéd a
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stable home; whether s/he had a strong attachment to her/his father, mother,
or both;” whether s/he was a student or employed full-time; whether s/he
was hardworking. |
We inélude three indicators and two other variables to control the offend-
ing history: whether s/he had been placed on probation prior to the current
incarceration; whether s/he had been sent to the training school prior to
' the current incarceration; ‘whether s /he had already been on probation when
-placed in the JCH; the number of incarcerations in the JCH; the age at first
delinquency. Finally we include four indicator variables to control the cur-
"rent delinquency type: property, violence, drug, and others. Table 5 shows
how we code these covariates. Table 6 shows descriptive statistics for the -
IJCH1991 data. o

METHOD

We do not observe a significant number of juvenile de}inqueﬁts for the full
time to reincarceration: They must leaye the Japanese juvenile criminal jus-
tice system when they reach twenty, an age at ﬁhich an individual is legally
' o.onsi_dered as adult in Japan. We employ a proportional hazards model (Cox,
1972, 1975)—a standard technique of event history analysis—to account for
such incomplete observation of the failure time. Within this framework, we
regress the times to reincarceration on the variables indicating whether the
juvenile was on probation or sent to a training school, while controlling dif-

ferences in socio-demographic background, strength of ties to conventional

"We included “Attachment to both parents” after Rankin and Kern (1994). We also
examined several models with “Attachment to either parent” included . because Hirschi
(1969) and others have argued that it was a better predictor of delinquency. We did not
find the variable to be significantly correlated with recidivism in our data. '
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Covariate Code
Socio-Demographic Background
Gender Male=1, Female=0
Age at Release Years

Strength of Ties to Conventional Society _ .
Stable=1, Unstable=0

Stable Home
Attachment only to Father Strong=1, Weak or None=0 .
Attachment only to Mother Strong=1, Weak or None=0
Attachment to Both Parents Strong=1, Weak or None=0

Employment Status Student or Employed Full-Time=1,

Other=0
Hardworking Yes=1, No=0
Offending History
Previously Placed on Probation Yes=1, No=0
Previously Sent to Training School Ye§=1, No=0
Currently on ProBation Yes =1, No=0
The Number of incarcera_tion in the JCH Actual Number
" Years

Age at First Delinquency

Current Deﬁnquency Type
‘ Yes =1, No=0

Property
Violence Yes =1, No=0
Drug' Yes =1, No=0
Treatment

Treatment Disposed by the Family Court Training School=1, Probation=0
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Table 6: Descriptive Statistics for the IJCH1991 data A
]

Covariates All the Delinquents Non-recidivists = Recidivists
: : =8,384 N=6,544 N=1,840
Socio-Demographic Background
Gender ~
Male 88.9 87.5 93.9
Female : 14.1 12.5 6.1
Age at Release ,
- Average 18.2 18.0 18.7
S.D. 1.3 1.3 1.0
Strength of Ties to Conventional Society
Stable Home ‘
Stable _ '52.2 54.8 43.0
Unstable 47.8 45.2 57.0
Attachment only to Father '
Strong T 42.8 44.2 37.9
‘Weak or None 57.2 55.8 62.1
. Attachment only to Mother '
Strong _ 62.8 64.0 58.4
‘Weak or None 37.2 36.0 41.6
Attachment to Both Parents
Strong . 36.0 37.3 314
Weak or None 64.0 62.7 68.6
Employment Status , : ‘
Student 10.8 12.9 3.2
. Employed Full-Time 49.5 48.1 54.7
Other ' 39.7 39.0 4.1
Hardworking
Yes - 48.5 47.9 50.7
No 51.5 52.1 49.3
Offending History .
Previously Placed on Probation )
Yes , 22.5 13.3 55.3
No 77.5 - 86.7 4.7
Previously Sent to Training School )
Yes . 5.7 - 25.9
No 94.3 - 74.1
Currently on Probation ‘
Yes 33.9- 21.9 76.8
~ No 66.1 72.1 23.2
The Number of Incarceration in the JCH
Average _ ' 1.3 1.0 2.3
S.D. 0.6 0.0 0.7
Age at First Delinquency
Average ‘ 14.6 - 14.8 14.0
.D. 1.9 2.0 1.7
Current Delinquency Type .
Property 31.5 31.2 325
Violence - 23.2 23.3 23.1
Drug 13.1 12.1 16.6
Other 32.2 334 27.8
Treatment
Training School 21.5 15.1 22.6
Probation 53.1 . 61.8 44.1
Other 25.4 23.1 33.3
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society, offending history, and current delinquency type. We use the model
because it compensates for the bias introduced by the censoring of the data.
We chose Breslow’s (1974). treatment of tied events (Allison, 1984:41).

Suppose, for example, receiving a treatment in the form of incarceration
in the Japanese training school has a large positive effect early but the effect .’
trails off: In other words, incarcerations in the training school might influ-
ence how many of those incarcerated j'uveﬁiles are free of further criminal
behavior up to some time point, but once they are “rehabilitated” it has no
" influence beyond that time point. If this kind of time-dependence exists in
the treatment covariate, the fitted model will underestimate the true effect
of treatment for a short period of time, and overestimate it for a long period
of time.v For this reason the proportional hazards model does not apply to
these time-dependent covatriates in general. | '

We test time-dependence in covariates and, if it exists, we stratify by
the covariates if they are categorical. The test uses ;so-ca.]led the Schoenfeld
residuals (Schoenfeld, 1982) available for each of the failure times and the
included covariates. Grambsch and Therneau (1994) showed that the scaled
Schoenfeld residuals for i-th individual hdve average ¢(t;)0 where the term
g(t)0 represents the nature of time-dependence. If incarceration has a large
beneficial effect early but the effect trails off, the scaled Schoenfeld residuals
for the covariate “treatment” would be negative at first but positive later.
We can numerically calculate the correlation between g(z;) and the scaled
Schoenfeld residuals and perform a chi-squared test of § = 0 for each co-
variate. It should be no‘be& that the stratified models prevent a significance
test for the stratification variables. Given that the treatment variable often
requires stratification, we ;:nust emphasize the fact that one cannot always

use statistical means to establish differences between the treatments.
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Once the proportional hazards model is sufficiently extended to allow for
- non-proportional hazards to exist between levels of time-dependent categor-

ical covariates, we choose the best fitted model by a likelihood ratio test.

RESULTS

Analysis begins with an examination of the effects‘ covariates have on the
times to reincarceration for the late-starting first-time offenders (IV = 5,675)
and for the late-starting offenders with one previous incarceration (late-
starting repeat offenders for short, N = 946). It is repeated for the early-
starting first-time offenders (N = 597) and for the early-starting offenders
with one previdus incarceration (early-starting repeat oﬁ'enderé, N =158) as
well. These analyses examine suggestions by Nagin and Farrington (1992a)
and by Smith and Brame (1994) that the effects covariates have on the timing
of recidivism are different for late- and early-starting offenders. Throughoﬁt,
an individual with higher estimated coefficient values was more likely to be
reincarcerated sooner than someone with lower values. We start with the
" . late-starting offenders because they formed approximately 90% majority m

our data.

LATE-STARTING OFFENDERS

‘Table 7 contains the estimates of the best fitted proportional hazards models
for the late-starting first-time offenders stratified by gender and treatment®

8Two cova.riz;,tes—gender and treatmeént—did not satisfy the assumptions of propor-
tional hazards: The null hypotheses that time-dependence did not exist were rejected for
gender (x3(1) = 8.93,p < 0.01) and for treatment (x?(1) = 6.70,p < 0.01). Therefote
we stratified them into four grbubs: : Stra.tﬁm 1 for females sent to training school, 2 for
females on probation, 3 foxj males sent to tra.mmg school, and 4 for males on piobation.
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and for the late-starting repeat offenders stratified by property oﬁ'evmxe.9

Table 7: Proportional Hazards Models for the Late-Starting First-Time and

Repeat Offenders

Late~-Starting First-Time Offenders

(N=E,675)

Late-Starting Repeat Offenders
- (N==2048)

Covariates

coef

exp(coef)

Z

coef  exp(coef) z

8ocio~-Demographic Background
Gender
Age at Release
Age at Release S8quared

Strength of Ties to Conventional Soclety
Attachment to Both Parents
Employment 8tatus

Offending History
Previously Sent to Training 8chool
Age at First Delinquency

Current Delinquency Type
Property
Drug :

Treatment

«2(log-likelihood)
**p < 0.01.
*p <0.05.

Late-Starting First-Time Offenders

Stratified
2,17
«0.06

-0.16

<0.28

-0.10

0.27

0.40
Stratifed

8.72
0.94

0.85

0.79

0.90

1.81
1.50

2.91%°

«3.02%% .

-2,83°"
-4.00**

-4,36"°

4.42%°
4.86%"

20,162.87""°

1.08 2.87 - 2.05°
4.88 131.16 2.24°
-0.15 0.86 -2.41°

0.46 . 1.58 2.38*

Stratified
0.58 1.79 8.08°7

2382.26°"

Figure 1 shows a plot of the estimated survival curves for the four strata.

In this figure the curves end at different points, because the longest times-
at-risk are different for the four strata (136, 1,096 1,060, and 1,570 days for
stratum 1 to 4 respectively). Nevertheless the figure shows that the training
school strata are above those of the probation strata throughout within the

same gender, indicating treatment had major effects on recidivism: The male

and female late-starting first-time offenders on probation are more likely to

°The null hypothesis that time-dependence did not exist ‘was rejected for property

offense (x2(1) = 4.90,p < 0.05).
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recidivate qlﬁékiy than tlieir_respective counterparts sent to training schools.

The result that training schools are more effective than probation at
the first incarceration is consistent with a study by Gottfredson and Bar-
ton (1993) of juveniles in the state of Maryland, though their measurements
of recidivism as well as the method to ana.l:}ze them are different as we stated
in DERENDENT VARIABLE subsection and their results apply to both
first-time and repeat offenders. They found that during the year following
release; and during the 2.5 years following rélease, the previously institution-
alized groups had fewer total arrests.

The results of studies in the West comparmg the effectiveness of insti-
tutmna.hzatlon with that of community-based treatments are far from con-
clusive, however. Martinson (1974), Lipton et al. (1975), and Wright and
Dixon (1977) in the 1970s found little ewdence to support the efficacy of any
interventions with delinquent youths. They favored commumty-based treat-
ment programs as a cost-effective a.lternz;xtive to institutionalization. Several
meta-analytic studies (Ahdrews et al., 1990; Lipsey, 1992; Whitehead and
Lab, 1989) in late 1980s and early 1990s found that a number of programs—
residential and non-residential—could reduce subsequent offending rates by a
substantial magm'tyde, but usually only barely reduced recidivism. A recent |
study by Dejong (1997) testing propositibns from spécific-deterrence theory
for male arrestees detained in New York City also found that incarcerations
did not have a statistically 31gmﬁca.nt effect on timing of rearrest for the
naive adult arrestees.

We hypothesize at the beginning that, in Japan as in the West, treatment
effect of interventions with delinquent youths is dependent on the juvenile’s
socio-demographic background, strength of ties to conventional society and

experience in criminal behavior. So we include them into the model as con-
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trolling covariates. To further scrutinize our tentative finding on institution-
alization versus community-based placement for the late-starting first-time
offenders, we now look for irregularities in the behavior of these control-
ling covariates and see if they are in line with other studies in the West or
Japan. If these éovar’iates behave inexplicably and differently from all the
prior studies, then our method of record-matching the Correction Bureau
data into the individually-based JCH class of 1991 data (IJCH1991) as well
as our tentative finding based on the IJCH1991 must be questioned.
Figure 1 shows that the female strata curves are always above those of
the male strata, indicating the xrna,le‘la,te-sta.rting first-time offenders are more
likely to be reincarcerated sooner than the female counterparts. This result
is consistent with mahy previous studies. . '
Seven other covariates in Table 7 are significantly correlated with the
late-starting offenders’ time to reincb.rcer;tion. For example, the value of
the exponent for the covariate, employment status, is less than 1 (0.79) with
the coefficient —0.23. This means that those employed full-time/students
are more likely to be reincarcerated later than those who are not. Similarly,
the individuals with attachment to both parents, and those who entered into
delinquency at an older age are less likely to recidivate quickly. Conversely,
the property or drug-related offenders are more likely to be reincarcerated
sooner than those who committed the other types of offenses.’® ’
Negative coefficient for the employment status is consistent with the stud-.
ies by Dejong (1997) and by Visher and Linster (1990), though these studies
were on adults. Wev find that “attachment to both parents,”but not to ei-

ther one of parents, has'a significant preventive effect on recidivism. This is

10The other types of offenses included violence (24.5%), traffic law violation (18.1%),
and all the rest (53.5%) in the CB data.
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consistent with Rankin and Kern (1994) in which they found that strong at-
tachment to both parents prevented delinquency more effectively than strong
attachment to one of the parents. It fails to confirm the claims of Hirschi
(1969) that strong ties to both parents did not necessarily provide an effective
buffer against deliﬁquency.

Age at first delinquency has a significantly negative coefficient. This reéult

is consistent with many previous studies (for example, Blumstein et al, 1986;
Nagin and Farrinton, 1992a, 1992b; Patterson and Yoerger, 1993; Patterson
et al., 1989), all of which found that an early entrance into delinquency was
associated with more serious long-term delinquent behavior.

The positive coefficient for the property offense covariate differs from an
American study on adults by Dejong (1997). Her negative coefficient was
reported to be statistically insignificant, however. _

Thé positive coefficient for the drug-related offense covariate is consistent
with Zamble and Quinsey (1997) in which they found that recidivists had
more substance abuse history than non-recidivists. For boot camp prisoners,
however, MacKenzie et al. ( 1995) found that past experience of drug-related
offense had a significantly preventive effect on rearrest.

These coefficients describes patterns of juvenile recidivism in Japan gen-
erally in agreement with that in the West in terms of socio-demographic
background, strength of ties to conventional society and experience in crimi-
nal behavior. In the area where they differ, our results may point to uniquely
Japanese patterns, but they are at least consistent with one previous Japanese
study of a similar nature. For example, our positive coefficient for the prop-
erty offense covariate confirm a Japanese study by the aforementioned RTI
(1992) and the Japanese National Police Agency statistics, both of which have
consistently showﬁ that property offenders tend to recidivate. See Fukushima
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(1968), Our positive coefficient for the drug-related offense covariate also
agrees with. another finding by the RTT (1992) that the Japanese juvenile
drug-related offenders had a higher rate of reincarceration than the other
delinquents.

Therefofe we accept our tentative finding: The late-starting first-time
offenders sent to the Japanese training schools were reincarcerated later than

those participated in the ﬁrobation program.

Late-Starting Repeat Offenders

The pivotal covariate—treatment—in this analysis has no effect on the timing
of recidivism for this subsample. Incarceration in training school does not
‘ a.ffec.t how quickly a late-starting repeat offenders recidivates. To validate
this tentative finding, we now look for irregularities in the behavior of the
controlling variables.

Gender and drug-related offence covariates in Table 7 are significantly
correlated with these late-starting repeat offenders’ time to reincarceration
stratified by property offense: The male or the dmg—rela.ted. late-starting
repeat offenders are more likely to recidivate quickly than the female coun-
.terpaxts, or those incarcerated for tﬁe other types of offenses respectively.
Figi_u'e 2 shows a plot of the estimated survival curves for the two strata.
The non-property offense strata curve stays above that of the property of-
fense strata. This'pattern indicates that the late-starting repeat offenders
inqarcera,ted for property offense are more likely to recividate quickly. Note
that the behavior of these three covariates—gender, drug, property—is sim-
ilar to that for the late-starting first-time offenders. ‘

_ Alate-starting repeat offender sent to training school for the first offence
is more likely to recidivate quickly than a late-starting repeat offender on
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probation for the ﬁist offence. This is probabiy because a mechanism is
at work similar to the one often observed in white-collar crime deterrence:
White-collar potentlal criminals have much more to lose through sanction
than criminals on the street. Thus punishment will deter them more effec-
tively (Braithwaite and Geis, 1982; Geis, 1982). Once incarcerated, however,
they perceive the prestige and status they have enjoyed are difficult to regain.
This feduceé the perceived cost.of future illicit behavior and they recidivate
(see Weisburd et al., 1995). For the mechanism to work, the la.te-sta.rf;ing~
repeat offenders in our data musf have ties to conventional society. As Pa-
ternoster and Brame (1997) pointed out, late-starting delinquents in general
have more social bonds to sacrifice than early-starting counterparts. |
We find no inexplicable anomalies in the behavior of these controlling co-
variates and we conclude that incarceration in training school does not affect
how quickly a late-starting repeat offenders recidivates. We will examine -
the differential effects of training school for the two kinds of late-starting
offenders in CON CLUSION AND DISCUSSION section. "

EARLY-STARTING OFFENDERS

- Table 8 contains the estimates of the best fitted proportional hazards models
for the early-startmg first-time and repeat offenders. '

Early—Starting First-Time Offenders

The crucial covaﬁate—treatrﬁeﬁt%in this analysis has no effect on the timing
of recidivism for this subsample. Incarceration in training school does not .
affect how quickly an early-starting first-time offenders recidivates. We now |
look for ii‘regularities in the behavior of the controlling variables to validate
this tentative finding.
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Table 8: Proportional Hazards Models for the Early-Starting First-Time and
Repeat Offenders

Early-Starting First-Time Offenders  Early-Starting Repeat Offenders

(N=897) (N=158)

Covariates coef  exp(coef) Z coef  exp(coef)

z

8ocio~Demographic Background

Gender . 1.41 4.08 1.98°

Age at Ralease 13.38 643,000.00

Age at Relaase Squared . -0.38 0.69
‘Strength of Ties to Conventional Society

Attachment only to Father -0.54 0.58 -3.15%*

Attachment only to Mother 0.37 - 1.48 2.46°
Current Delinquency Type

Property 0.34 1.40 2.28° :
Treatment «0.863 0.33

-3 (log-likelihood) ) 2,232.39°°

" 2037°
-2.31°

-1.98*

403.94°°

**p < 0.01.
*p < 0.05.

Unlike the models for the lé,te-starting offenders, there is no stra.ﬁifying
covariate for this model. Four covariates in Table 8 are significantly correlated
with the early-starting first-time offenders’ time to reincarceration. Those
attached only to her/his father are less likely to recidivate quickly. On the
other hand, the male delinquents, those attached only to her/his mother, and
the property offenders are more likely to recidivate quickly than the female
offenders, those not attached to her/his mother, those committed the other
types of offenses respectively.

The early-starting first-time offenders seems to have difficulty in per-
ceiving their parents as an unit presumably because propbrtioﬁa]iy more of
them came from a dysfunctional family than the late-starting counterparts.
While it is easier to understand why “disciplinarian” or “strongly-tied-to-
conventional-values” fathers can deter antisocial behaviors, the “nurturing”
role of mothers by itself cannot explain why the early-starting first-time of-
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fenders with attachment only to her/his mother is likely to recidivate quickly. |

Zhang and Messner (1995) wrote that “the one-child family policy (in
China) contributes to delinquency by encouraging parents to be too lenient
and indulgent in their dealing with their children.” As the birth rate dwindles
in Japan, Hayashi (1996) and others have argued that the Japaﬁese pa.rexits
have stopped supervising them properly because they did not wish their few
children to have resentment against them. Japanese mothers of these early-
starting first-time offenders, though they might have loved their children to
the extent that the children felt an affection towards them, might also have
failed to educate their children to be a fit member of society. The resultfng
poor or ineffective socialization may have been one of important causes of
delinquency for these early-starters as Paterson et al. (1989, 1993) argued. In
the end, their love might have inadvertently been i.ntérpretéd as an implicit
support for what their delinquent children had been doing all along at least
in the eyes of their children. ‘ .

- We may be able to regard age at first delinquency as a surrogate for
the length of a.ssociatioﬁ with delinquent peers especially for late-starting
oﬁ'endérs, because the effect of delinquent peers on delinduency can be much
stronger for late-starting offenders than for early-starting offenders (Pater-
noster and Brame, 1997). IThis may be the reason why age at first delinquency
covariate does not have a significant effect on recidivism for the early-starting
first-time oﬁende_i's in our data, while it is significant for the late-starting
first-time offenders. '

Suppose we wish to find the best model for the early-starting first-time |
offenders with the ‘covariate “treatment” included, then we obtain Table 9.
Notice that all the significant covariates in Table 8 remain in the model and

their coefficients change very little in magnitude and in significance, indi-
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Table 9: Proportional Hazards Models for the Early-Starting First-Time
Offenders with Covariate “Treatment” Kept Included

bEarly-Starting First-Time Offenders
(N=597)

Covariates coef exp(coef) Z

Socio-Demographic Background
Gender | 142 . 414 2.00°
Age at Release 4
Age at Release Squared

Strength of Ties to Conventional Society )
Attachment ouly to Father 056 057 -3.26"

Attachment only to Mother 0.34 1.40 ' 2.29°
Current Delinquency Type

Property 0.34 1.40 2.28*
Treatment - -0.25 0.78 | -1.54
-2(log-likelihood) 2,229.94>*
**p < 0.01. '
*p < 0.05.
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cating that “treatment” covariate does not influence the behavior of these
other covariates. In Table 9 covariate “treatment” is not sfatistica.lly signif-
icant (p & 0.12), however. We therefore accept the tentative finding that
incarceration in training schéol does not affect how quickly an early-starting
first-time ‘offenders recidivates. But we must do so with some reservation
because, with more data, sending them to training schools can turn out to

be effective in lengthening the times to reincarceration.

Early-Starting Repeat Offenders

'The vital covariate—treatment—in this analysis has an effect on the timing
of recidivism for this subsample. Incarceration in training school affects
how quickly an early-starting repeat offenders recidivates. We now look for
inexplicable behavior on the part of the controlling variables.

" Gender is not significantly correlated with the times to reincarceration for
the early-starting repeat offenders, though it is for the first-time counterparts.
While twenty one females (3.52%) are in the 597 early-starting first-time
offenders, there are only two females (1.27%) out of the 158 early-starting
repeat offenders, however. The fact that the patterns of behavior of the
two females are similar to those of their male counterparts, in our judgment, .
| 4ought not to be generalized as an evidence to support the interpretation.

Offending history as well as current delinquency type no longer influence
whether the early-starting repeat oﬁendérs recividate quickly. On the whole
few variables show significant effects for the early-starting repeat offenders.

Dejong (1997:571) wrote on her “experienced arrestees” that “for people
with few ties longér periods of incarceration are. more effective deterrents
than shorter ones,” possibly because “short confinements may not provide

a strong enough dosage to get unbonded people to reevaluate their percep-
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tions of the certainty and severity of pun.ishn:ient.” We suspecf the same

reasoning applies but with her “longer periods of incarceration” and “short
. confinements” for her “experienced arrestees” respectively replaced with our

“training school” and “probation” for the early-starting repeat offenders—

the most “experienced” delinquents in our data. In this sense our result on
* treatment is consistent with hers because our early-starting repeat offenders
are likely to be the ones with fewest ties to society.

Altogether we find no irregularities in the behavior of these controlling
covariates and we conclude that incarceration in training school affects how
quickly an early-starting repeat offenders recidivates. The differential effects
of training school for the two kinds—first-time as opposed to repeat—of
early-starting offenders, if any, may not be as pronounced as those observed
for the two kinds of late-starting offenders Beca.use we have some reservation

on the conclusion for the early-starting first-time offenders as discussed.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

This study examines the effec?:s of treatment in training school relative to pro-
bation on subsequent offending behavior. The effects of the control variables—
socio-demographic background, strength of ties to conventional society, of-
fending history, and current delinquency type—are described in RESULTS
section. We only discuss the effect of strength of ties to conventional society.
Sénding the 1afe-sta:rting first-time offenders to training school—the least
“experienced” offenders consisting of 77% (N = 5, 675) of the offenders in our
data—as well as the early-starting repeat offenders—the most “experienced”
offenders making up 2.1% (N = 158)—is associated with longer times to
reincarceration in the JCH. The positive effect of training school is far weaker,
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but may still be there for the early-starting first-time offenders (N = 597).
See Table 9. For the late-starting repeat offenders (N = 946), we do not find
any positive effect of training school. Howgver, if institutionalized in training
school previously, they were more likely to recidivate quickly following their
second incarceration. As these results suggest, the emerging picture is the
one that is far more complex on how treatment in training school should be
administered relative to probation. The common expectation shared by many
politiéia,ns and the public in Japan of across-the-board positive effects for
sending all the juvenile delinqﬁehts to training school is likely to be erroneous
if effectiveness is. measured by the timing of reincarceration. It also shows the
danger associated with not following Patterson and his colleagues’ typology
(1993, 1989)‘ and analyzing our data as a whole.

Let us first put forward two general reasons why sending juvenile delin-
quents to Japanese training schools for treatment can be more effective rel-
_ ative to putting them on probation: First the treatment plan at training
school is designed to help them learn to build and maintain interpersonal
relationships and acquire job' skills. Since the average caseload at tra;ining
schools is one to two per instructor and since they receive the information on
and assessment of the incoming delinquent from the JCH as to the reason for
committing the crime, the Eehavior in group setting, the type of vocational
training a;nd social skills s/he is likely to need, for instance, at her/his ar-
rival at the school, the treatment plan can be made to suit eé»ch delinquent’s
needs and mental and /or physical abilities. Training schools at least for now
have resources to apply the plan to her/him evenly and consistently. Sec-
ond, the intensity with which probation is administered is often too low. For ..
example, we quoted in JAPANESE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

section that the average caseload is approximately ninety-two per probation
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officer. The intensity of probation is ranked at the bottom in terms of “fre-
quency of treatment contact” and “mean hours contact per week,” when
coded according to the standard of Lipsey (1992). '
~ Sending the early-starting repeat offenders to training school for treat-

ment is effective because their treatment programs are ﬁot only more rigorous
but longer, inducing the perceptions of the certainty and severity of punish-
ment. These programs may provide the early-starting repeat offenders with
a strong enough dose for treatment not ohly fof building and maintaining -
interpersonal relationships and for acquiring job skills for future use, but to
get them to reexamine themselves and reconsider the life-style leading to
their two incarcerations. ' . _

Despite the general strength of training school programs relé.tive to pro-
bation and in spite of the fact that sending the late-starting first-time offend-
ers to training schools is effective, institutionalizing the late-starting repeat
offenders is not. This is probably because the factors that influenced ini- -
tial “reincarceration”at the JCH are different from those that determined
- whether individuals are reincarcerated again as Blumestein et al. (1986) and
Smith and Brame (1994) argued. One possible answer as to how the fac- -
tors are different may be found in the offending history covariate—that s / he
had been sent to a training school prior to the current incarceration. As we
already discussed briefly, the late-starting repeat offenders sent to training
school might have learned to deprecate many of their ties to conventional
society, which were stronger than those of their ea.rly-stértin_g counterparts
(Paternoster and Brame 1997). This might have triggered a transformation
of self, or life-style; or both leading to elevated criminal careers.

Finally when we compare the. results on Table 7 with those in Table 8,

we can see that none of the strength—of-ties-to-cdnventional—society covariates
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continue to affect the repeat offenders whether they are late- or ea,rly-;sta.rting.
It is an obvious inference that being incarcerated in the JCH for the second
time seriously jeopardized any ties to conventional society left to them, while
those incarcerated for the first time were still able or allowed or both to retain
at least some of these ties. What we do not know at this moment is whether
those juveniles made a decision to withdraw and cut the ties or the Japanese
society stigmatized thé juveniles incarcerated in the JCH for the second time
to the extent that they could no longer expect to have any of the ties, or if
both of the mechanism were at work simultaneously. |

If the first hypaothesis of withdra.wa.l is true, then for repeat offenders the
best predictor will be prior behavior and these offenders are likely to re-
cidivate quickly regardless of anything else. If on the other hand, the second
hypothesis of social stigma holds, studies on reinteérative shaming by Braith-
~ waite (1989), Wagatsuma and Rosett (1986), and Makkai and Braithwaite
(1994) will have an important implication: Treatment in Japanese training -
schools could have made it possible for even these repeat offenders to build
and maintain interpersonal relationships and to acquire jéb skills. Once they
had managed to obtain these skills, they would have presumably been ca-
paEle of not only having a strong ties to conventional society but having a
strong commitment to that ties. However because society had stigmatized
i:hem for the second incarceration, whether they were capable of these tlﬁngs
made no difference because society would ndt have accepted them a,nywa.y.
Further étudy is needed to investigate the weakness of the mechanism by

which ties to conventional society influence the repeat offenders’ recidivism.
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Appendix 1. :

In Appendix 1, we :expla.in hpw we implemented the record-matching. We
try to match a juvenile delinquent’s first record in the CB data with her/his

succeeding ones using the following five criteria:

o Does the gender in her/his record match that in any one of the suc-
ceeding records?

e Does the birthday in her/his record match that in any one of the suc-
- ceeding records?

e Is the number of incarcerations in the JCH that appears in her/his
record consistent with that in any one of the succeeding records?

e Does the day s/he was released from the JCH in the record precede the
day of placement in the JCH in any one of the succeeding records?

o Does her/his disposition-at the family court—“placed on proBa.tion”,
or “sent to training school’—agree with that in the entry “previous
correctional history” in any one of the succeeding records?

All of the five criteria must be met because tﬁese variables were so impotta.nt
to the JCH to recommend a treatment that we presume they were correct.
When no succeeding record matches her/his record using those criteria,
we classify her/him as a non-recidivist. There are 6,544 such records and
thus 6,544 non-recidivists. When we find at least one succeeding record that
matches, the owner of the first record must be a recidivist, a.lthougﬁ at this
pbint we do not know how many more times s /he is incarcerated. There are
2,443 such records. Then we check if any of the owners meet “the exclusion

criteria” explained in DATA section and find out that 528 records need to
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be excluded at this stage. Next, we try to match the remaining records of .the
1,915 with the succeeding records in the same manner. We find that 1,362
records do not match any one of the succeeding records, but 553 records
do. Thus 1,362 one-time recidivists. We repeat these procedures until no

delinquents had succeeding records that match in the IJ CH1991 data. Figure
A.1 shows this process.

‘In the course of matching, we occasionally encounter situations where we
have multiple candidates for the record we are trying to match. When this

happened, we use four additional criteria:

e Does the nationality in her/his record match that in any one of the

succeeding records?

® Does the answer to the question “Are you a first, second, or third
child in your family?” in her/his record match that in any one of the

succeeding records?

@ Does the age at first delinquency match i;hat in any one of the succeed- "

ing records?

o Doés the type of delinquency in her/his record match the type of pre-

vious delinquency entry in any one of the succeeding records?

Next we count the number of yeses in the four questions above for each of the
candidates. We regard that the succeeding record is the one with the largest
number of agreements. We do not treat the second four criteria in the same
way as the first five criteria because they are thoughﬁ to be less important
and thus likely to be less reliable. So it is possible that the “real” succéeding
record did not satisfy all the additional criteria. |
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Y

B-time recidivists -
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Figure A.l: The Process of Record-Matching in the JCH Class of 1991
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Appendix 2.

In Appendix 2, we explain how we estimate time-at-risk of the delinquents
sent to training school. We need to know the length of period each delinquent
stayed in traiﬁing school because it must be subtracted from the time between
when s/he was released from and reincarcerated in the JCH for recidivist,
or time between s/he was released from the J CH and s/he became twenty
for non—fe_cidivist. This information is confidential and we need to estimate
the time of confinement. Since we know which program a particular juvenile
underwent of the three training school programs—the special and general
short-term programs, and the long-term program and their respéctive average
lengths——thrge months, five months, and twelve mOnths, we substitute the
average length for the length of period each delinquent stayed in training
school. ’

We think their use is justified for the following two reasons: .First, the
maximum confinement ‘terms for the three programs are regulated by the
Ministry to be four and six months, and two yea.fs respectively. The minimum
lengths are also regulated in a standard tréa,tmént plan each training school
makes. Second, each training sch601 practices its standard treatment plan
strictly. For example, of the delinquents relea,se& from ‘txa.ining schools in
1992, 86.2% on the long-term program Stayed for between 270 and 450 days,
88.4% on the general-short term program between 120 and 161 days, and
96.5% on the specia.l-sh&rt term program less than 98 days (RTI, 1993).

After subtracting estimated confinement time, we have 15 records (0.1%"
‘of the JCH class of 1991 data) whose estimated times until reincarceration are
negative or zero. As mentioned in DATA section, we exclude these records

from the IJCH1991 data following Dejong (1997).
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Appendix 3.

. We explain how we preliminary select covariates from the IJCH1991 data
in Appendix 3. As the IJCH1991 data have 204 w’uia,bles, we screen them
based on the previous studies on recidivism published in Criminology for the
last five years (Baumer, 1997; Deen et al., 1996; ‘Dejong, 1997; Gendreau
et al., 1996; Gottfredson and Barton, 1993; Gottfredson and Gottfrédson,
1994; Joo et al., 1995; MacKenzie et al., 1995). These studies used such
covariates as gender, race/ethnicity, age at release, high school grade, be-
ing married, being .‘employed as a full-time worker, the nﬁmbe; of the prior
arrest/incarceration, age at first referral, type of the prior/current offenses,
and/or intensity of treatments. We classify these variables into five cate-
gories: socio-demographic background; strength of ties to conventional soci-
ety; offending history; the prior/current delinquency; treatment. Although
we think the IJCH1991 data are reliable, we preliminary select at least three
variables from each category to be on the safe side. However, we exclude

nationality, because only 1.8% of the sample are non-J apanese.
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