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UL} OIS PAHS Yo
Qajx|Eo| ol ¥E, £RO| HABE, NBFR}
OiX|= FYol Yt o1+
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ElN
H>

Aade] 438y vpebdgo BAs, 2 AAH, A4, FAZY HAsiet 1
Aol A, AF, 7HE, 281 2Bo] e AL Aol B s 2
= Azg AFE 24 F9 3R JIAHL Aok vl B,

JAadg didoz g 2AMA, @A HAdo] Al e &

A F wpeko] 7} 2o EAC Ae® HuwHy v} (Luntz Research, 1996).
upol 8o #|3F v]F AE 7}A FAF (National Household Survey on Drug
Abuse, 2000)cll A, A¢] 300%+e] Hado] 1 MdEo] AAE g ANz, 1
% 37 %E AAZ ALE ARG AoE2 YERth o] A $7)d JA-
Fard F vleks AEAd AAEE (29%)2 1A #UY HLEE (10%) 2
ok Ay o] 22 Fe] =y ZAeE X3 HAT (SAMHSA, 2001). T3k
o)l A A, 1993 dd] 128 St E 2] 43% 7], 19940 = 4%7F B UFES
g ol AMES o E JEMRTH (¥ZE AMEY A= 88% o 89%; JOhnStOﬂ
et al, 1995). 1 = <F 118,000 W HAdEo] wd 9}%‘(}%—4 A= AR
W gl Aoz Uehdon] (NIDA, NIAAA, 1994) o] S8 913 thkal xg
2adEoe] MY &&= Utk gGFS ;ﬂ‘:]rxlfn‘j‘é] A%z 1§ (Self-Help)E,
7] F4d 2 AYAE, Yol 7123 Recovery Z2 IR E, w7 oo]A] HZHA,

i lt:l m‘

* B ow=E2 20024 University of Wisconsin-Madison, Ph.D(Social Welfare) =42 59
** Post-Doc, University of Wisconsin-Madison
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HAHaH7 Qr}, Half-way House, FA4 A& AFYE, ¥ HWFE (Day
Treatmeny), 1735 AW 5o 2% B b4 ofoluh. 19954 9424 9
A, 62719 Y Z=ad (Bddd ARZEOY 4274, AF 449 2070,
395708 2l =, 60709 ¥ WEe) A5 ZE2aP] F GFE witAY ALE
= (Office of Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse)®] FAEd] H¥ b (DHSS,
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TE (Bell, 1994; Buddie, 1992;
Hubbard, 1985, 1989)¢] A& ulgo g ¢rE Tt o]5o] o8td, YA s}
A ET o A3} JAYY Aoz =@yt o] AFEL 4Fo)A A7)
A8 E AP AeE 4 Atk Ly, 4Fold Y dY X 59
Bt Agd L8FHE ¥
AA) FA FEEHA Ete=
X hA] gy, EAA A A

i ol

(<)
27 R o8 Ao @ A7 Aut 9
wao] gtk 47 o9 YUAE BYo] AL
_Z]_.

PLAE 71 Hel dAdFo 2 71E57 "ol

o
2
d
)
N,

4 Qe Aol AEA E Fagelnt adM B AFE 44A277E 19
ATSHT WA Fe 272 MYFoRH, An¥l FAS ASse A T

Z Rolete shdelth ol HadSol 1 43WY BN PR B9 A
A7t A Basy] Wtk o HE AFeAs|gN, B APE Fad o
982 A% A5 FREJ FAG B BREY Fol B9 AwHE )
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ol BAR. £ & AR dAoleld oolelel An e G3Iu
. ol djolol S ofHololel ALY WFA e ABY B BAL

ARHE AT ABOEM, 20 OB ARAHNE AL WEGIT, olE
4449 944 dels AUtk adnz B A7 542 338 4750 4
A% Aade gmew rlepdge] 4L FE F A F 84T, F =9 3
oo dgozRy 42 (QAA5), P 9F (Fold AXY F2)E 943
g A AQH B4 (DB FA AFVE Holth B AT dve
Ay ¢3LH mlebEEzadel ALw Azug Bod 48 JRE A
Fatele Zlh @

el vl tig Ao, Fad FEEE A5 dFE vA= Ao
A7 L 25RE 49, Yol 59 < ERE

o a9y e 7 ¥Eo dF Fo] AUk Sarri (1983) = gAPolol Eol
ApololEr T ALE A W oV AY HAE AAE JhsAde] Ete A
wg o). 12l Downs#} Robertson (1990)2] o &JslH, A ALS -3 &
]71‘4 Hg)g HA23 Y, oafololEo] FAolo]E R, AMS e A2 <l

o= <l ”‘%}X]EJ 40]‘4— *Pﬂ"]"ﬁw |#e= Jﬂ% 7tesdel woh 1
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3% o
lo

X,

| o %om Uws she Aol e d, o] ExL
1431 2 AL HFsen =gste Ad =go] A & ws

ok
ox
o

A s} &,
FAE AAsA ATz Qs @riFeRe $25H T2 FAHH 49
doz uehdAT, Feg A ARG 2o AxE LA HY F7]E

(Motivation) U =88 ws FH)F(Readiness) & & A3l A Fvhi Melinick et
al & ARFT. 2eere] 1o F9 A Frhel T FHY e
%% ez 3 FA X85 AFUE BEY A9, EE UolFd oA AEZ
2o AL FAdle © (Retention) £L o Q9lo]rd (Melinick et al,
1991). Fade dst 548 dyske A2 BAGEEAE /1 Hade 5

—_—~

459 st 2D (Denial))l A& ieid o QA0 FolE Ado
o7t Az Aa#e] v Xe FFE A7 Ralph (1996)= ojHolo|Eol Hs)
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A ALE7lE, A8Y, AV|ET el B2, Uo7l Be HAdEo] AdFAl ¢
QX5 A Ayt & AS st do2 AZetd, i dade A
o] B2 HAd "ﬂ”ﬂ A g #FAE F9 JRFHOE JE A Ho 2E
g BE AoEE, Hlxd d#HY HAWEE AW FASE Ao Fas
o A& A 3 ol8F AU A&, A s Wi 1 g B
Bur7} dA3A] &) Blood et al (1994)2 AF3FHog 5 TFEIWS nfxs
del oy adoE, obE W8S 47T BAZ AAGL WHst # Re A=
48 B B A9 ARG U Fe VIES wE ATUE AU 19

Jadoe] e ot HPHOE AHEste A YAA meFTe] T
A A8 Eyol& (Social Learning Theory)oll 2lsir A58 UA A
o] 01%94 A= FE AR UA BF FAS FIA MAA

(Modehng) il A -3 2 A (Soc1al Reinforcement)o] c}.
e =xa, @ A7) 2 LA chelshis S PEE BATEs) o
rte| sy I FF EHHH €4 HEE EAdoh A7} vt St ¥ 5-7]
AlEbstd, 2 AFe A7 AZIAA ke A7 "HdTa =74 Ha, o] Ao
AR stog T rie3lyg J9A FEo Fue Aol (Acker, 1979, 1996). =
g AlE) A /&<4 o]2 (Social Cognitive/Learning Theory)2 #}7] &% 7
(Self-Efficacy)®] A'de S0l Algstgol@e nlebdge] digy MNaZzads
o 4EHoz #8389t (Bandura, 1977, 1982). A7 &5 7ol A3 HeE AL &
ol %‘31‘3 ool &8 B, Ax 29 A7t v S oolx o9l AbA
71 AS AT EA miUE 7t Ve ANHR Ves F53% 1
= s 7]““135}13}- P g, 8 3 g 35 Brl, €EES AR Zo] A RlE
79 dEE F oJARE A& B AV & e I ¢4EHE olAWE
a3 Adrlesd A7 E5dES HH—C’rﬂl Aop @] 3 (Norm: Kandel
et al, 1973, 1985; Bailey et al, 1991, Downs 1985) 3} T del EZALE
(Kandel et al, 1973; Jessor et al, 1978; Blount et al, 1984; Bank et al, 1985;
Downs, 1985)& AAide] wig|ghvte) th& E48 AMEsted HAPFBA e
Ao g AF grslA] gtk oy o83 MEES HAEES HF ¢ &H vk
g8 Ay NszzaPY NEs Hrld olF {F83 HEE AT F
JadEe] vteks P8t T Fdol 4 HEFHA st (AYAA F3), v

~

—
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9% 29 FIFEC] FHd BEE FAS 24, AFY A
O,

ZtERA, Fad gRT, VSRS @7she dAEdd s o] Zoks A
TAHE Fad FAE £HE 7

Ao AGA HIsHoF stEAo] et BFS A Alsth Kandel (1987, 1985)
h Comb(9B] S, el TG} FEAGE Fude) $2E eu3
Modeling)3}it, 7} oFEo] 7] wjFd, FAIEL Ao HHYG3)

E AR 98 A g A4 widle BE (Protective) 8910 #3 AL EZ =
7}Ee) 2473 247 (Family Closeness/Cohesion: Byram and Fly, 1984;
Murry and Perry, 1985), ¥ %59 RUHHIH F3aE& 433 (Monitoring and
Enforcement of Rules: Dishion & Loeber, 1985), [\ &8Fo] ol o
(Murray et al, 1985; Beschner et al, 1985)5 0] = dl], o]= oW} X179 3

o7} Atk Y, ¥AAHQA B a4vF A HygPFo HFH &S Fut
£ AT, ¥R AE wol A8 (LIAD ok, ANA AY F:
Barnes et al, 1986), H=-Z U #AA o)A HA7+e] ZHo(Beschmer et al, 1985) % 9]
21t} Simmons, Robertson & Downs (1990)= LISREL 248 Al&3le] okEALE
S TS Hhd vl RE o] tiet AH(Rejection)d] #AE ATHE

AR

—_

o

9, 1 wee Fzd wg->3we) Adol okl 1w & Brel AP—>
R AL WEWG. o BAE A2zzadd e Fade] FeHE
o, FRo A AgHAAFd e Fof, AAAES I o dig Fadel Q1o
Az Z2afdxe] Fady FF3 2 A5ddge FFE vAgE F35&
A o) ARS)A 2d (Social Development Model) ¢1 HE 2 # Az} of o)
£ (Conventional Commitment and Attachment Theory) T3} Aol vlekd&
= A el g iliﬁilw NAvehe vl 3@t o)d) faw, A5H o =4
EAALE, 7IETAEYE 53] FE) B9 BAE Adtske Aol Aad vAy
Bl R3e4avt "ot zaiﬂi, ZZ PR glojA], YYLAE 7HA AT
1 RSQAE FAAMNA AsEaHAE TS s FAHL ABAEES £HE
= 2ol FR3it). o] NE-S &83 AFoA Brook et al. (1990) & ©lekS Al
E3le AP =E2d FAdY A, FEO Aol A3 fojHA e K
27 AEAE A7I= Aol AAd Hdd 43S st ASE WL
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Lo

o HaAo] AlFd d4e

3) Xz BT
B Ao vlugd A7tA A5Ed s, A+ Xg, 23 Ad+7t
5:—54 Eolth. AA, YUANEZZOHL ADANsFAHY 8F AF dHYAg=E=
o UutF o HAEE 9% GEdE XNEAA 7P wol FEHI Ue
zdolt} o] AEE 15U 49 (R8Y-5F24Y), &F 5184 717 855 <L
%E}‘ a%F 298 AHadyh 298 RRT FAGY. diEEY JdAEE
7-129¢] HAdo® FAET. JIAR A o3t =
o] F LH%Olt‘r. A AFEEE A7 ed, BT OERE S nfeALE /5
= Ogg AAA-P5H A57HE et A2EE FA Angds
Al 8% 2 $ 4 =3
2z

fr =
olo
_O‘_{_l‘

;z]g g8 #e 19953 A 8F $
do 2 RE AYAZd o= dgshe, 2F YA
1

N
2
I

ojt}. ff‘dﬂd"]’%"ﬂ"ﬁ dF 5¢ (‘24_.8-?:1-:18-%])77}1}
A TpEdEo] P 2 AFolx 8
71 Bl A —F 0L (15A12F =FEatE Aee A7) & 034 Aow s A
, ERAEH QA G R RE A = Ak A
E 031—‘10 Aulag ¢l 233 Ha vjge $4830i 8% 2|eh
Ak AA, R g7 e A, 7SRRIt ofd olfEd
w7] ojH & el ?l“ Bady I FEE AT et
Zdolth. AFAIZE MY ARG wet SR A FetEE X5 A (T
dol Ao, AZLE Adsix 7Y Ao s AR HriFHeR
Sle Aad 7SS A% Aotk o] ZEIOHS HAd A FEEAE
Aoz oF F Advhe o]EF FHo] Ut (Joanning et al, 1992). @
AR BRI JASASAFY HF ARASAA Z27] 135 Alo]d Azt
He, JAEAs8Y U, 74 ¢ o2 Z2a9o 2Ry FHIE A4S 7
& o, AlZF Holl A AHol ok dHE AFAE J|EWe $EY FEAEAL
g3eti erng, g JAadudy &S XNE5T 5 o X8He -’éﬁ‘ 8+
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2) H&IE : XIE (AIZZ2IYC2NE =Y, =)

FAGE A@RAT] QoiA E shid 2 =4 o ARAEE AL
i} e Aelth ot A Bao] dsm, 1 SHo| ug 1o FE
He ok 57 WRolth Awgoz AW FHE A AsAE JEse,
a0l 247 8 245 298 29E A=y, guud me rEd q=9)
ARA Az Jdn.  0Rd ARTEE, JAABEHSEE, A&

Budde et al, 1992; Craig et al, 1990)3, &4 FH(FFBA, ols-F 234,
E J}E7)%/BA: Stewart et al, 1992, Knight et al, 1996), vl FFo 7+
(Guydish et al, 1995), /& F 43 4} (Walsh et al, 1991)5°] St} s+,
HE JrE'Ev, AR T FEASN TS 4 724 (Budde et al, 1992, Walsh et
al, 1991; Hubbard et al, 1985), X &HAHNA &&Fst2] &1 AL ZAg (B7]
g2 AFYE ZdE2 A$: Bell et al, 1994), AFHoZ NEZTEZIHS
X1 &4 (AE 717 F 4E AFSX &5 Bell et al, 1994; Joanning et al,
1992), A5 ¥ HA AT (ZFANZD, AL A5, AHSHA FX: Grenier, 1985;
Richter et al, 1991)%5°] Ut}

2 A7oldE APAE Amel @b Aode) ARAT (
2 HEHY EY FL& TEEH)E FHEATE BIH ol HadE
ekt 8-8 XEdtHe dd AEzZEIHY EFS G4 FAe=Tt of
BOEA, A AAD A AN FRUF (B, PRI, ARTR} A=)
o BAE AFE 2AE7) ATl BUL a7 7
T @@ ol vtekE ALESEA] Holol stal, BAY
Foslol Btk 22T shob AREA @E Slol, ARAel HEo) f:sm e
g PEolu, FAEANME FFS Hoof shu, I Fobst FYAEE Had
Zkzkel AtAe] wet 23, O Fge AR ZAMAM &0l
et 499 RE 9w ‘2oz FEIHAMD "EEL 'dF Loy ut
ORALE, ‘X g el 33 o] BT AAY, 'REI}L Xzl o] oA &, ‘TE 7
#oz o Fol F 4k ‘HE Bew 93 'Y AE Fad AAF
¢ AMR o R AE7BAA ¢ o] 5‘]373: kla=s
U BB EACE o AR Fad a2yl
Y BAF-Eolth

NP fLoE

£

=

x
o
)«
L

O
MRV
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<# 1> Comparison of Treatments and Costs (1995-1996\1)

Content

Inpatient + Outpatient

Intensive QOutpatient

Individual & Family

Treatment Treatment Therapy
* Disease Model
* Total Abstinence
jor Model!
Major Models | -, Education (5days/wk)
* Indiv. Counseling (1)
Content of * Group Counseling (5)
Treatment * Structured Group (5) No No
* Special Needs Group
Inpatlent ()
Treatment * Family Counseling (1)
* AA/NA weekly
Length of Tx 2 Weeks 0 Week 0 Week
Cost $ 4,830 (average) $0 $0
* Disease Model * Ty
. TGOtaI Abﬁﬁnen?e * T]?loi:lasibl\s/lﬁc;?eerice
* Group Therapies * e :
Major Models * Cogritive-Behavioral | }(::;)g:]l; VE? SBteé};naworal
of . * Family System
Same as Intensive Approa
Treatment Outpatient Treatment | ., ép R Work * Individual Therapy
{Confrontation & Flexible Schedule
Support)
* Unitorm Tx Schedule
* Assessment
* Indiv/Family Session
* AODA Education As ;
* * Assessment,
_ Group At & 1 gividual Therapy
Content of Same as Intensive discussion * Family Therapy
Outpatient | "cAment | Outpatient Treatment | * Multi-Family ~group| * AODA education
Treatment tx * Self-help group
* Parents group * Regular Drug testing
* Self-help groups
* Regular Drug testing
Therapist(s) Same as Intensive 3 Female Therapi
pists .
Outpatient Treatment 1 Male Therapist 1 Female Therapist
Length of Tx 6 weeks 8 weeks 8 Weeks (Ave)
Place $ 3420 $ 4420 $ 4620*
NewStart NewStart NewStart
Total Cost $ 8250 $ 4420 3 4620 (Average)
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3) &3 JKes
1) 7H2 #1 (B8 &) : AxololBo] ABAYL TFE AR WY FHE
o A3, FAE A4 BEYeRA Yool SR X

[e)
g Za9E 29T Feo] =2 Aot

2 712 #2 (=2

.
Lo
ﬂ¥.',
o
L

a
B
o
2
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_
ta
fa
4
N
B
s
e
ot
oy

B 7 #3 AR F7F &) : Al A8 =23 vl

7h 7H 31 (dE+AAE, dH AR) @ YA F JHAR FAP A

4 Sol, JHABANG FoI@ H2USHY, AR T2IAS
Z4¥ 88 o B¢ Zoln

. 7Hd 32 (ISR s, HAE) - ARJI+ESX R FAE HadEl,
I A%t HAAPERD A8 Z2a9s £UY g5

o] && Aolth
. 714 33 (RL+AAA R, AAAEAE) : JANE F dAR o] o]
Qs AoloE, A7

# FEEER AA+EAT FIF B
L

2IWe QT S50 Aol7} gl Aotk
4) A7 a7

A Nzzzade] ads HFrisr] e A A=
£ FEAHE Aok, ol AT HAY ¥y
Aez2add wizse Folth. A7 ez 93
XE & & Qe dFoloM B A7E, AkA ez F3he
FollM H2EES N8I 2 7189 WA= Ao (Managed Care) €3 ol
s wiAEE WHE YA o wiALHRL, viebdd HEE AN
(Assessment)3 ¥, 27t A3 23S nste AR ANEF SFuE FHL
Hj x| 3k HHAjolth dlE Eo], oW Fadoe] AT |Fol ASAQIVIRO R
B ozl=o]l oW, AFE Tt o Amy|HAlA w3}V A dHo]



LR I1iEE BAHE H ARRIZORIN) ¥, T2 HORT, XEFH/t Oi= 3% LSt o7 47

o
)
il
-0,
EE
o
B>
L
flo
M
~N
ac)
=]
X
22
lo
Y2
flo
N,
N
A
dg
fl
>,

o

2 O

9,

e

tijo

e
X
fo
fo
S h
bl
sl
i
lo
il
i
°
rlo
I
o
B
L
B

£
2 Ak
|

0 &
_HI\J
N0 N [z

Kot
L
=
M
i
e
rio
o
= on
o
° H o
Lhee
B > 2
o
2 e
T,
Moo =
o Hi
A
A, E o
ﬂ!lﬂl —QI
nU: '—E‘
A
e N
N
4

MmN oo

o
flo
Ny oz i ool 2

~

il
\JIO
o,
i,
OI
e
N
2
o
9,
R
=
=4
ko rfx
N,
nu)
L g
oft
= om
RS

rlo
Y

&
=)
12
L.
ol
M
2
o
>,
N
ol
i1
L,
£
e
2
lo
fobad
N
oX,
L
v
1
oX
X, o
N

AR Dol & F4dE UPOR GO, AFAAA, B
2 71 85 ok vheba g ¥

oo
o rr
LU
4
o M
L,
Lo
ol
)
o =
NN
oty FN
o o
> o f
oop
>
oX 2
(o}
o[nL
. Yot
S8
O;
£ %5
He —
2 2
£
ALY
ol
2
)
o,
o
o

HARE J2dT 0 A5 99 2
] (Intensive Outpatient Program)e] A 199214
£ we 29 1 YRS Ud 4RE 5
I e o] AABREZRIAYANN ARE WL 3
AAREAO G = AFezRE ATHE A
2l F W Aol AEA 3 HAAYZ o
3 B9 oz, HAV|Fo2RE HAEH O REE g
A2E #ARRDS. AHATE A%, A2T2IYRY, 3 H
29 CEE BASE FASNT +UE 4098 Hau
BE, A9 F7, 18a 82 w2 FFY As58 BRIy FRY F
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6) o] Ao 2221 A EE The Adolescent AODA Research Project (P.I Dr. Joan
Robertson, School of Social Work, UW-Madison)®] AdRo]i, Meriter Medical
Foundation 3 Graduate School of Wisconsin-Madison ¢] Research Grant 2] %
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A7 F F 4089 HAdd g ARE FIIAeH, NEAR A5
g B Hide v U3 2o (HIER 71F): 19929 (68), 1993 (78),

19949 (74), 1995'd(67), 19963 (83), 1997'd (70). #RHE EES AXHE B,
wWelo] 93.6 % (412%), E<lo] 3.6% (16¥), F&A 1.6 %(7F), T¥A 07% (3
), 28 w=FAYA 05% %) colth B2 YolExe <¥2 >3 Zo. F
7] A2 (14-162H)0] 61.3% (270%) = 7HF 2¢%x, I g 37 H2d
(17-184h)0] 36.6 %(l61H)Rom, 27l HAE(12-134) & 2% (9F)oldtt. HTF
Uole Fx7t 1614, 27} 15.74 <)t

-

<E 2> o] BE

o] (%) o (%) Al (%)

12 2 (08) 0 ( 0.0) 2 (04)

13 4 (14 3 (1.9 7 (1.6)

14 25 ( 8.8) 18 (11.5) 3 (98)

15 42 (14.8) 45 (28.8) 7 (19.8)

16 90 (31.7) 50 (32.1) 140 (31.8)

17 93 (32.7) 33 (21.2) 126 (28.6)

18 28 ( 9.9) 7 ( 4.5) 5 ( 8.0)

A 284 (64.5) 156 (35.5) 440

Mean=16.1 Mean=15.7
<# 3> Y, RERY, A5FH 0E AsZAE Y3 7401@ A5

2 BRE HY, gYXEE w2 AUt 1% G1RRB)E JHE B3 d 94
A8 MA+IEAEE L2 BeE, 44 20% (88%), 9% (40131) . By
Foid TES B, dFET FoAF A9t 53% (232%), FRE7 7‘0461 Gy
T 47 % (208®)eldth NszzaPoez RE &L dAAE BE
385%, JY+AHYxz A 523 %, MA+7IERA 8] A¥ 60% oIty ET
3 EHE&L FREN F
o

Z9E&L AA7E 51 %, w39 A FEFAE
E 529%, VEET FAF FLE 345 % o)Atk

ST
oﬂ, Y
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<E 3> FEPN, ArFHE A8E% B

1 o A
FRZAP) | A&FH (D) Al
£ gg £ 28 £49 #2¢
ey | 9EAE 41 60 27 17 | 68 77 [145 (70%)
T(;;* ] 91+9) 2l 18 10 12 4 | 30 14 |44 21%) 208
QA=A 8 7 5 5 2 | 12 7 |19 (9%) 47%)
I LR 29 74 23 41 | 52 115 (167 (72%)
v (;;* Q1+ 2l 9 19 7 9 | 16 28 |44 (19%) 232
M tER B 6 6 6 3 | 12 9 121 (9%) (53%)
e g 70 134 50 58 | 120 192 {312 (71%)
7 AL+9) 2y 27 29 19 13 | 46 42 |88 (20%) 440
A EAs | 13 11 11 5 | 24 16 |40 ( 9%) (100%)
110 174 80 76 |190 250
A (39%) (61%) |(51%) (49%) |(43%) (57%) | 440
284 (65%) | 156 (35 %) | 440 (100%)

2) H= EHYEQ| TEYE (Homogeneity)

A s24S HAT o, /M 28 A2 X

o vkef Abge] AAAY Fmelnh shelA ¥ Xl ©] ARVH
= A

o]
WA B FE A7) WECIT A 59, AANEAR
de dUgxsg z2ade 3

A, A7
A A7l WA gEst AUThn 4, JURe] Buld JAUS
o] BAYEEA FE7 U AW AL ot dolth o] YRz B

N4
oX,
N
g
1o
N
il
S
>
it
©,
T
)
il
I
b
4
oo
iul
L)
o,
(o]
i
ox
&
)
i
=2
o =ze
ok
g

1) @F 2239 director ol 93819, F42d EAGEEA ] EolAL nHs) B w], X827
o BE2& F&de rHAdezRE J2UE AYAIE ol ABARFTS sl ©HHo)
W, o]& 93 dr|deBE 2L Yo b EAV HE AL dYAgn o] M=
2, 98 B3yl A FE 7} (authorization)& W2l A e s n sled], W3 7ol A13]
A 71ET B8 AAY 289 = 58 HU¥H (court order)o] oW, BPI Al 3
Z& B7)7t ZolF Tt (Joyce Evers 1B, 1993 54).
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=, A7} ofF A3 Aol AeE AVIFAH YYAFE (Residential Inpatient
Program)2 9|3, QR FZ2 O FHE B AT o84 o= =
2o E #F371E F Jve Aolth
G7ew FEUgo AAAL 2

o EFAYE &S A¥Ecs AJH, £ dFdAe AE57|FAAM AT,
DSM-IVe] ol3k ety g Algstgth 22la EAGEA9s 1 &
2} & (abuse), ©J&(dependence), T} E&g& (poly-drug) o &
FadEe] w2 Y, A9 474l 4 Nsgzzaguit o
&, o+ o] Log-Linear AnalysisZ, @8&529 AzZtA4 (A
Hj 2] Alolell A (association)7} J=A FALSFI

o]

2
d

o
N
o
(o
N
oL
o,
1=
r 2
o
-0,
o
g
Tlo
o
rL
il

<E 4> ABFFY AUd o3 F29 4243 QAL HPF Aot
HoA BHEo] |, of BF gEF Fd&o] Fd FAQYA AR =yt o &4
d8e FAded doss 422 vteHutE AH8Y Ros Seyrh
<E 4> %= A4S x -G x AZFF WA
4 (G) HEAZA (9) 2] e dA+E NA+71 A
948 46 9 8 63
ot DE: 53 15 3 71
OgEd 948 107 31 12 150
e 21 8 7 36
oq o9& 26 2 37
g4 Ja 61 15 7 83
3HA 314 87 39 440

<E 5> Y829 4744H ArzFAcld AnBAE TS A ¥
¥ (Partial) G e dgoldh. ool B, %%04 Ao GEEAl] A7ty 3
=& 7 AER0 ©F §96F Ao/l Qe Aew Uy, G731, df-4,
p< 005 22=Zg A Fwe GEEAY A7Ad QolH Aot fdI T F
21t

O
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<& 5 BE G Test AAYOXABEFHT) F5 2887}

A= df G* P
(GT, SG) 8 9.31 0.3167
(ST, GT, SG) 4 2.00 0.7346

24 df G* p
(GT, ST) 6 2.07 0.3167
(GS, GT, ST) 4 2.01 0.7346

oko]l 5 Azl osiA, AW, AW, FEGEo A4 TS FHTA
(GxXSXT AERE¢aF)E, B2 G HAEY <
23, JEE A nHPE o, FEGEAAA] & AEFFAIolA FHw)7t
= Aoz e, G = 201, df=4, p < 0.05.
g8 A4 ggez, oy F2A4E FAdsted duvt de AL,
' %GB FH7F Ay XUzt @AV devtE He Aojth
Eo] 71 o] AlE3te EF2E ¢FH-E(alcohol), vhE]3h(marijuana),
(poly-drug)elth. tF ¥4& 2 43L& vieshts 2ol A&ss 4
L o]E 9% BE G HAEY A 2, A g Hlud A, 4E
Aol mH S o, ofEe AEF ALl Apol7b gl G =
2.70, df=4, p < 0.05.

>
ol

L ot B oo 42 T

2o R oob o

O

o
2
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(o]
T
[e]
Bl

ol

L
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S
>
)

3) Log—Linear Analysis ofl 2|5t Ji& AT

Log-Linear #4132 t} 21 Multi-dimensional Contengency
Table)E E4E 4 A& FE3 WHdE, 2 29 /3¢ (Model Building) %}
74 4% (Hypothesis Testing)& ¢ 8] 2220t} o] =& oA = Log-Linear

Ae 7HEAZE YA ALESYEY BB G 2 HAES ¢4 BMDP

a2
A
Y
Bl
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TAZEOHE T3 B 2HE AHESAT. HEY HES I Jedd
zol7h Frou g A 1 Aolo] BEE ¢7] YA F19 Log-oddsE %3l
Odd ratiog Al4FstATE o] =FolA, A log (natural log), & log , & ‘In'2

2 EAF

.,d
o (o

(1) B Tl 712 BT . LY2T (one—tailed test)

0 : Odds (Al E) < Odds (AR E)

H | : Odds (&) &) > Odds (FAteRE)

<EE 1>2 4¥ FFl 8% 7HE & Log-oddsE AMgsta] AFste Wi,

Odds ratiog 73t= WHS 7la€d Aot Gt Agdd 27t e A&

A5 23, A5 A o] GA3te] fFolug olrt e AeE YEEH,

Z=19139, p< 0.05. FAHLZ, oAololEo] Ag ZEIYPE AHFHOLE E9T

7}s/d o] (Likelihood of graduation) ‘dxjolo]EHXH T 1.78] O ¥ Ao Z g
e,

<&EE > JE 9% o ¥ H2E
=4 el
A B
EE | 1
= (n 70 + In 27 + — (In 134 + In 29 +
™) | 3 3
In 13) = 3.3698 In 11) = 3.5543
C D
o

—é(ln 50 + In 19 + —é(ln 58 + In 13 +

In 11) = 3.0848 In 5) = 2.7449

dJMF) =(C-D)-(A-B)
= (3.0848 - 2.7449) - (3.3698 - 3.5543)
= (0.3399) - (-0.1845) = 0.5244

) 1. 1 .1 . 1.1 . 1
SE (3)(7o+27+13+134+29+11
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—é (0.6755) = 0.0751 = (0.2740) ?

_ _Contrast(M,F) _ 0.5244
15 (2) SE 0.2740

log-odds (&) = 0.3399 —> Odds (&) = 1.4048.
log-odds (i) = -0.1845 —> Odds () = 0.8315.
Odds ratio= 1.4048/0.8325= 1.6894.

= 1.9139

dajolo) gl ofzjoto] Atojo kB GFEFEA Y FmolE xol7t gl (£ 6),
g A oxlololgol o Fh o] A tE JYATFEC] HE oAloto]
o] AFHFE o & A7, ﬂﬂe o AZtstA welEQthE o] A5
o} ojzjolelEe] X8AAI} FL OE olft ABZEIOHY HE HFA
% Aot I A5#HEH ilﬁA}QH JEH-9 Ade AZ A4S =
, Agd FANsle = Qo] FA} ole]ERT} Eodth ol EF, FajelelE
Ae EE2YFY A8 E BHIsIL AT Ao =7le o] oxjolo]
Ho) 2 Zog HAJER As8AME AdEFHIA =gk ol AgEZR
ago] gAlolelEx Fu|E 7HE & v 845 ATFsIA Hrksiol & Aol
A W3}t Qe 9std, Fajole|5 & F, W] 35 2¥x 50| AR
z2ad Fd XFH7E AP

M X0

ur o K

(2) 2RA0] Tl T HF © YUY 2T (one-tailed test)

H ,: Odds (¥

_\_?_
H | : 0dds (5 %%) > Odds (3 #5)

22), Az ARl Qo F2ol BARE o] FATS Hol)
B}, Z=27782, p< 001 FAHOR, T REs} Fol@ PAdEo] Ay zz
aYH ABHOE FUT Jh5Ae] & BRI Folg FAEE B 22 W o
Be Ao YRt o] AEL FoA WA ¥ ¥R A% Felo JFe
A 2 Aoz veht 22v), Fade) L2e vlok Y8e 9% Are 3

2) ulxey, EEYSANE 2F Qg H, 1995 84, NewStart, Madison.
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of ABH A7ol o7 oJBSo] Bx¥ Huel AXs} Fele FaAe] Al
Hoch =3 AEsBelE Fd BusdAE 473 Azuel gt ol fst
2T oA Bae o€A TAHes Brel FaT Eo AAAC] Yt
S

T7F Basit d7Ate] HeEE, An 2VIFH & F AME RE As
g & Eo] Folok Fr}. B AF4F
g294d TFAI L 218

Bo dete] F5o FSEF HFHog AfetA FUh

Ho:Vopo =0 (58 A2289 Aadsd 4887 98)
H 1 - \Y% >0 + 0

A ABES vmsy) Ho $4 ABFF NgdFAlold ARBAT YE
AE zAlsjol s olF Yl BE G HAE} F83T <E 7> I 48
BAE A G P EH2E AFolth o]d wa2H, N AAE A8
9ug 2ozt Y' Ao g YEn, G *= 979, df=2, p < 0.01.

<E 7> NEEF F 9L AT PL G T H2E
=2 df G * P
(OP, OG, GP, PT, GT) 1 1342 0.2671
(OT, OP, OG, GP, PT, GT) 9 3.63 0.9339
A8FFE0l Asdad 9T de Aol AFHNoEE, AT /MEES A
371 S8 Ml AR FRES Hlas) & 287 ok

7l 44+ As + AR S viw : 4 AS (one-tailed test)

H ;: Odds (39+2lgf) < Odds (2]2H)
H ; : Odds (J+&]#) > Odds (<)

AL+ A g AR A s AgAH Aot e AE HAFIF BH (F
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=S¥ 31 32), A8 Az o] F AzrdAe] #2u3 2ol Ak AC
2 Ueht, Z=19601, p < 0.05. FAHoE, YU+AHARE B HAUE]
Az Teaddd 4FHos 29 Mol JPAsn we Fads g
17 8 o £ 202 vehdh

. 59 AQ/IEAE vl 9 735 (one-tailed test)

H o : Odds (7RQ+7}%) < Odds (¢#)
H | : Odds (/h91+7+%) > Odds (&)

Aol ztol7t e A€ HFE dF (F

Fx), As éy}oﬂ 9,101 F AREAZ] FouE Ao)vt e AL
WAF). TAHLE, AAEAEE T2

e %

et

=
rO
+
N
I
[l
o
B
R)
.
Fﬂi
e
el

NE ZEaddA 43H0 29% sFs4el AUAEY we
23 9] © £ Ao vshdth o] W3 E@ AYAT (oaning
S H9E o, 7 99 2o A FRE Beh 2 AP =

=1

a

g w, AAA O]WE ?Mxl g Hc—g— = 9e A%, AATE Aw
A

NOR B oo b i
ai W LB

<
ko W au?
Nﬂiﬁl’m Xow

oL o rlo
ol
mof{u

£ 32 M
0% X g,

ot dL+2d A 59} MeA+7AEARE vl : P PS5 (two-tailed test)

H ,: Odds (@9+9@ix8) = Odds (FAQ+7}EH) 2)
H | : Odds (39+2ehx8) + Odds (hQ+7}EX 8)

ina

JA+i Xz o} MA+VIEXE 7bol] AF AT Aol e AE HES
B (RE %E 33 #x), 18 AP Yol F Agxd Zho] Fondh XM 7} °i
B Aoz Uehdt), Z=07542 ($AF). dFUtEdAN d=Fd gE, F AR
zz2a% F oju o] U Aolgtal o]&HQ FAE U7I7t oJHy 74 Z2

ol e 7HAZ 7] dWEelh
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5. 8 3 A

2 A7E HAa9Y 42EH vk FEEAE A A5, vlPxEy I
Ao tigh BRo AT FAAQrt ve dFFE AT o] A9 TR
A Ha G523 opok g2 59 1992-1997
otk AEE Te HAEES, HE, ¥
s 3 A8ZZ Y] T/ (2
2T 65 JuUANE, AT 8F A F, I
X g8)ol weld ojE N AF(NEZ2aY ¢, =2 YgeAS
3 A5E F7/F ¥, LogLinear Analysis WH-& AM&3A ASS /M5
= OS5 2o AA, AAotolEo] ERlolo|ER Y EYvFsA0l 17 W) &
CER, 7 OREIE A8 FAd ofo]go] EERE FA olo]lEET &Y
dol 22 v EuTh AA, EHIToZRE S ZAEE EFOZ 3 YUA B
o, 2 F QYA EE Zo] B ofo]5o] Y XNET @ olo]ERY EYUME
o] 1.7v) =tk UlA, NA+7IEFXEE @B olo]go] JARAEHF9 YA
S5 B2 olo]ERT £¢UbsAdo] 238 =t A, YEXE S UAEE
2ol e ololE N JIEXNFE B olo]EFE EYIMSAC o] fely
& ztol7t ATk ABATFEC] A 0|8 ZAEH F aJAEQ AU F
dHor AFEoEMN, Al AT NE7ENLe] e84, RE FHod o
g A5H A7 A3, NE 27| FA4A EH JDl2REH AYAFY F8
A, NAZVEY Ao B 84 A HIZde MA7IEXNEED Y] A5
o] JF=H At
2 AFAF 93 tSF 22 FEIATFE AdSh AN, JLXE 7|
lolth. A GH AJAFERE AHYste 1 aR/E BHe o Hiag
€ d€ oldx =ort et 25 Fte] X 8EnH &
E & o, o #& 73 (10Y, 7Y)5UY JYXE &
toh B4, 49x59 YAED sfzoltt. YLXEV} H]
HE AAdS A dle S8 o|FAYW, HAd of
i 7F=ol f71d A& W, 28l o 7159 AA} A=t B
b AlZlo) B oE N ST HAadAA olFe REE Fof JEF9 J|FE
A THE =97t Ao ol & 8, EHERE FHsH, tEY V%S 43
= dH =80 8, g uA =2ade] Mdy Frprh AlFsit. 3 =, A
dE 25 & TAY e JIA A B3 1-23] 7tEEo] W33}
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A 125 AdE A9 A3E A8 2 5 QAT o mYre Fode 3
AT FAGl A5 ARG} Felg FAAAE Petol7] WEolch A,
Aotolgo] FAL ol ATz 248 AU A NEZEIAL NEstel 4
Bhel B otk o WA xzad F U FUol 1249 ABARE A
Wz peoste] e 44 WYY & A,
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ABSTRACT

Effect of Gender, Parental Support an Treatment Type on the Adolescent’s

Successful Completion of Substance Abuse Outpatient Treatment Program

Yun-Soon Koh (Post-Doc, University of Wisconsin-Madison)

This study examined the effects of gender, parental support and treatment
type on the treatment outcome of adolescent substance abusers. Outcome
variable was the successful graduation (or drop) from an Intensive Adolescent
Outpatient Program. Adolescents with their parents’ support were treated in
one of three treatment models (2-weeks Inpatient plus 6 week Intensive
Group-Oriented Outpatient, 8-weeks Intensive Group-Oriented Outpatient, and
8-weeks Individual-Family Therapy) within a private hospital-affiliated treatment
center by managed care practice allowing their own choice (non-random
natural assignments). Several hypotheses were tested for main effects by the
Log-Linear Analyses for a multi-dimensional contingency table with 440
adolescents (284 boys and 156 girls treated during 1992-1997) from middle-class
families with private health insurances.

The following results were found. Odds of graduating versus dropping out
of the treatment program among : (1) girls were 1.7 times higher than those
among boys; (2) adolescents with two-parent were 2.2 times higher than those
among adolescents with one-parent ; (3) adolescents with Inpatient plus
Outpatient was 1.7 times higher than that of those with Outpatient; (4)
adolescents with Individual-Family Therapy was 2.3 times higher than that of
those with Outpatient Model. There was no statistically significant outcome
difference between the Individual-Family Therapy and the Inpatient plus
Outpatient. Implications from the results were discussed. Suggestions were
made to improve the treatment components in the areas of gender sensitivity,
securing more parental support, alternatives for separation from peer group
and integrating new peer groups, and flexibility for the unique needs of

individual family. Also, some research questions for future studies were
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suggested.

Key Words : Treatment Outcome, Adolescent, Substance Abuse, Gender, Peer,
Parental Support, Outpatient, Inpatient, Family Therapy,
Log-Linear Analysis, Odds ratio.
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