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tetally conclusive as we might have Jiked. .. . 2908 Fulton Street . . e o :
: - San Francisco, Ca 9411i¢
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csaid a grea*' deal more about the efficacy of thoe progruam. Kevertheliess we . . R , ) .o . - - - .
211l appreciate vour efforts as usual and we lock forward to werking wiith you Dear Sir: . : . - : . o
agzin soon. . ' ) .. . - Tr -
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oo 1 you here of any opportuniities il TFn, the future of corzecticons. The financially-
‘ over recidivism, wgenits fclt finzncial
I wish ¥ could have sant vou more copies but cur Zunds c’;i.d uct allow ity .ass:.:n“ance vas a hsef l tool in parole adjustment, and the experi-
if possible pleass let Massexs Lavson, Gist, and Gonlloway have a look mental program showed a2 high return per dollar invested. We can
at the report if you cannot get them covics made T : therefore reccommend that the program bz replicatad znd excanded.
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L . : e, B . - . The Direct Financial Assistence to Farolees Project (DFR)
. ) ’ . - .- .was an experiment tc test the utility of financial zid as 2 %ool in
- ) - . improving the parole adjustment of newly released offerniders. The .
: N C . . i T - R major goal of the program was to reduce economic hardship in the
' | L ‘ I K BT . A crucial early parole period thereby lowering recidivism.

- . TR . e . - . _ To assess the impact of the financial assistance, two groups

" , o - o C . C e e T 4 : .. of parolees in Parole Region II (Northern California) were randemly
‘ ’ ’ v g i ) i - ' - ' : ' i . . » "
i ' - Lo I ) © . selected: an experimental group of parolees was eligible for financial

. . . - : T T ; ) S : B ) g ‘assistance on release, while a comparison cr control group was ineligible.

LI . : . .o oL ‘ e B x i * " An exemination of the parole outcomes of th=.two groups at a six-month

‘H? ' 3. _ . ,‘ | . E E } S ‘: ‘ - : L e - ~”time in£erval reveaied that nearly 80 percent of +the finénciéllVfaided
’ ) . ) - . .' . . éfoup of pafolee? ramained é;ccessfullv on parols as compared to only
) ) - 71%_of tﬁose ineligible. . | . L . ' .
: . - o . LT N '. . ":“ o 2 f'_’ . An analysis of background variables and social characteristics
» ) 3 ; L : S o : . ' :‘.qu-thé two groups showéd no differences caéabic of creating such a"
. L _ T - A - :. . ) o difference in parcle‘suécéés rates. .Iﬁ.fact, as discussed later, the -
. - . ) ‘ I T S 3 o 71 control group should- have exceeded the experimentals in successful
. o - e . - N A_‘ '_’;L,, . ; . parole out&omas as niore ;ontrols féll.iﬁto‘sub—groups‘which have
- ’ . . ﬁ' - .5 N '. ’ o ':f - . ‘ . traditionally had lower recidivism. This hackérouﬁd %nalysis tended
: . : . o : ':', .' o o o .- i ' to zczentuate the improved outcomes of the finanqiall;—aided group.“-
o ' a =" The exaninatica of variations in.parole outcome within varicus

et N ) . . ' subgroups of tho safnle revealed that effects ranged from marked

positive ones to mere maderate ranggs, plus a few no differences

. ‘ ) . . ‘ - - =¥ ‘ ‘ .
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and even some necative effects. - . S

The‘following groups seecmed to profit as follows:

. .

.
o

A. Markedly (improvement of lé%ﬂor more in outcome)

‘ 1. Age 31 yearsfgr older = : . '_J .
’ 2. Grade school education lével' L S ;.i '
. ) ,3; i.:oéerty, criminal:and'narcotic oﬁﬁgn@er; ’ -
. ) . : . }'4ﬂ1‘§952é§dict éhd ﬁﬁn-alcohél{cs‘ S N ) i -
: IR 'v. i . 5. ‘Unskiiled oxr oﬂ;y ;emi;skilled ‘ .'
‘ ) .. ‘: .- ‘6. Hultiplé %e%megs (2 or more pfior‘grisqn terms)
) ‘. 7. Low "base expectancy” score, ) . ., 3 -
T N . * . T ’ h .
: o R - Less than $SQ‘inmateh§ccount L ; 'x‘: ) ¢ _}. .
‘ ‘ f;.“ - 9. SSme job offer o _ ' - . o
’ 1o. iéteady work history ’ ) :f ‘; ) -i‘ o
- - ' Especiélly noteworthy in’this groﬁp are sevé;;l categofies of .
. offenders that are perenially ﬁoted fo: their high recidivism rate
6r:to put.it énotger way,;chrogic parole failures who traditionally-
‘ are not affected by correé£ion§l pgag;ams. ~ - ';
) Properﬁy offenders age genefally ﬁoted for their propensity
‘ to recid;vate as are narcotic addicts ané*yet for both groups wa.
éee substantial gains méde when financia} ald was rendered——sémé i?i
percen£ for tha former group and lé.éercent gain En péréle suécess
'for the latter offender group. B . ' . =
- . . 8imilaxly in two other groups noteé fér high failure rates—
gzé ) the low Base Expectanéy Score group and rultiple te;»ers—-marﬁeé
. . -G ! ‘ . . .
' . w0 o :

.
N

Lt e T e o

e e T e dii s K e e ® epEabs g e gD

. .

B a .
.

*+ INCreases in success vere apparent when monay was provided upon

. N
» 2

release. A 19 percent increase in success was noted for the low

.

B.g. group as was a figure of over 15 pexcent for those with prior

. .

D. Negative

Results (5% or more increase in unfavorable outcome)

1. Age group 21-25 vears old ~ :
2. Alcoholic drinking problem : L

in view of these rxather brcad ranging effeckts and improvement

noted when finariciz] assistancs was provided and the relative lack

of negative findings or evern ithosz of little im révement, it seems ’
- ‘.‘kk
—Cem

.
-

T L PR T AT e N W, TN et g U T 6 gy R e At LR T e b o b LY e ot & A0S 4 s . Dk oy o B

__prison terms béhind them. (See Table P. 5) . ’ . L .
3 " B. Somewhat (improvement of 5-9%) : . N )
- . ‘l.. All ethnic groups (white éost) ". ’ T
Lo 2. High’school'educatiop S ; ¥ i . ' - |
o . 3. Né ﬁéb offer . - : ; - N .: ' ;ﬂ
S A sporadic work hiséory _. B ) | '
SRR .5.. First termers . ‘ L ) . 5:'«:""4 .
' ' : 6., Medigm B.ﬁ; score o ‘. 3 .g:’ fi o : '
: ‘C; No Imorovement.(0—4%) PR C - SR ' “
"1, Age group‘ZG;E - ’ " ) ‘
o ' 2. - Violent or miscellaﬁeouﬁ offense o T .
. - 3.'5Vocationally skilled ‘ R . . ‘
R oA No-work histbry . . ' ‘l‘fA" e s ; :
. , ) | i
c = No living srrangement - ) ‘ . :
) | 6. High B.ﬁf Score - ) o ' y
Z‘ ‘ B '%- Over $SO.6D.in inmate actognf : .

-
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s prudent at this stage of research to sugges® that future prcgrams of ’ ) B ) ]
C . - | - : : ; - . : = Lo R
' this sort be enacted, and that they should be applied generally ) R o o : ;
- . . . . - . - " . - - - - . M
across the board, at least until further resesarch clearly indicates - &= = :
othervise. Finally, it nust be noted that a comparison of costs o ’ - Tt : T . . - .
’ and benefits related to the program indicates that a substantial ~ - T : . . . o S .
portion of program costs were returned in the form of tangible bensfits.: T .o - .
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W IX Introduction ) . LT ‘ : . ‘
| R ' are currently not gainfully employed.4 +This compares to a local

>

o e . . . . ' o fe . in the area. Typi-
- ¥t is generally agreed that the ex-offender in his attempt figure of six percent unex ployed gen rexally in ¢ (YR

: . . s s o 3 perity arolee unemployment rates
t0 re-entexr the “free" world and re—establlsh himself in his home cally even in periods of PIOS rity, p ! jeiie) gcd

- [
\ .

)
i

. . . ) T PNz
. P i v - 3 J-han th tk— N Po b=
- . ) communlgy faces a number of problens, perhaps Lhe most crucial -- . g are two to three times higher ose of the general.popula .. *
. - | o ] ' . . -
bolng to atquire and maintain some form of gainful emoloymen‘ S o . tion. This is particularly true with respect to ex-oifenders

just s recent study revealed over 26 pexcent of .
Since gal nful employment is usually regarded as.an intrinsic part just released, where a s Yy a )

.

PR . ' - . . . T, . — - in e parole region were fresh out of prison.
. - of the rchabilitation process, problems in this area may contribute : all unermployed in the p g e ;

’

. . . . - .
. .

- M - » < . 0. s - X 5 3 .c " L - - " M . : - - - s :
to 1l%egal activities and efenﬁLally contrlputg to recidivism ‘dpme idea of the scope of this problem can be deduced from
. - . - U . - E . . . -

- -

' " Glaser, for example, reports: T ‘ L] .. . the fact that in a recent two month period some 223 pre—parole - R
o B - =ldS ’ X can) ¢ L X < : - .. AT c L . \ . . : . .
g ) subsequent failures émong the réleaseos Qﬁoﬁ &e ' R . ' . 7 " "Tcases lacking a definite jcb to come to on parole were. prccessed )
N . B3 - . 1= . . . . .
. A . _— S ) . ]
oL o . contacted were much more often unemploved in their - I R : . -
Lo 7 First three months out of prison tbin ze*e the'eub— : o i ; P bv one Regional Parole office and an addlt*ondW a0 cases were re .
-°  .sequent successes Indeed, after the first month -. . . Lo ’ ' . L L as . + !
’ L ou?uof prison the rates of,unen070ywent were over = - : - ferred lacklng both a Jjob and a place to live.> Presamablj some .
: 0 ' v y . . e . - . . T -
. A twice as high for the failures as for those who . T L : - sqq 1 s e 1+ T .
' were succes;ful in avoiding further serious diff; T I © - of these referrals will be resolved satisfactorily. but in view )
.. were . £ s e ‘ o ) A : Ribamat . . .
: lties with -the law. Whi his is n vi .. - . . oo .- e . -
E: sxes W “h_° € a? While this is not e idence T : _— "~ of the current market condltlons and -other demands on the parole
) -that unemployment alone causes recidivism, it is . . . £omd .
: one more plece cof correlatioral data in cur find- 4 : - the
: ‘r s which Shﬁogstbkba zremolo n:;t may be among . . - agents Lﬁmp, many will probab¢y not e vesolwed oy tne time the ) -
o, J () 1 A— Lad . . N . . . N . -. “ R
. C : ,tne principal causal factors lnwolvec in rec1d*v1sn : o ' men are released . . . . — 2 )
. . - N > re = - - R o -, - .
ot adult male offenders .2 o . o . . . ; o ; .. .
. ~ - . . s .c: I 3 . -0 ) K . ) : A . . Lt -
~PONnall (l?o7) and Ixwin (1970} report similar £indings. ) P e ) : Another indication of the magnitude of this re—-entry em— .
. ! ) : y - Z . L o T 3 n v i urvey of nearly 400 men recentl
. ) The fact that unemployment among ex-offenders is a chronic . .- . . . piloyment problem was noted in a s Y Yy & ; Y
) . . : ' £ i iz i i ion. Aporoximatelv -
prcblem is attssted to by notlng the p;evaleuce of unemployment o . paroled from one California penal 1nst1tu§19n ApProMBALELT L :
. . - . : . . . - . N . . . . - - o -
+ in one parole region in Southern Callrornla where some 18 percent e CL . ' . .7 25 percent of the men had neither a definite job nor a definjte
- Ve b - N - - ! . ) ’ ° . . . - =" " A4 -
’ ‘ - S : : ... residence arranged prior to their being granted a release while
; - . . : . : . . _ - a )
s 1. pPresidents Comaission on Law EnFo*ce rent and Administration of - g T .- more than half lacked one or the other and only about “O.P?rc“n§. N -
. . Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, U.S. Govern— . : . : ; " P » to ‘ : o ) ’
- ol ment Printing Oifice ' Washington D.C., February 1967, p. 168. - . C e - .- B T
. R ‘ . . - R ey -:‘ - R .~ . =2 res. . . H .
2. Glaser, D., The Effectiveness of a Prison and Parole Systsm, . . S e . 4. Region III (Los Anceles), 1971, and q S.” Labor figures ) :
Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1964, pp. 328-9. . T .- ) . . '
i A . . 5. Region IIT (Los Angeles), 1968. S - ‘ C :
e 3. Povmall, Geuorge, Emplovment Prcoblems of Released Prisoners, oL . : . . ‘
-3 ’ ' U.S. Department of Labor, 1567 and Trwin, uohn, The Felen, . 73 _ ‘ : . R
Prentice-Hall, Ine. 1970. ) : . b , : . ’ ' K ’ .
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‘ﬂle L3 - i A » - )
' criminal justice system operates, better risk cases uéually
. . . !

. ) ] " gl B ) ' -

. /rv SR X . . N

1
:

1}
e

et T

h;g both arranged at thgt time.6 'In fackt it is &ot,urcommoh for

-

. . +

{J“

{
.

job oxr residence awaiting them.

Q‘

Some .idea
: dea of the nature of the unemployment difficulties of

.the réléased ex—-offerder is gained when one considers the typical. o B
. £ 4 Fe £ : o )
o;fegder s pattern of employment history and job skills. One can

not %elp but note thét:the gajoritf have no skillé as such.and

) have . . . - i . ° . P . —
. minimal job experience. If for no other reason than tﬁe
' way

 hose wi y ' - L
_ se with stab}e life styles and jobs, tend to be systematicallf

p ) - I gaIt ax Q LI. t: - ;h 1“ X -

it is a cause or an : ' ore
e 2o 3 - 3 - -
. . . : ffect of their criminality, offenders are gen-

erally failures in the Vorldb \a that '
7 of w -1 97 ] s ] ’
. A WOI? cand that ". . . it is widely-

. a ' i i : ’ ' : o |
) ccepted that increasing employability is an important part of -
) . L 34 axrc O . . -

;

o
W
tH

rehabilitating the offender."S ’ ot . o l

@

However, only about 30 to 40 pefcenﬁ 6£

prison inmates re-

Holt ‘9 : :

latiénféizzd gli%ir, D. E., Explorations in Inmate-Family Re
- lationships, California Departmer £ ¢ : —~ = =
- No. 46, January, 1972. D ent ozt Correct}ogs, Report

7. Franci o3
izz :ra§c1sco Project, "4 Study of Federal Probation and
. g ) i v 1 o b )
Mani;i{ NIMH Rﬁport, April, 1969. See also Babst, D. and
ing, J., "Probation wversus Imprisonment for éimi’a£ Tyﬁ
1S X - es
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.actually gain employment in their field o

closely ;elated.9

follow up of vocational trainees reveals only about one: in three

employers are hesitant to hire ex—offenders.
to hiring men with records 1s quite noticeablé; for example,

.¥hen personnel managers.fcr manufacturing firms
... .were questioned on general hiring policies .« .
.+7 'we find that 23 percent of the respondents stated
their firms would at least sometimes hire men with
records; 49 percent hedged &nd stated that their
firms would under certain conditions; and 28 per—"
cent felt that the chances of their firms doing )
this were slight or none at all. . .

- RN 2

Most prisons have work programs for iqmates;ﬁésignedQ

other studies indicate that even with skills,

The stigma attached

to £ill

£ training or one that is

-~

some of these gaps. Hovever, "inside" work experience doés not

the Federal Prison System only sbhout one-fourth of the off

: . . . 1
work. in non-malntenance jobs.

1 california’s prison industries -

" often reach the majority of the inmates. ‘Glaser'reports +hat in

enders

employ about one-third of its inmatés.lz._For those who o get this

.work experience it is often the firs

t of ‘their adult lives and even _

50 offenders frequently find no openinés in the field of their ex-

- perience upon releasé, and of those Qho do find work Ehe pay is

often minimalf13 : o o | . . I

*

g. Dickover, R. et. al.; A study of Vocational vraining in the

- california Department of Corrections, californx
"of Corrections, Research Report No. 40, January. 1971.

0. Himelson, A., Risk and Rehabilitation: A Study of Fidelltv

a Department

Bonding of Former Offenders, ITnstitute for Study of Crime

" and Delinguency, Sacramento, California, 1966.°

11. Glaser, D.; ©OP- cit., p. 158. . ”"

12. Mitfoxd, Jessica, Xind and Usual Punishment:

The Prison

13. Glasen, D.; op. cit., p- 222.

~-12~

Business, Alfred A. Xnopf, hew York, forthcoming, Ocrcher,

1973.
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As PLCV’OU51Y mcntloned the ex -offender's general lack of

pexrsonal resources in the communlty, nlus hls usual lack of skills,

' 17 :
. cdhalysis of Glaser's data.” He shows that loss of jncome is

s
by

£
1

plus the stigma of belﬁg an ex-offender a2ll corbine to pose a prob- i

"actually more crucial.to successful parole adjustment than loss

1@6 of some magnitude for this ex—ofFCnder. Once h{; release monfy, : N - ;. - : '~. . . of employment. . - : e - . - ‘;, .:.
'uéually amounting to some °0-60 dollars, is gone, ﬁhe.Par01ee is_%n. o -Fi.i g ..'Clearly people need moﬁéy ;;‘éﬁrvivé %;d for many it is
a difficult spot indeed.' A regeét stu@y revealed.that parole diffi- :  .-‘- . . .. | : a most scarce commodity. Jobs éié ;ften séarqe, eséeciaily for<
o . culty and return to prlson is most cormon in this Partlcﬁlah group.%d. ': ’.‘f‘_ - V"'- j.ex—offenders. o can ey-of;enders be expectnd e curvive il
. ' Ahn.eyamlnatloj of emoloynent and pa*ole éajustnen? in vizginta over :_f "‘ i .- thev cain employment? One source might be in-prison earnings
| | ‘-a 1ong time perlod 1nd1cated ?ha recidivism was 1nver§el¥.felated ;' . } i - . ': gxééé;,that the éajority O% inm;tes AO_pét wor# ot igdustrial sobs
S . to the monthly earnlngs O? the parolees 15 - .’:1 A PO ::”' ) L "“b'and are not paid;. Of théée that ;réfemplofea-in the ééliforﬁia
It Eollows frém thls,‘anu is genernliy ;gzoeu, that.ecoﬂom_c -. ‘ ‘L J;Zsystem, the wages'range‘f;qm.five to gigtéen cents per'ho?r.lsi
hardshlp is a najor contributor to ;rumlnallty in’ gereréi'énd to . -: . . 1Fe¢61€55 t? say it is difficult t? accumu}ate enou?h fué?S *o
: pxopexty crimes especially. In Crlme, Age, and Unemoloymenh, Glaser i- . .f . : . . “tie F?ém’ovei" until their initiai‘paycheck on the Qu?side.

. . .. . .' - - ' . ’ . \_; . . ‘. : ) ) N ;‘ " o ) N
C 3 omio LhE oAt crimas wory direckiv +h unem— . . L. e . -
-_and Rice demonstrate that property crimsg vory directly with un N

. Taggartlg surmarlzes general adjustment dif: 1cu1t1 S
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ployment levels. In a later R _ .o  in four basic points:

ent of crimes in the FBI statistics are property crimes. This too

i

: . - - -
¥ . -

' ) i - ; - . 1. Parolees face severe a&justmenﬁ problems, e.g. usually
- 1 rdship and crime. . . o . e v
) : POlnts to the eTatlonsnﬁo betweeﬂ economic ha = T . ) - .. - more than half have no job at release. -
e . o and previous fa- . . T . : s ‘ o ‘ e
. When ‘one adds ;he spec1al employme nt difficulties P i . L . 2. They rarely have funds bullt up to rely on unt.l
: whe S S AL 3 1 ,
. . ' mlllarlty w1th crime of ex-offenders to the more: general relation- . o L. they do £ind empl oyment .
: S S . o 3. _Employment 1s hard to find for anvone, especially
- N : : : s t. A further C , . : i i ) yone, esr ‘
R ship just mentlonedithe problem becomes manifes ‘ S e : L . an ex~offender more likely to be unskilled, in-
o .clarification is provided by Fleisher's secondary statistical ) Lo 'E L . e ‘ Exierle?CEd' ;nd vieved as undesirable by employérs.

- S R .. >’."2 . I 4. Vith fewer alternatives and legitimate means of
. .o - o - _; L e - survival, an offender is more leely to. return to

R ) - Lo . § ; - -, a world he knows, crime, -
14. Holt, N, and Miller, D. E., op. cit., p. 48 T T L ‘ : | R

.15. EBurcau cf Public Administration, The Virginia Parole System ——
An Appraisal of its First Twelve Years, University of Virgimia,

.

. ' Charlottesville, 1955. ) ) -_‘_ T . oL o " 17. Fleisher, Belton M; "The Effect of Unemployment on Delinguent
S . L : : " s : . Behavior" in Journal of Political Econcmics; Vol. 61, 1963:
Lo 16. Glaser, D. and Rice, K., "Crime, Age, and Unemployment,” in . . -. - n. EA3-EC - Soorsg 1o TicoaT 5. cit., p. 15-
(;% , nmCLlCén Sociological Review, Vol. 24 (10/ 59), pp. 679-686. R P . - pp. 543-55 - gucted 1n ;aggg.tiﬂg., op. .Cit., p. l? 16
e A 3 . f . LRy © 18. Hitford,'Jessica; op. cit. o . T
: ,."',' 19. Taggart, Robert IIX; op. cit., pp. 60-70 ..
. 3. ) .; .
- ; -\,‘"‘\ P
~13~ o .;-_wé 1A
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. | Hany administrators and practitionexs im the criminal L \ ) " ss a sorely-needed resource. It was in this spirit that the
3ust1ce sys‘_em have long been avare. of this situation and a few i ,:;5 " .califernia Department of Correctlons sought and received fu_nd-—
P— - § “'—'i‘::. . g
experiments with financial aid to paroclees have keen and are . i ing for a financial assistance experimént.
being tried. The Rikers Island Project in New York made loans S 2 o i _ .
: - : ’ - : - ' ' - L L  THe Direct Financial Assistance to Parolees Program (DFA)
" to individual parolees of up to $200.00 but averaging ebout $50.00. ) . . E o ; . .
: - DT - was designed and initiated to test the utility of financial aid
It was not evaluatcd' for impact. The Draper Progectzo in_ : T : - e ' : . - L
' S i in the first three months on parole - a period generally re~
Alabama, whlch gave out grants averaging $9O OO conclud°d that . : .
‘ Tt ga.rded as important in detemln:.nq the ult:.mate success oY
releasees tended to "b10w“ the money. They co'ncluded that - ‘ ) . . - . : : .
B _ ) . Co - oL T o - ',faz.lure of the parolee.zl ’ . R -
the rmoney was still necessa:_:y but tighter contrdls were needed. - - Ty - s S _ ) ) .
N ‘ I oo T oo N It should be borne in mind,however, that while the goals’
. ‘ " Perhaps the largest experiment was in Division of S oL e - o ' e .
’ K ' - ) . . o of the DFA . project were to ‘lower recidivism and xeduce further
" Vocational Rehabilitation 'in the state of Washington vhere over S - :
’ . ’ et - o . erime - partlcularly nroperty crimes - money as such is onlv
- 200 parolees recaived up to $.:.,Ou0 OO- We understand that there o . . : .
) : : : . -one factor in a rather complex situation, albeit an :.mportant.
has not yet been a signiflcant d:cop in zec idi vism almough we ) 4 ’ : : i T -
» . factor capable of making some impact. ' SN e
‘::3;} have not rev:.e'ved _theix 1‘:'1 nal report and that the p?‘o:ec., sec.ff . : : . - e
still feel strongly that financial assistance is a via.ble con= . o o Co o L . R -
- - cept and a necessary fac_tor ih successfal _pa:ole adjustment. o SRR : .
--A similar project is currently operating in Baltimoxre, Mary- - ’ -
i land. It is designed to test the effects of employment assistance - R .
and income maintenance. o Lo N ] - R . - : K
No conclusions, positive or negative, can ke drawn ..
from the experiments to data.  The re-entry of ex-offenders is - . ) ' o . . ) Lo - .
- a complex and dynamic phenomena; difficult at best to assess. s : - .
* More and more practitioners,’ however, .axe being convinceéd by - e e T .- . S o A T ‘ L l
their experiences with individual parolees that financial aid : .
- . 20. s Menticned in Taggart, Robert IXII; op. cit., p. 71 K INH 21. Berecochea, John; Himelson, A.;-and Miller, D.E.; "fJ,?he
) o . L ' Risk of Failure During the Early Parole Pericd: A
i Methodological Note," Journal of Crinminal Law, Criminoloc!—v,
) and Police Science; Vol. 68, lMo., 1872, p. 93 .
.\..‘_.‘-x. -. ) | " . ¥ . . ) ;-1"_-
~15~ ' -
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I ~ The Theory'of the Experiment - ‘ .

The basic logic of the Direct Financial Assistance

A
,:..
SERE

-~ concept, from methods to objectives, follows from the problem
background material. It can be surmarized in the following . -

sequence of steps: - s SRR S -

- Provide a group of parolees, at'the point of their .
release and during the crucial early months on
." parole, with enough furds to realistically lessen
" the economic hardships of that period... - )

S f-- - Thereby reducing the emotional stress of parolees ] . R
S " . which arises from the financial inability to meet . L -4
o »basic economic needs such as food; clothing, and shelter... '

- Thereby helping to at least -partially remove one of ) R ST
' the primary ﬂOthEa for- re-lnvolvemedt in cr_mlra1 S LT
) uCLlVlt}.-. T ’ = an

;;— Thereby reducing‘the~extent‘of criminal involvement,

-

. o espec1a11y proper-y crimes, and the long—te*m like-. ' -
é?% ’ S ~  1ihood of recidivism. LT ' ) . L
=5 . : SO - IR R 5
I ' ’ - ' . I i
‘Tt is this theory which the DFA p*ogect is bullt upon and : I
which this experimenﬁ examines. The project is desmcned to i ;
C T !
deliver up to $960.00 at the rate_of $80 per week for up to Tk .
3 months to an‘expe:imental sample'of 120 parolees.
"Funding
‘ The California Departrment of Corrections (CDC),
) ° . ' ) . .
. s Parole and Community Services Division was awarded grant funds ‘ T
in the total amount of $183,659 from the California Council on . R 1
" - Criminal Justice (CCCT). This amount was edded to by a
cDe in—kind, grantee contribution of $53,944 in the form of f g
- 4
A . . 2
{E; personnel services. Of the grant funds, a maximum of $120,000 . i
o . . . . - AR

Lol

a5 alloceated for dirvect financial assistance +c 4+he parclees.

-7~

. 'III. THE DIRECT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO PAROLEES PROJECT
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* parolee in quéstion had been selected for DFA afterward.

‘e

IIT. [THE DIRECT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO PARCLEES PROGRAM

. . .. . T

Structure

.

The DFA project was based in the CDC Parole and Community

 Services Division, Region II. The Eureka sub-office was excluded

from the project ;eluctantly because of the great distancé from
" the San Francisco base of the study and the 1imi£ed.budget allo- .

cation for travel. Al othér,paiole'offices iﬁ'ﬁegion'II, both -

conventional and work units, were.included. - =~ °~ . -

Isaac Rivers, PA IIT of San Francisco Work Unit #2,

was the proponent of the.project for CDC and wa's -dts P;qject

-

. Director. The parole agents becamé involved when a parolee, soon

to be released, was assigned to thgig caseload. It is important

{0 note 2t this junchure that no changes were made in the case
J

assignment procedures; agents simply were assigned cases normally

‘ by their supervisors and were advised as to whether or not the

All agents and supervisors were sent a menorandum explaining

. the project and its procedures. Later, a briefing was held at

each parcle office in Region II for purposes of training agents on

. the procedures,'for distribution of DFA, record kéeping, and

- completion of evaluative and financial monitoring forms. Further,

- a clerk in each unit was trained .in the procedures for accouvating

and procuring the individual checks as requested by the agents.

«
0 . .

(Scientific Analysis Corporation) began in July 1872 selecting

- frc . which . the selections were nade.

. Operations ) ' _ L, o

The initial steg‘in the brogfam was the selection of the

" experimental and control parolees. The research componént

parolees who were due to.be released to Region II beginning in

August 1972. Parolees whose CDC-identification number énded'in

an odd digit were designatedvexperimentals and thus were eligible

‘for DFA monies; those whose number ended in an even number were

'ﬁesignatad controls and were not eligible. The.file of soon-to-

be~released parolees in the Region II records office was the source

_The following tables show which CDC facilities the groups ~

- wére released frem and the parole units of. release for both experi-

mental and control parolees.’

e s o e + Ty T, Dot et ) —C TR IR



FACILITY RELEASED FROM

Experimental Group Control Group

Total -

Total

" Number Percent* Number Percent*..

Facility

47%

'*Figures may not add up to 100% due to independent rounding

100%

-San Quentin ‘ . 64, 52 43 -
Calif. Training Facility-Soledad 14 10 13 ir-. -
Calif. Men's Colony-~San Luis Obispo 13 .9 11 9
" Calif. Medical Facility-Vacaville 12 9. 7 6
Calif. Conservation Center-Susanville - - - 7 . 5758 4
No. Calif. Conservation Center-Garberville 9 5 "6 5
~ Folsom B ) . AR 4 3 . .5 .4 .
- Calif. Correction Institution—Tehgchapi'_ 3 2 .. 3 3 )
. Deuel Vocational Inst.-Tracy 3 2 .2 2
. Calif..Institute for- Men-Chino s 1 =3 _4
TOTAL /136 ©  100%- 120 - 100%
) _PAROLE UNITS OF RELEASE {(initial)
’ : Expéfimental Grouon Control Group
e - ~ Total Total
City _Numbex - Percent ' Number Percent
. San Franci.sco 48 35% 34 28%
" Oakland 35 . 26 <1 34
San Jose TS 30 - 22 28 23
- Santa Rosa’ 14 10 -9 8 .
_ Salinas .9 7 8- 7
TOTAL . . .. - T 136 120 - "100%

_ Once an .experimental parolee had been selected, the parole

unit to which he was to go received notification of eligibility

for DFA. At this point the agent examined the pre-release infor-
mation and the parolee's file noting the parolee's fiﬂancial and

employment rescurces. If necessary, the agent talked over a case’

with the unit supervisor to decide whether or not a given experi-"

mental parolee needed the financial assistance. The only criteria

. wr\
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" DFA" with the clerk in his unit. 'The clerk in turn entered the

used by parole agents to decide whether or not a selected parolee
would be.offered DFA was need. If an eiperimehtal parolee did not

have ddequate employment and/or other financial resources he was
offered DFA by his agent. -

°

- In the course of the project, 23 eligible persons did not

receive financial assistance because they did not need the méney

. ..according to agent reports. A comparison of three groups . (those

pefsons who were selected as eligible but did not get money,

chosé who did get money and the controls) indicates that parole

agents were accurate in determining the financial needs of. these

éé;élées. Specifically, those excluded by‘péiole égenﬁs ﬁe;e

reported as working and on parole more than both those of the

'ékperimental group who got’ assistance .and the control group.

After determining need, the agent filed a "regquest for

-

" parolee's name on an individual account sheet and seiut a "DFA -

" check request form" to the COC Accodntihg Depaxtmaﬁt.. Usually

- within three days.the agent received the check and gave it to the

parolee. Every attempt was made to mazke the selection, notifica-

_tion of agent, and determination of need prior to the experimental
'parolee's release so that the DFA check could be processed and sent

" to the agent in time to meet initial expenses. During the first

meeting between parole azgent and parolee, the latiter was asked for
[ ¢ .

.

his input and the final decision to accept or not accept the assis-

»

tance was made.

Each week the experimental parclees met with their respective

-\‘z\ .
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used by parole agents to decide whether or not a selected paroleec

would Ee‘offered DFA was need. If an experimental éaiolce édid not

have édequate,emﬁloyment and/or other financial resources he vas

offered DFA by his agent. -

. : : . - -
In the course of the project, 23 eligible persons did not

. receive financial assistance because they did not need the money
. according to agent reports. A comparison of three groups {those

: peisons who were selected as eliéible but did not get money, - ’

those who did get mbneybana the controls) indicates that parole
agents were accurate in determining the financial needs of these

parolees, Specifically, those excluded by pégole agents ?ere

reported as working and on parole more than both those of the

" experimental gfoup vho got"assistance .and the control group.

After determining need, the agent filed a “request for

DFA" with the clerk in his unit. The clerk in turn entered the .

PruSaEtei

" paroclee's name on an individual account sheet and sent a "DFA e -

" check request form" to the CDC Accounting Department.> Usually

- within three days the agent received the check and gave it to the

parolee. Every attempt was made to make the selection, notifica-

tion of agent, and determination of need prior to the experimentzl

'parolee's release so that the DFA check could be processed and sent

‘Lo the agent in time to meet initial expenses. During the first -

meeting between parole agént and parolee, the latter was asked for
his input and the final decision-to accept or not accept the assis- o

tance was made.

Each week the experimental parolees met witn their respeciive

~22~- ' S

parole agents to discuss émployment prospects or problems, to account

"for his expenses over the past week, and to receive his next

ﬁéekly DFA check. All decisions regarding when to stop DFA or
changes in the dmount of DFA were left to the paxdle agent and the
_ parolee. There were no guidelines given to agents; the cnly criteria -

used was financial need. e .

The DFA period was to be 12 we;ké at up fo $80.00 per Qéek.
{ No'oné>received'more than‘saolob iﬁ a@y week althodgh a few e¥;
f;éeptional cases were granted one-ﬁo.three week extenéiéns in time
.bY the Erbjéct diﬁector. This was~ﬁé§e ﬁinanéially:éossiblg'by

P othei parolees who obtained employment before their twelve week

... . DFA period had expired and still.others who never required DFA even

thoﬁgh~gligible. Another variation~which occurred ée;eral tigésu
. %as‘a parolec whel vhon cffered DF#,‘origin;lly did'not take }t .

because he kand his agent)‘felé'he had sufficient émgloyment
-Q.to make dé; Later; some.of thesé meﬁ were laid.off or lcst tﬂe;r

ﬁqbs.and then began receiving DFA. 'fable'l.i give details on the

.nﬁmber of parolees and amounts received initially.
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AMOUNTS OF MONEY GIVEN INITIALLY BY PAROLE UNITS

i)

*Five of. these parolees were

Full Amount~-$80 $60-79 $1-59 . No Méney‘ Total
Total Total . | Total ' Total Total

Unlts Number | Pexecent Number PorcentiNumbexr [Percent Ngmber PerceniNumber. |Percent..
San Francisco 32 67% - - 2 4% 14 29% 48 160%
Oakland 32 9l - - 1 3 o2 6, 35 100
San Jose ‘23 76 - - éu 8 5 "17 - 30 100
santa Rosa 7 50 | 1) s - - 6 a3 |. 14 | 100
salinas . S O T . a - - 1 1 | e .| 100
All Units 102 | 788 1 1% 5 s | 28 215 | 136 - | 1003

.
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" As shown earlier, several exéé:imental parcleces did not neeé

DFA funds. Several others found svitable employmenh and were either

. slo&ly phased off or were dropped from the program. The end result

was differential distribution of funds as determined by the agent and

the individual parolee on the basis of need. The following table

roughly shows how many experimental ‘parolees received how much DFA.

TOTAL RMCUNTS RECEIVED BY EXPERIMENTAL PRROLEES

Totél_DFA RundsAéecéiveé O ﬁumgér:o% Paroleeé .Pe;cent
o | SR T 23 L o
$1-319" T :..; T 1 - Nt
$320-639 ' ‘ f'.;' :-_ Lotz '-:‘IS.SA
sea0-959 . . R T 16 -
© 260-1120 RN N ' j .'1f;’ Coass T a3
TOTAL A :f LT -;i3s _ - - 100%

" (For those who received DFA funds, the average total amount received = .. ..
by each was $735.68.) _ - . sl

It must here be noted that more than the proposed 120 experi-

mental parolees were selected due to the fact that some had adequate

employmedt and/or resources. All parole personnel connected with the

project felt an obligation not only to fulfill the experimental .
iequiiements but to insure that the greatesf'number of parolees
benefited® from the DFA. This preéénted_slight difficulties for

selection; we had to maximize the number of experimentals selected

‘ by
. _26‘“ - . *’-\

e



; o so as to ;ullj utilize the fﬁnés alloted for distribution to éarolees : fl fzg ; - . ’ I :

£ - . A : , .o

,;3 : . while at the same time use caution so as not to ever-subscribe'ehe funde _ .- T LT - o : ," |
and allow each experimental perolee his fuli $§60.00 (lz—weeke- ; ' - ' . | B _
esso.00). 1 e e S R . e

Towaxd the end of the disbursement period it became‘apoarent

.that the selected experlmental group would not entlrely deplete

avallable DFA funds. The surplus ‘was distributed by Region II agents . . _ l e T S e ’ Lo IR .
to new releasees under the same ﬁneed"‘system, the difference being f} ‘ o . R -
; S R LT . v ) - . .t IV. THE RESEARCH EVALUATION: SAMPLING AND METHODS
. " that these additional men were not needed to cdmplete the research on . ' R s e t L

the experlment and were4not 1nclud°d in these groups ‘undex study as they

- s F_—
.

were not randomly selected on the ba51s of thelr 1cent1flpatlon .,Jy T ' : Lo } N 1 A . o ,ﬁ.

‘numbers. : R ST e T L . . | ) = R ‘

. - . N . ) " " .. . -
(F@ < The DFA was disbursed to August 1972 relepuess in the thres

e : N . . . . . v : . ) bule

San Franciscc parole units as a'pre-test to iren out all adninistrative

: ’ and procedural difficulties in both the parole and research components; - S Tl T - T T

lr'this ?re—tes£ greup.was no? included.in the study esvthey'were drawn . “  -
.from San Franciscq‘?eleases only. Region-wide disbursement cOmﬁeﬁced’
‘September l(-1972,.and continued tﬂrough May 1973 when the last
parolee received his lest DFA check. At tﬁis poiee ehev$120,000‘, ot T | ‘.' ) s : . ;V. o :

allocated for D 3N haq been exnended o :..- 7 R .

1. "In the original proposal the money was to be disbursed formally e ) ’ . ' ' . . - -
" as a loan thh the provision that all normal expenditures- - R Cen T C S . ' . R -
- (e.g., housing, foecd, transportation, medical costs, work exoenses, . E . - :
- etc.) were totally forgivable. Unforgiven expenditures were to have. 1 o ' ’ L ' Co
_ X been repzid beginning four months after release; this determination i ’ !
. .. was left up to the individual agent.. . - o . Coe
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- parole adjustment the research evaluation used an experimental

IV. The Research Evaluation: Sampling and Methods

Sampling

Lo

In order to clarify the effects of the assistancé on

médel; two samples, an experiﬁental group (eligible for DFA)

- and a comparison or control group (ineligible) were randomly -

selected from the releasees ‘to Parole Region II from August

to November, 1972. Random selection was used (instead of

. seleqtion on the basis of f}nancial reed) to insure statistical

"sameness"'betwéeﬁ the experimental and control groups tﬁereby -

gllowing valid comparisons between "aided" and "unaided® parolees;;

This design calls-for both~g£oups ‘to be of the same

size, 120 parolees each. However, within the constraints of

the program operation mentioned earlier, it became necessary to

select slightly more experimental parolees in order to fully

» disburse the funds allocated for financial assistance to pé:oléeshl.

- The end result was an experimental éroup‘of 135 and a control

group of 119. 'As it became apparent that some éligiblé
parolees had no need for .DFa, ﬁifteen extra experimentals

were selected to bring the number actually receiving funds cioser

to the idea; total of 120.

3

1. See appendix, “Methodological Néte on Saméling.".

2. Omne control group parolee deceased.
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. @istritution of DFA  funds which remained unused by the 136

Women were excluded. from the .DFA = Program in the
original design; this caused considerable criticism from some

agents for sound reasons. The exclusion was in part predicated

on the sexist assumption that women parolees would not have

~siﬁilar financial and re-entxry problems as they would be

supported by a man.  Although there is clearly some empirical
justification for such an assumption, it resulted in undue:

discrimination against women ex-offenders. However, in the

' “experimental parolees, women did receive DFA, ' although théy

-

are nof in the samples under study.
All parolees vho had been cormmitted to the ;aliférnia

Rehabilitation-Center for narcotics treatment (i.e., those .

-with "N" identificaticn .numblers) were excluded on the recommenda-

tion of the contracting agency task force that reviewed the proposal.

The rxationale was essentially that the rarcotic addict had

-a different order of re—eﬁtri problem, one in which ecénogic
proglems could be eésily ove?—shadowéa by drug abuse problems..
There éére not, however, any other efforts to.exciude narcoties
offenders. There %ere.no othex EXclusionsvfrgm‘the sample; .
éll:types of‘éx—offenders Qere included. ' . A

Selection was made Qithin three parameters: coc.
idéntification nunber, parolé date, and region. Parolees whose
numbér:ended in an odd digit were designafed as experimentals,

-and those with even numbers as controls. Selection began

September 1, 1972 and continued until late November when the

g
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samnlcs had _been leled The pool of parole_Regicn I re~

leasees was thc unlverse from which selcctlon was nade. The

followlng table shows how mEny narolees were selected in each

month of the samv]lng -process.

TABLE 4.1 mpNTH R_,LEAS._D ON PAROLE -

——

, Experimental Groug‘~‘ - ~Contr61 Group
nonth Total Number Percent Total Number Percent
August SRR St T 3% 2% .
.~ September - 46 ) "34% ‘ 36 30%
October . 51 379 - 43 . 363
November 33 - 248 . .38 T 323
December L e N - - e -
e L (R = =
LT : . ’ - o . t-
TOTAL - . 136 - ;100%7 L7 120 100%
; 4 ﬁ' - These pazolees were or1g1nal7y scheduled for parole ’
€§3 ) dq;%gg Seatember bue thelr dates were advanced to nL“_gt
i A . B . .-
E A Cne parolee vwas selected on. a basis of his o*igina’
§eg§g§§er date, hut was not releasoﬂ until Janaary -
Data Colleetlon
qufzbaslc sets_of data vere 'gathered on each paroles
e 1. Pardlee baggground information
2. Parole FJ.nanCLal monitoring inZ ornatlon (exoer**-*~'=l
group only).
3. Parole adjustment informaticn
4, 3-and.6 - month parole status reports
IE"a§&£§%9g, we. 1nte*v1ewed each paro’e agent 1nvolvcd in ad—~—
mlﬁisge{}ng_ §$: to.one or more paroleés. This parcle age—=
o da&guls not.part.of -the research design, but is analyzed fox
' ;
=31~ .
.
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agent attitudes on various- aspects of the DFA 'pspgram vis-i

a-vis parole. This is discussed near the end of the next chapter.

In this section the types of variables, methods of

collection and coding processes-are discussed for each of the

“four parolee data sets.’

'i. Parolee Background Information

To assess the general social, demographic, and career:
characteristics of the parolees in our samples, researchers

examined the Califoxrnia Depaftment of Corrections records

folder for each parolee. The record files were provided by the
-CDC, Region II records office. Using an instrument much like
a questionnaire, the:follqwing'information was compiled foxr

each control and experimentdl parolee:

Age - - ’
Ethnicity
Religion -
Education (claimed and measured)
Family bistory
Marital history .
VWork experience and history
Criminal Carxeer history (Juvenile, prior offenses,and
terms served)

Outside social contact while incarcerated
Length of sentence

" Base-expectancy score (raw BE- 61A and judged)
Resources and plans for release

This information was originally recorded in the broadest
logical categories so as to include the full range of information

on any given variabla.and to permit more rat 1onal categorization

-later. For exex le, raw ages were recorded instead of brackets

like "40-50"; actual peasured grade levels:wefe recorded rather

[
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. than groupings of "high school and above," etc.; the commit- j ' ' ' ) )
. - - : X Y . . LAY, O i - . 3 s 'Q . e
%i% tment offense was recorded as charged instead of under headings ! . visit with the agent. Whether ox not the.dec151onvwas made to
. SRS LT - o Lo o DF . 1 bl
of "violence." "property," etc. - ‘ . . TR (F ¢ : give the parolec DFA, he was asked these questions on the
" - ° S . . ) - ! ’ * ‘. i v::y v - - ’ i ) -
) " T ’ ! ' ’ . ' L ini+ial interview form: if and when he began work; his rate of
. The next step in the process was.to compute the fre—~ .~ LT - : . . ", . . . . :
. . ) o, : : - L ; - . pay; his type of job; his approximate expenses; and if, how much, .
. quency distributions for each possible piece of data under each - y s e . - g F : ' . : .
‘ e - . - - “ and how long he would need DFA. L )
variable. Frequency distributions were output by the computer; - - C . : . . <.
‘ . ~these data vere then re-grouped, or collapsed on the baSlS of L S ' N o Approx1nate1y each month thereafter for three months
) logical cuL lng‘points manifest in +ha frequency distributionS. e e 'the agent was sent a monthly financial report form to comolete for
~ Care was taken,to include enough cases in each cateﬁory for B o . " each of. his parolees on DFA. .. RS tne release dates all varied, , )
proper analysis and to insure' reasonable groups of -responses. o L e ®e aia ‘the approximate due dates of these financial m nonltor.ng : o -
_ + For example, "committment offense" was broken down into “theft;“ forms. To mlnlm;ze the confusion the research component- ‘ T .
5 . - "narcotics,"” "violence," and “"other" for two reasons: .fifst,v S e mailed these monthly forms a few days pefore a month had .

L ‘to insure a small number of groups of offenses so that enough oL . . . . . exoired. The monthly reports, however, usually lagged one and ) -
€78 cases would fall in’'each group for anralysis; second, and most . gt o .gometlmes even two weeks behind schcdule as meetlngs with paro- o o
g . .. . ‘ . “ ‘ » . ) ) “ . ) . .. ‘ . BT e i B - . N ] .:>

. _ -important, because studies have shown these to be offender "tyvpes® ’ . §§% : lees vere often POSLPOHEd' As a'result, the inform atwon speaks -
) == N . . : L - . .
’ -. : : bl 2 - . nd - - . ) » - y .‘ -
Wlth certaln generally consistent’ characterlstlcs. ‘AXl back~- e ) ) only of a tlme.ggzigg_and not.a; exact point in time after release.
_ground variables underwent a similar coding and collapsing process. . : .- Thiswas rerlécted‘ln the categories use@.ln ana}YSlS of . employ- )
. Lo oo e L T . ‘ ment data from these forms. . - e L
‘2. Financial Monitoring Information ’ St : - SR e T o - - o ‘ ’
’ B ' SN . L . ) ' : 3. Parole Adjustment Data - -
) ' At the same time parcole agents were notified as to the S
ellglbl;ity of one of their newly-released parclees, they wofé ‘ L : ' | - L Durlng the fourth month after each parolee ( both
3 s g . . . s kS . veri + + v it -
g _given an initial interview form. This interview schedule was . - . ; experimental and control) had been released, the agent was inter .
, administered to each experimental group parolee during his first3 o i . viewed on the general Qazole.adaustmhnt_ of the pa&olee. the
‘ T o _— . . . Lt i : following pieces of data were gathered’on each parolee with re- :
: o T ' S o : spect to the initial three months, on paxole: S .
5 Pinancial monitoring £ : P ] : f T . . . .
. - ba forms werc not administ + : 3 i ' ; s
e : . grou arolees ba S ered to control : ) Nurber and type of contacts with agent
PEE v PP ees bacause they received no funds. These additional . : 5 £ 1iving a
N forms srh rould JI e . 5 » Nature and permanence oL living arrangesient
L 2s  perhaps would have been an unfair burden on both the : S - 1 :
‘ agents and the control parolces. ' . o s Employment patterns pince release
: AT Number of arrests-and charges ’
-2 ‘\.Q'r\ L B 2
33 f‘ . . =
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" 'subjective opinions

‘Variablesconcerning employment pattern, associations, personal

- problems, and parole services rendered were analyzed for their

- the indirect effects of the DF& program. L

Drug use {(including drugs:of the alcohol variety)
Agent prognosis for success’
Effects of DFA on adjustment

Parole services rendered’ :
Personal and legal problems of parolee

This data was gathered via an in-depth interview with

each parolee's agent. The interview schedule was camprised
of both open-ended and structured questions. Included in these

data were the components of the "Parole Adjustment Scale" as

*'developed by the Research Division of the Department of Corrections.

- - Much of the data gathered with this instrument were the

of agents'and therefore were inappropriate

for the basic énalysis of outcome on parole. Instead.they

were used for exploratory, descriptive, or contextual purposes. -

relationship to parole outcome. Other data, for example, the

number and type of agent/parole contacts, were used to descxribe

Other factors will be examined in future ;esearéh in ;
a variety of ways. Data concernigg the effects:of DFA on.’ .
iﬁitialiparole adjustment will be compared with similar déta from
interviews witﬂ the parclees. Arrest data will be verified by

official CIXI arrest reports and then énalyzed for patterns in '

property crimes wvis-a-vis DFA. Open-ended responses on such

a
.

td

4. FRichardson, R.

.7 A Pilot Investication of Parole Follow-up
b

B

. Criteria (Rescarch Report #9); Research Division, California Dept.

-~

of Corxection$S; p. 6-
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ritems as "reasons the parclee will be returned to prison" and

"effects of DFA  on parole adjustment" will be content-analyzed.

4. Three-Month and Six-Month Parole Status Reports

'Tq grasp some measure of outcome, i.e., success on parole,

.fhe Séatuses of the p§rolees wefg gathered fram ghe agénts_at two
intervals. Iéealif, this parocle étatus ihformation.qighg

bé gathered at one specifié point after each parolee's releass,
‘€@eGay SO.Qéys; several facﬁs,'gow§§er, made.this prpcedﬁre in-
éppréériﬁte.. First and foremost the’releases were stagéered

over a thrée month perioé with many parolees" réleasé daﬁés

_beipg~movea forward or back anywhere from one day tb three months’

without notice. This made .any éttempt to obtain paxcle status.in-

.- formation, at one point after releass, impractical. Second,

.the use of CII  arrest reports to gain this data was impossible.

. as théldisposition of any arrest may have taken ménths, and even. .
‘:thEn reporting.prccedures sgemed,tc take varying langﬁhs of tine.
Léstly, the CDC  12-month Followfup_Réports {which contain all

the neceséary information) would hot be available for at least

13 months after the first experimental parolee was released, and

then their issurance would likewise be staggared over the three

month release period. Because we are examining DFA ’‘effects

during the initial parole period, a measure of parole success

was necessaxry earlier than at one year after release.

. - . In the abhsence of a suitable method for gathering this
early outcoze data’ at a specific time for each parolee, we de-

rived a median point in time at which half the parolees under

Y
i,
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_ group showlﬁg their status at that 3-month point in time.

study would have been released. for more then.three months. and
half for less than three monthd. We then derived.a later'point
1n tlme when s1x~months wasthermdian time since release for

both groups of parxoclees. On‘this basis, agents were asked to‘

complete a "status-report" for each of his Parolees in eithex

' Three months after that, agents were askeq:egain for this infor-

mation; thus the two basic measures of outcome so faxr in the -

. were made.

__tesearch are the three and six month parole status reports.

.These provided the basic.outcome measures (dependent variables)

ﬁp0n which the time-series comparisons 6£ the two groups’

The various parole statuses used formed a list (not

unlike a recidivism scale) of statuses ranging from a most

succesqful, arreot free parole adjustment to a new incarcerziion

in prison.. The following are the raw statuses used:

. .Successful on parole and employed, in scnool ‘or retired.
Successfully on parole and unemployed.

On parole but trial pending. .

Parolee-at-large or location unknown to agent.
Jncarcerated awaiting trial.

In detention — narcotics treatment and control unit.
In custedy, mental hospital or hospital.

Returned to prison or se*vmng Jail sentence.
Deceasedd

* +

Voo U Do
L]

*

5. Two parolees, one experimental and one control, passed away

while on parole. Due to the small number and the fact that
the actual parole adjustment of these men could not be pro-
perly determined, these two cases and that status were drop-
.ped from the analysis.. '

i

—-3) -

'.This three-part cutccre variable was then cros

This varlety of pdrole statuses was an unworkable number

5 isti 5 : bijective
if research was %o distinquish between outcomes or ©HJ

:meaustes of parole adjustment-. Further, If all nine statuses

;ould have been too few cases under each status

were used there %

for analytlc purposes. Therefore the raw statuses ‘were colf

laosed into three basic categorles as follows

1. SUCCESSFUL ADJUSTHENT

:including l; chbessfully'on parole and employed in sehool,
. ‘retired .
2.° Successfully on parole and unemoloyea

2. POSSIBLE TROUBLE

includi 1 ol 1Tg <
cluding 3. On parole, trial pe
= _‘g 4. Parolee—-at-large oI lncation unknown to agent

é: Incarcerated awaiting trlal

3. UNSUCCESSEUL ADJUSTHENT

In detention, Narcotics Treatment and_Control

U’nl» ‘
7. “In.custody, mental hospital or hospital

8. thurned to prison or serving jail sentence

including 6.

sfebulated w1th

selected background an&‘adjustment variables for both thn COntrol

forming the basis of the'comparisons.

+

and experimental groues,

- Sumary:

. . "~ b . - B N
2 sketch of the Basic Analytical ?ramework

Tn the previous sections we have described the instruments,’

data collection proccedures, ceding gteps, and resultant varizbles.

All that is necessary in the way of "a surmary is a dlagram showing

' ~ » and to essessing
how these data or variables relate to one anothe

=,

e . -
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the impact of - DFA in parole adjustment.

&

If cne views the DFA ‘program as an act performed on

.Uaxolees, the analysis becomes quite simple. We begin the L i

: experlment with a group of PgIOlQ;S who obviously bripg to the - - - =

-

.program a set of social, psycho’oglcal, demog apnxc, and career’ -

‘vcharacteristicé already developed. Thls 1nput" nay be co*lectf

ively descrlbed as the 1ndepenaent varlable“ because thesa

g haracterlstlcs have been developed thhout the 1nflu°nce of

the‘program.

When these parolees are released to parole we are

 interested in how well they adjust as measured by the presence oOX
. : - ; -

. y el ] . 1] . 2]
absence and extent of further trouble. This 1is the’ outcome

. - or the dependent variable. - : . T : o
A - R .o ; . S
éé? . . ) . L . S

When . DFA lS introduced to this relationship we have

wintervened" into the normal parole process; scmcthlng has been

added which might influence the dependgnt or outcome variable.

. Graphically the design looks this way:. o : .L R

INDEPENDENT INTERVENTION DB?.,?ID:-:M - -
VARIABLE VARIABLE VARIABLE
‘ BACKGROUND

CHARACTERISTICS
OF PARQOLEES
(background data)

!{Ffinancial datag

B ; " ) .
) : . - PAROLE S .
DFa  MONIES OUTCCHE ' ) :
i ;>mv(3 & 6 month status ‘

data end parole
adjustzent data

A5}

-39~ ‘ _ ‘ : :

. principal technique is a comparison of experimenﬁal (those eligible

.to the 6—month parole outcbmes? while partial crosstabulations

are used to control for the effects of various

ther partialing by introducing a third or fourth va

impossible; larger scale studies must be undertaken to allow

Simply stated, our task was to assess the impact
of the  DFA-. intervention on parole outccome while éontrblling
for-the effects of the background characteristics.

Because

K

the only'systemétic difference between the experimental and - -

control groups-is DFA  money, any impact on outcome should | S

be a conéequence of the application of'D?A.

- : B : - . “ -,

Data'Analysis

The actual data analysis procedures used in this study _ 3 -

to data involve a simple form of multivariate analysis. The

for - DFA monies) versus controls (not eligible) with respect

background or

other variesbles on this outccme._

In this particular report the emphasis of the analysis

_ will be on description of the size and the directicn of the outcome

f£ferences noted rather than on any statistical -

. tests as such due to. the rather small number of cases in some

f the partial tables. Any further comprehensive tests of significance or fur—

riable is

these forms of testing.

6. Usually the 6-m onth pa*ole outcome only is used as the major
Qepcndent varicble as it is the most current measure..



LY ...- E ’ ) .- ) i
Uﬁiéss otherwise.specifiea, the respeciive géb}es in | ’
thé sectign oﬁhfindinggiwill presegé the péréent still successfully
on parole at six months; each table will present the difference C _
and ité direction.” L T “A _ ot o -
. . . - ! ) '_:.' i

7. In some tables the reader will note that the total numbexr - -
of cases (N) will vary. This is the result of either in- ‘
formation being unavailable for some cases on that par-—
ticular variable, or question bzing not applicazvle to a number

of cases as will be obvious from the table. . -
. =,
—f - ot . .
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V. THE RESEARCH EVALUATION: FINDINGS
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Background Factors

V. THE REéEARCH EVALUATION: FINDINGS

PR - : . . &

. ? : ) . Beginning with Base Expectancy Scores! let us examine the

Sample Characteristics ° ' C - ' . Lo ;

. R . . % . A .~compo§ition of our two samples. Ianable 12, (all takles fol;owr
A comparison of.the experimental end conttol groups with: N ‘ _':'1‘ “I% :: Qe see that no_signifioent differences appear betw een the " experl—
“.respect t: tilrteeo seiected cﬂaracteristios was undertaien to_make' . . ; - ’:‘ ﬁentals" aod the "controls' in this study—-hence no probablllty
Cene compssltlon o the research sample clear to. the reader, and to . ’ .'_»} o .. of bias inytte results exists as measured.py the Index. .

P heln'ev&luate the Comﬁarablllty °f the two samoles. In cases whexe Similarig i; Table.lB,.enothes factor whioﬁ Beers‘someb

o non~probab111ty samples are used (and even sometlmes when they are) ;elatioﬁship to récidivisﬁ;.namely ethnicity, is‘presented.‘ Worthy
it is prudent to chec on POSSlble blases or differences WhICh might . of note is the preseﬁce of a small difference between groups with

. - : make for an effeCt on the dependent varlable belng Sthdled. in this teséect to the oropottion of each group which is classed ésf“white."

case six month parole outcome. This is especvally true for small ‘ ) ‘ ,:' . Approkimately half of the "controls” and only 44 £Efcentfof the |

samples drawn over a orlef concentrated perlod of uﬁ?e.- In such’ L ". . ~_' hexperimentals" receive this desiénation. Since.Whites'quite ofteo

cases atypical samo'es can cccur and of couxrse, re~“*dless of snmplenq

£y do somewhat better or enﬂoy less lElelVlsn than Blacks and other
1 : e th tant hd ' ' . ) )
. design, atypical results can_occu; purely bY chance; hence th2 constam ? minorities, the observed differences while small would presumably
need for replication studies. . give the control group a somewhat better picture on parole outcome,
‘ , . . . ’ - but only slightly.2
Special attention will be paid to the presence or absence - . '
of any sample dlfFerences and esoec1ally noted will be the dlrectloﬂ - : Similarly we See in Table 1G that the samples' make-up on
1 . . - R ) . )
of these ‘differences (if any)--that is, whether ox. nOL'“hGY wou~ d ‘educational grade levels also favors the control group to some
.tend to have positive or negative effects on parole outcome rates - extent. For the "experimentals" some 37 perceﬂt record 6 ox fewer
'observed. Included in this array of variables are ones usually . grades as their tested level, as compared to a figure 10 percent
noted for their assoc1atlon with outcomes and most will be used later o -

¥ : . -
. - '

in the finding section. .' .- ) .. T -t l. For a discussion of the base expectancy and its predictive power,
. o see Don Gottfredson and Jack Bonds, "2 Manual for Intake Base

X ' ST [, . . Expectancy Scoring," Callrornla Department of Correcticns, Reseaxrch
- ‘ , ’ . : R Division, March 1969 (mimeo). : )

Wilner, D.M.; "Prison Treatment
Assessment, Wiley and Sons,

2. See Kassebaum, G,; Ward, D.; and ¥
and Parole Survival: An Empirical
1971, especially Ch, VIII, p. 25

1
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TRBLE 1 : SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

" Background Factors

Base Expectancy Scoxes .

"High"
"Medium"
” LOW"

“EEghicity

. White

Black

. - | 2
- Mexican-2Zmerican™

. Other

Measured Grade Level

. 0-6 years

"7-8 years

9-10 vears
11+ years

Drug History
Narcotics
Alcohol.
None

Termer Status

First termer

Second termer .

Third or more termer

Age

21-25
25-30
31-35

¢ 36-40

{Frequencies vary slightly hhen lnrorﬁat101 on a variable was Lnavallable

41+

Cormitment Offense
"violence"
"Property"
"Narcotic'

"Other"

for scme paroleest)

Experimentals -

. (N=135)
% - N

38.3
20.3
41.4

T 21.5
27.4

19.3

- 11.9

20.0

11.1
55.5
14.8
17.0

46 .

52

- 35 -

" 59°

46
25

48 -

39

" 27
15.

51
- 27

55

77

34
24

29

37
26
16
27

15
75

20

23

Controls .
(N-119).
s N
34.8% 41
40.7 48
24.6 29
50.4 60
31.9 38 .
11.8 14
5.9 7
27.0 30
27.9 - 31
26.1 29
- 18.9 21
36.4 %3
21.2 25
42.4 &0
62.2 74
19.3 23 -
18.5 22
15.1 18
.20.2 24
21.0 25
©15.1 18
28.6
25.2 30
46.2 55
11.7 . 14
" 20

16.8

34
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" their histories.

lower than this for the controls. Since most studies reveal slight

differences in outcome favoring the better educated on this score,

we might expect somewhat better_performanCQ from the "control" group

‘e

than from the "experimentals."

.

Table 1D reveals that no significant differences were"found

between the two samples drawn thh respect to thelr hlstory of

narcotlc use—-w1th 36 or 38 percent hav1ng a history of some drug

',use, and around 20 percent credlted wrth drinking problems and the

-~

remaining 42 percent with neither alqohol nor drug problems noted in

When the two samples were compared with respect to the number
of priorbprison terms~-first termers in the control groups exceed

those in the evperimentals by about 5 percent {scme 62 percent as

. compared to enly 57 percent). Here agaln ba ed on previous reports

.

and studﬁes whlch tend” to show that fvrst termers do better, on parole-—

we might'expeet the controls to do somewhat better than the experi—

- mentals simply because of their greater number of first termers (see

Table 1E).

Age differences between the two samples can be observed in

Table }F~-with the e.perlment grouo conorlsed of more men aged

‘21~25 and 26~30 than is true for the controls.  Overall, almost

half of the experimentals but only 35 percent of the controls are

30 years of age or younger. Again, being younger usuglly‘ﬁeéhs

:slightly more recidivism, so on this count again the ééﬁ%iols might be

expected to be a little wmore successful duc to their older age

”
4
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. Taéle 1G presenfs the respective distribution of commitment

4 -

on=—

‘ indi : over— ati
offense4 for the two groups and seems, to indicate an over‘rep;asent

- some 14 percent~-of "violent" offenders and & cbrzespéndlng under-

. ] . - [ s
representation of some 10 percent with respect to “"property ‘crlmes

_in the control group. In general, since "violent" offenders tend

to have low recidivism rates, while "properniy" offenders have rather

it would be expected that +he control group -should have

high rates;,
_ : . . . . ) ) 5
somewhat better outcomes or less parole failure ‘on this score.

Release Plans and Rescurces : - ‘ -

S Not only are background and historical factoréfassociated

with success or failure gn parole, so also are features of the release

‘ . e A s PRSI -,..
situation faced by the parolee.s. In this section of fpe sample

description we shall present evidence on how these situat;onal factors

4

.

'3,  See Kassebaum, Ward, Wilner (op. cit.) 7 R .

Four types of commitment offenses were derived: "“violence" .

e categoxry ccntainesd cases of manslaughtexr, murder and ADW offenses;
while the ''property" category included burglary, robkery and
forgery. "Drugs" included all narcotics and. dangerous drug E
offenses with the “others" being a catch—all category of those

. offenders not fitting in the previous three groups.

5. Xassebaum, Ward and Wilner (op. cit.}, p. 261.

6. See Holt, N. and Miller, D.E., "Expicrations in Inmate-Family
Relationships,” Research Division, California Department of '
Corrections, January 1972 (especially Chapter VI, P. 42~-49).

A -
;
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" indjicate those with less money do less well on pafole\in general.

are distributed in the study population and speculate as to how this

might influence the results of the study. S

The first aséect of release plans to be congiéﬁréd,here is .

. . . . .

that concerning employment plans 9: offers of employmeﬁt just prior

td releése. In Table 2R we note no real differences of any size

between our two samples with respect to job offers.

Notébly,-most

have no offers, approximately 75-79 percent, that is, and the balance

are either already working or have offers on record.” : .

.o, . .
- - - .

.

- " Residential plans are shown in Table 2B for the respective

groups with the experimentals exceeding the controls by some seven
.percent in the no atrangement category. Since residence with family -

or spouse tends to be asscciated with more parole success and residing

- alene, with other than family, or having no axrangoments.tend to have
higher failure rates, the experimental group might be expected to do

somewhat poorer than the controls. T Lo

v
- =

Similerly in the case of releage mcney, numerous studies "

. .

"’ We see in Table 2C that fhe control group is definitely over-represernted

among these with larger amounts ($50 plus), with 27 perceht in that

- group as compared to only 15 percent of the experimentals. " Based on
this large a difference then we might expect the control groué to

‘do somewhat better than the "experimentals" as far as 6-month parole.

outcomes are concerned. .

- -

£
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It is noteworthy that while‘vocational skills have only a

slight relatlonshlp to success on parole, Table 2D shows that the

experlmoﬂtal grOLD differs by more than 10 percentage pornts from the

control group in the percent possessing some vocatlonal skllls,
the controls being the more skilled. This under-representation should -

- . make for slightly poorer outcomes for the'experimentals,vassuﬁing
21l other things equal. o Ll e T

The final variables considered relate to the visiting and
correspondence patterns of the parolees in- their last yeer of

imprisonment. tudies have shown that inmates with more -in the way

- .of visits and letters do better on parole than do’ those with less

R frequentocontacts or correspondence:.8 Table 2E and 2F reveal.thet

‘the study samples do not diffox appreciably from cne ancther with

4

'respect to their contacts-- in all éome‘so percent of both groups

received some vrsxts and 84 percent or more recelved some correcnon—

-

dence. In short there is no reason to suspect any bias was 1ncroduced

into the experiment by this distribution'cf'social.contacts.

In snmmary then, this section on the study.popuiation's
characteristics, its description'and tne comparison between experi-
mental and control groupe using.thirteen varrables, has indicated in |
each lnstarce eltner no dlfrerence of any significance between the

" two groups (on five occasions), or (on the other eight occasions)

the differences observed should contribute to better parocle outccmes

.

8. See Holt and Miiler,(op. cit.). : . T .

!A‘T',f N et

2

2T
A

for the control group. None of the comparison would lead‘us to

.think the experimentals should surpass the controls in their.success

rates, ) o : : : ;

TABLE 2: RELEASE PLANS AND RESOURCES

Controls

Experimentals
(N—-135) (N-118)
% N % N
A." Employment Pians : L '-
| - No offers . . 78.9% 205 - - 75.0% 87 -
- Offars O £: - 25 . . 22.4 26
Other PR . 2.3 3 2.6 -3
B. Residential Plans . o ' ;
: Spouse .. o 1ls 35 T L 11la 13
nglly | 36.6 - 48 44.8 52
oo ex S 15.3 - 20 . 13.8 16
.None I - 36.6 43 . 30.2 . 35
c. Financial Resourcds . - . .
 $10 or less - J . s8.1 - r75° 43.8 49
g;g-so : . 26.4 38 29.5 33
$logioo o 7.8 . 10 . 11.6 13-
: 7.8 10 15.2 17
D. Release Skills, Training SRR ~ :
Yes R 39.4 52 52,1 61
No T 60.6 ° - 80 . 47.9 56
E. Social Visits : | ‘ |
§es . .s8.6 75 60.4 . 67
No - 41.4 53 39.6 44
F. Correspondence : ' : T
Yes S , 84.0 110 88.5 100

‘No . L o 16.0 21 11.5 .. 13

Frequen
( encies vaxry sllghtly wnen lnrormatlon on a variable was unavail-

- .@ble for some parolees.)
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Overall Six—Moﬁth Parole Cutcomes | R sem Tt S wonld have to show it L . ; .
) : ST - . . w 1ts £
. . . Lo '_ effect in the early parole period, as it~
: has, but it will be int '
er
One basic assumptlon in the orientation urderlylng this pro:ect . . ) QStlng t° see JuSt how stable and endurlng
- - - L ne this anparunt success is
posxts that some forws of crlme—-ucuglly the propelty type of offense—- i .over a longer. parole Perlod—~say one year.
: - : - - : In the followin sectlons -
stem more or less directly from: economic needs or problems. Remove . oo T : g the Success rates and lmpact of the project
i S S o ’ - - 3 : . wlthln varlous sub-groups v
the need or problem and crimes of this sort and the resultant - . . g ps of the parolee populatlon will be examined.
._iecidivism will diminish; this was the hypothesis to be tested. : R . : : i T . . ) )
' : : : o : : ' : TABLE O: DIRECT FINANCIAL AS iCE AND ‘
. As applied to ex-felons, this point of view argues that particularly i ’ ) SISTAACEA- & MONTHS OUTCOMES
. . . . . N - . v
) . _. ' L . : Su - £, N .
. during the re-entry phase or the first few weeks of parole, needs are SRR : . _ ; ‘ Az;ﬁ:i;;ﬁt : Possible " 7 Unsuccessful
. . IR ) o - . | - . ) . - : - . Trouble AdS
_ : _ L S : L e Py —Ioubee | justment
apt to be most acute. and resources to alleviate these conditions are. - L T T T e e e N _ _;ji__?_li_ % N
' o ' . : L. . : ) | - - Bxperimentals. C . 79.98 107 9.7 . .
most necessary; hence this experiment. Given some financial assis- : A ; S Teds 13 - 10.43 14
: o : R L - . i Cont . ' o . . ‘
) . . . ) S L A . . .. Lontrols 71.2 84 12.7 15 - -
tance, the hypothesis of this pilot study. would expect lower recidivism = . . ; . - . 16.1 - 19
and fewer property crimes (future research will andlyze arrest reports. - ' :
. . _ : ) : e ) . - Difference . _ +8.7 o N
and CoC follow-up data to determine the fluctuations in the rates of- . : S =3.0 -5.7
co- . T i ‘ e (2 deceased not ccunted) - S )
property crimes). ' . .
The validity of this orientation seems to be borne out by the
"data reveéaled in Table 0. It can be seen that nearly 80 percent of )
" the "experimental group (those eligible fo;'financial 2id) could be
classed as successes ét the six-month interval on parole, as compared
to a ngure of only 71 percent for the control group (those pot ’
- eligible for aid). . Apparently, thls method of dispensing dfrect Lt
) financial assistance over the immediate post—release period does show :
" promise. Such a finding, while not éﬁatistically‘significant _t o RN e - : . ) . ‘i"f . T
overzll, beccres noteworthy when one considers the sharper differences i ‘
_found in various. subgroups of the samplevéhere numerous significant i
and near-significant differences occurred. As is, the overall -
difference indicates the generzl trend toward lewer recidivism for > ‘
the experimental group. Cexrtainly the pro;ect, to be successful, ) '
N i -‘w K . ; Lo .
=51~ el . ‘ . ) . .o
o - - - R : , , : L 52~
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Selected Factors and Six~-Month Parole Cutcome

" perhaps are not zs motivated as the older men and hence are not helped
Having examined the overall association of financial aid and - N . ' o , : ) C
| ' | . to the same degree by financial assistance. RAnother possibility of
outcome, in this section we shall take up questions of which subgroups, . : . o . ' ‘
) ! ’ . S course is that the youngexr men, being less mature, have-less patience,
if any, display elther more or less parole success when recexvmpg this -. i

C - . less tolerance of the frustration endemlc to parole and more quickly
aid. This analy51s of dLLfer@ntlal el ffects should assist in Qeter- ‘ ' :

- . -

resort to crime. The older men may be experiencing what some offenders,
mining the actual impact of the progect on certain target groups and ’ ’

: : - ‘have termed the "burn out" phenomenon. That is, some may be appro;ching
also help in establishing guidelines for fur;her work in this area. '

.. . . : . o o ) ) )
) . . .. . .  retirement from theix “"eriminal careers gnd thexrefore be %n g beﬁter

Age and Direct Financial Assistance " position to benefit from financial aid. -In any case, the DFA seems

. ‘ s .to ‘augment positive outcores for oldexr men. . . ]
As noted earlier, the experlmnntal,group does eﬁceed the control e . ‘ : R : ' R )

~9'r°uP in J‘e propo rtion of pa&ol%s aged 21-25, and 26-30 years old—- L )
| ’ TABLE 5A: AGE AND PARCLE SUCCESS
an age group incidentall which ig usuall assoc1aued with higher : . ,
g g. L " y S . S e e O _Percent Successful at 6 Months®*
- recidivism rates. In Teble 5A we see that when we compare six-month S ' L o C ' Age 21_35 ége 26#30 :ge 31&+
o R R . STl , % , 2= e T
outcomas within age groups, an interesting pattern emerges. For those . S S . —.

. . Experimentals . ' 22.8% 29 78.4% "37. ° 83.6% 67
aged 21-25, direct firancial assistance seems to make for more failure ' . o ) : -
’ o o | - : Controls g3.3 18 79.2" 24 .  -65.8 76
with only 72 percent still on active parocle, while in the control ) - ; i - .
| Difference ~10.9 - -8 +17.8

group aged-21-25, some 83 percent remain on paroile. In the next

age group 26-30, no appreciable.effect is noted, while for those

’ Ethnicity and Financial Assistance
‘age 31 or older the trend is reversed and financial help seems to § )

be associated with more success on parole.

As shown in Table 5B it seems that the Vhite parolee distinctively

' ) ) ’ profits more from financial help than aoes the Black parolee. (The
Although the numbers in some cells of the table are rather .

nunber ‘'of Chicanos here is too small to form any derlnlte conc1u51ono

$ma11 {only 18 and 29 cases appear in the age group 21-25, for example) . ) ‘
. : ‘ : ' L ‘” : . about their behavior.) Although both Blacks and Whites p*Oflt from
and thus indicates some caution in interpreting this data, the - ' T ' , . .
\ ‘ L . . the funds provided, in the case of the Blacks the 1mprovement is oply

overall pattern does seem clear, and suggests that the younger men ~ T ) s osals :

. ' some 7 vercent whereas the Whites in the sample exhibit some 13-
{%% .- . L . ‘ ’ . peréent irprovement or almost twice as much in their six-month outcomes.
SURT ‘ . T . . o B
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. One cannot help but conclude that the Blacks are after all !

3 the most stigmatized of the two), and perhaps because of this "extraf . , ' " the higher probabllity of success (by 10 percentage points or more).

. .

difficulty should profit less than the Whités from any program such . - Traditionally this is the general picture overall, so it would seem

..as this. In any case scme Blacks; even under the added constraints Lo - that monetary asdistance cancels out the normal assocat@ongg‘
. of double stigmatization and institutional racism, do profit from e '-- - - ‘ | | ]
financial aid and ‘race per se certainly should not preclude financial : .. . TABLE 5C: MEASURED GRADE LEVEL AND PAROLE SUCCESS
" assistance for any ethnic group in future programs. ST C B . e - Percent at 6 Months . :
] : . R . © © 0-6 Years 7-8 Years 9 + Years
% N % N % N
- _ ‘Percent Successful at 6 Months'. = - | f L L © . Controls - . 82.5. 32 79.2 48 71.9 32
) Black : Chicano White. ) Other ' . . . .
5 N % N % N N N _ . , N
. : - ‘ : | o - Difference - - 418.8 +0.4 +5.9
- . Experimentals 77.8% .45 84.0% 25. = 64.7% 59 : 0.0% 4~ R T :
Controls J71.1 38 61.5 13 71.7 &0 - 85.7. 7° , '
- . . - : ’ : Drug History and Financial Assistance }
3 Difference +6.7 ) +22.5 . +13.0 - .
o : ' : - : . Ong of the most surprising findings to bz prasented in this

report is contained in Table 5D. FHere we see that quite unexpectedly;

Measured- Grade Level and Financial Assistance T o ’ ., narcotic and barbiturate users and addicts display increased six

_ _ ) . . months rates of parole success when afforded financial assistance, as
The educational group receiving most benefits' from the financial A ' i _
- - ) : L dn those parolees with neither a narcotic noxr an alcoholic abuse
"help, as shown in Table 5C,seems to be those with grade school levels~— - ‘
- : . ‘ . history. Those with alcoholic histories, as might be expected, did
six years or less. Here some 8l percent successfully remain on parole - T : ) : : ' . -
. ' ’ : ) - 4 . : not profit from receiving financial aid; instead, they seemed to do
-after a’six month period, which exceeds the control group figure of ' : ‘ ‘ ‘
. ’ ' ; worse-—84 percent of the control group were still on active parcle
only 63 percent,'a difference of about 18 percent. No other educa- : : . T
. ) - . . -after six months as compared to only 74 rercent of those receiving.
tional group showad this degree of improvement. : SRR ST .- :

. : \, aidolo
In effect, where financial aid was rendered and held constant, v *
all educational groups had nearly equal rates of success, while in : : 9. It should be noted that Whites make up between B0 and 90 percent
s ) . c c of those with a high school educatich and,as already noted, Whites
the control group with no financial aid those with more.education had - ' : often enjoy more parole success. In all probability then, if
: K - Lo fﬁé o ethnicity could be controllied, these educaticnal differencés

would disappear or at least diminish.

)

, : : N ' B ' o 10. This may perhaps indicate the need for a mere structured program
rd . 4 . ) 13 + 2 -
~55~ T for alcoholics. Perhaps instead of dispensing the entire 580
. e
W -
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--play in the incidence ©of relapse to drug use is greater than is ‘

‘ TABLE 5D: DRUG HISTORY AND PAROLE SUCCESS -

- . . e

Those with neither tyée of drug abuse problem wexe expected

s

t+o0 do better with financial aid, and they did. Some 84 percent

'Y

of these who received aid had no serious difficulty after six months

of parole, while among those not receiving money onl& 74 percent - E

had this‘degree of success.

Any explanation for the improvement in parole performance

noted for the'addicts in the samplé night entail-a re-examination

of the assumptions regarding the‘“éompuisiﬁe" nature of drug use.

0

-Perhaps the role that economic factors, e.g., money, jobs, etc. s - ;

generally supposed, at least in the short run. It wéuld Ee interesting .

.

to see if these initial improvements persist berond the six-menth : e

period and apply to one-year follew ups as well. It is, however,

“clear that due to the high cost of heroin caused by its illegality, | ’?éw

. a parolee would £find it impossible to support his habit with the

$80 DFA weekly allotment; we must reason thét the improvement of

drug offenders is not attributable to financially supported déxrug use.

Percent Successful at 6 Months - ' :

Narcotic Use Alcoholic Neither
% M % - N % N .
" Experimentals 80.0% 50 74,18 27 - 83.6% 55
“Controls  61.9 42 84.0 25 74.0- 50 .
Difference +18.1  -o.9 C 49,6

. 10. (continued)

directly to the man with a history of drinking probléms,

support counld be paid differently=-small amounit for personal use, ’
balance directly to landlord, Halfway House, etc. {3%
. . : . . NS
;s' -
. e
57~ E )

" Dccupational Rackround and Financial Assistance

Judging from thé figures in Table 5E presented below, ;t.woqld

seem that éarolees with more skills seem to profit least from.thg

.financial‘assistance given them. For example, if we combine the skilled

i § i ; - 8 percent are
workers with the service qnd sales workers, some 88 p v

. . X ' .. . 4‘-
" guccessful without financial assistance, and some 84 percent are

successful with financial aid.. = -

.In confiast, for the unskilled category, those receiving aid

:dis§1a§ a succégs figuré‘of about 57 percent, as compared to onlyA

67 percent for éhose not funded. The semi-skilled show even m?re -

- 3 - " 3
‘improvement, with experimentals having a success percentcage of about

"85 and aﬁong the controls scme 58 percent are still on active parole

.- L]
L4 e
as of six menths.

TABLE 5E: OCCUPATIONAL BACKGROUND AND ‘PAROLE SUCCESS

Percent Succeésful at 6 Months

" Unskilled Semi-Skilled Sklllp&, Service
: : and Other
% N % N s N
Experimentals 76.9% 65 - 84.6% - 26 84.4% 32
Controls 67.3 55 - 57.9 13  88.2 34
pifference . +9.6 ' +26.7 -3.8

Work History and Financial aid

Table 5F presents information on the reélationship between &

; : : i - > records
- parolec's work record and his parole outcone. Those whose c s

-
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.TABLE 5F: WORK EISTORY AND PARCLE SUCCESS™

‘showed a "steady" work backgroundll"seem to profit most with almcst

90 perccﬁt of those receiving aid succeeding on parole. This compares

to 73 percent sudceeding among those with a "stgady" hi§tory of work

vho do not receive any aid.

T . . it e "
For those with "sporadic® work history, or "no work history,

nuch less improvement was noted with a difference of about 4 percent

separating the experimentéls and the controls. C - S f{

Again we think it necessary te state that more research with

a lérger saméie of cases should be treated differentially in §uch;

programs since the number of cases studied here is rathex snall.

. In the conéluding section which summarizes the major findings of this

study more will be said regarding thig and certain other findings.

-

Percent Successful at 6 Months

Steady . Sporadic . Nene

% N S N 5 N
Experimentals 89.6% 48 75.0% 60  72.0% 25
Controls - 72.5 40 68.4 57 © 75.0 20
Difference , C4+17.1 0, #6.6 -3.0°

-

11. Typically a "steady" work record consisted of working at least
half of the adult time period prior to commitment.

Prior Prison Terms and Financial Aid

In general most parcle outcome studies reveal that first
termers--people withoui any prior prison terms~-do substantially

better on parole or have less recidivism than do multiple termers.

This study is no exception, but.it is noteworthy that when financial

~aid is present, little difference in parole success rates are observed

" with respect to prison terms. . . : ..

Looked at another way, first termers display less improvement

‘ih,parole performance than do the mulfiple termers when given financial

assistance. As shown in Table 5G, some 8l percent of the éxperimental

.groups' first termers are still on parole at six months, an compared

to 76 percent of those first-termers not receiving aid--a difference

B

of only 5 percent or so. In contrast, the multiple termers recsiving

2id have a success parole rate of 79 pércent as compared to only 64

- percent for those without financial help——a difference of about 15

percent, or roughly three times that noted for first termers. Thié

_ is perhaps a function of the diminishing returns possible for that

group which is already enjoring a relatively high rate of success,

_ﬁut certainly both groups are helped to scme extent by the financial

aid rendered.

TABLE 5G: PRISON TERMS AND PAROLE SUCCESS

Percent Successful at 6 Months

", FPirst Termer ’ 2 + Termers
% N . - i i N
Exp‘e'rimentais '80.5% 77 ' ' 78.9% 57
Controls 75.7 74 ' o | 63.6 44
Difference t4.8 . +15.3
-60- :
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Cormnmitment Offense and Financial Aid

:some of these findings.

As noted earlier, in the case of the narcotic users and addrcts

an examination of Table SH reveals that parolees with drug commitw

ments show a surprisingly substantlal lnprovenent 1n parore outcome

when financial aid is given. Some 84 percent succeed among those
receiving aid as compared to only €9 percent among those not recelving

monay.

Parolees with'"propertY" offense commitments, as might be
expected, also ébow marked improvement. Assuming that economic

hardsnlps somet_mes lead to thefts and property crlme, at least in

-'some cases, financial a:srstance should loglcally reduce thlS type

of crime. Some 77 percent.have'no dlfflcultles in the first six

Yl 3 ——— A -
' r : receiving some aid, as comparesd tO only
months of parole among those xece g S ’ 1 :

60 percent of those receiving no aid.

For those with "violent" tvpes of commitments, ox tﬁoselgrouped‘

together as "other," as expected no appreciable improvement occurred

with the admlnlstrat1on of funds. Sﬁbstaptially ihe same proportion
.succeed whether oxr notvthey receive funds. Again the numbers are-

rather small ard further research is needed in orxder to replicate

~61-

£
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TABLE 5H: TYPE OF COMMITMENT OFFENS" AND 'PAROLE SUCCESS o

Percent Successful at 6 Months

. *.  Property Drugs Violernce Other
T % N % N % . l\i_, % N
Experimentals 76.9% 78 . | 84.2% 19 - 86.7% 15 80.0% 20
" Controls - 60.0 55 69.2 13  84.8 33 82.4 17
Difference +16.9 45,0 - +1.9 -2.4

" -- Base Expectancy Groups and Financial Assistance

3"Baeevexpectancy scores were obtained for the sample and three
groups were established using the 30%-40%-30% cutting points
" established by the California Department of Corrections. Those in-.

the‘"high" group have the highest euccess rates, follcwed by the

"medium” and "low" groups respectively. Teble 5I rxeveals, rmuch as’
might be expeoted, those alreaop with "hrgh" expectaocy scores do not
fare substantially better as a xesult of this program while eome
’ differehce’is noted in‘the "medium" category. The greatest degree of
1mprovement seemed to rest with the "low" expectancy group, with a
. . ;

difference of 19 percent between the success figures for those receiving =

money and those who did not (iff faver of those who did).

Overall, in fact, the utility of the BE index iteelf seems
somewhat diminished for those receiving financial assistence, with -
noticeably smaller differences occurring between "high" and "medium”

- scores and none at all to speak of between "nedium” éﬁa "low" scores
within the'experimental group.

This perhaps indicates a strong

economic hias or factor underlying the Index, particularly the lower

o

~62- | - 2
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BE ranges. Before excluding higher BE groups from further experiments,

howavér, more data should probably be examined.

TABLE 5I: BASE'EXPECTANCY'SCORES‘AND PAROLE SUCCESS.

- Percent Successful ‘at 6 Months

. High Medium o Low
3 N L% N s N
Experimentals . B7.0% 40 .  76.9% 40 - 74.3% 26
.Controls .. '85.4 35 68.8 33 ° 55.2 16 '
'.Difference  #1.6 .  _ 8.1 - o +19.1

Vocational Trades or Skills and Financial Aid

Zpparently those parolees with some skills and trade expericnce

profitted most from the fipancial aid. "In Table 5J it can be seen

that about 87 percent succeed among those with some vocational assets -

~ when given some aid, as compared to only 73 percent succeeding on

parole for those not receiving aid.. When no skills are present only

‘'slicht improvement was noted: 75 percent success as compared to 70

- pexcent success for those not receiving DFA. Apparently when prospecté

are extremely limited, as in the case of the Black's situation .

as noted earlier, less in the way of impioyement is possible.

"Again, it would seem more research is needed to clafify this finding

by holding constant other factors such as race.

53 .
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- common among either group, with only about one in four having a job

3 £ a4
-gsomewhat move in the case of t

TABLE 5J: VOCATIONAL TRADE OR SKILLS AND PAROLE SUCCESS ..

. Percent Successful at 6 Months

Skills N " No Skills
% N % N
Experimentals 86.5% 52 - N 74.7% 79
. Controls 73.3 60 | 69.6 56
- Difference . o +13.2 4 Cor . +5.1

Employment Offers and Financial Aid
"In Table 5K we see that having a job offer was not -exactly

-pffer at release. Financial aid seemed associated with parole success

hose with an offer, but parolees with

no job offers also did better when financial aid was given. 2n

Jimprovement of some 12 percentage points was noted for those with

offers and about 6 percent improvement was noted for the larger

non-job offer group where success increased from 73 percent for the

" controls to nearly 79 percent for the experimentals.

TABiE SK: EMPLOYMENT OFFERS AND PAROLE SUCCESS

Percent Successful at 6 Months

" Some Offer No Oifer
% N o s N
Experimentals - . 82.1% 28 . . ' 78.8% 104
"+ Controls - ‘ €%.0 29 . . 73.3 - 86
Difference ‘ _ #13.1 .. 15.5
~G4~ -



.shared apartment or house. Those parolees who had an arrangement .

- ee

Residence Plans and Financlal Aid T - . .

As shown in Teble SL the largést improvement between experi-

-

“mentals and controls appears in the category of “ariangement with

other," meaning those who had a residence arranged upon release but

with someone other than a spouse or family. We hypothesize'that

the DFA 2llowed this group tc "hold up their end” financially in a

for housing with wife or family did somewhat better (nearly 9%) .

vhen financial aid was rendered, perhaps for similar reascons. Those

with no arrangeﬁent did‘onlywslightly better as a result of financial

aid. LT DR R

ABLE 5L: RESIDENCE PLANS AND PAROLE SUCCESS

Pércent Successful at 6 Months

" Arrangement with Rrrangement with No
Fanily, Wife - Other 2rrangements
% N % N % N
Experimentals 1 80.6%° 62 80.0s '20. - 77.1% 48
Controls . 719 64 . es.8 16 . 74.3 35
.bDifferende T 8.7 +11.2 - _+2.8'

FPinancial Rasources at Release and Financial 2Aid

From the data portrayed in Table 5M it seems clear that

parolees with $50.00 or less in their inmate savings accounts

at time of release profit most from the financial assistanceé project.

(Gate roney for those with less thanr$§b0.001;$ provided at time

L .

of release by the Department of Corrections. It usuall? amounts to

—H 8- . .
- ¥ -‘Q.\

i

'

+$40.00. Note: oux figures do not include.gate money; data was un- -
available.)

- And one might expect those parolees with more cash resources—-—

$50 or more in this case-—to have essentially the same degree of

"~ success with or without financial assistance. Some 80 percent

are on active parole among the experimentals as are 79 pexcent of the

controls. o - _' : : LT .

The case of need seems mucb'moré clea% for phose with less
than.$50 but moxe than $i0 in their inmate accéunts.:‘ﬁére.éhe;’
expefiﬁentals, or those receiving ménetary aid,'display a.success .
réte of 94 pércent while the controls show only a figﬁre of about 79

percent success. Those with $10 or less saved also profit in terms

" _of pazcle sucgcese from the financial assistance they recieved;

here scme 73 perxcent remain on active parole for the six months period

as compared to the control group where only 63 percent succeed in

"remaining in good .standing over a six-month pericd.

_To put it another way, it seems that the six-month outcomes
of those with no money or less than $10 in their account who receive

aid compare favorably with those of the control grou? with larger

- amounts saved.

- Further research should probably ezplore the maximum feasible
cutting peint beyond which financial help is superfluous and help
further establish gquidelines for further programs of this type, and/or

explore possible ways of earning or acquiring larger sums of savings

while in prison to achieve the same effect. .
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. _ ) Parole Agents' Attitudes toward DFR .

- - 9 . ———eem @ s btm siepemeimanett memen e T T i st rmaae o
—— R -

,.::_p - e } . e s e =i = i . . M R . C . .
i ~TABLE 5M: FINANCIAL RESOURCES AT RELEASE AND PAROLE SUCCESS REI = . - : , ~ : _~ -
: ) , . 37 According to the design of the DFA . project, parole
Percent Successful at 6 Months . : : ‘ ’ . :
- -Release Money Release Money Release MOney . - : - ‘ agents were the principal units of decision-making. When an
) . .77 810 or less $11-$50 - . 851 or more .7 - ' ’ ‘ ' ; ) ) o
s % N % N % N : . agent was notified that one of his parolees (soon to be released) -
- Experimentals ©73.0% 74 94.1% 34 . 80.0% . 20 . - _” - . was éligible for DFA, he reviewed the case, often with his i
_Controls £63.3 49 | 78.8._ 33 79.3 29 S 4 , . supervisor's’ assistance.. The agent's initial decision about .
TTTTTTT T T . . . k whether or not to offer the paroclee financial assistance was )
-Diffexence T +49.7 © +15.3 T 40.7 _ : . ' . ] ) .
) : ’ - ~ - ‘ o . based on the parolee's social and employment resources; the final - R St
. . N S . - a L ' T o decision about whether to offer, or continue to offer, financial
-Soc1a1 -Contacts: whlle Incavcerated and Financial Ald S . ' ©  assistance, was based on discussionsg with the experimenfal . : o

. . : parolee himself. As mentioned above, quite often paroiees- 4 _ o -
:An ther -resource :important to successful adjustnent has alwavs ' . e . ‘
. . . who were eligible for finamtial assistance either removed them— "~

-kLeen.people. ‘One:indication of support from friends and/or relatives o ' T : : ‘ ! oL - : . -
. L ' ‘ ) . . i selves from DFA or were removed by their agents as a result -
i :ds.thesocial .contact.a parolee maintained whlle incarcerated. We ; ’ : T . : .

of these discussions. :

=see in -Table

5N -that -koth parolees who maintained visiting and

-corre ponding :contacts, :and those who maintained only written ) In order to study.agents attitudes teward DFA, we ..
) _ .. .contact .or -none, -were -somewhat positively effebtgd by flnanclal ] , - ' interviewed 57 of the 58 agents who had at least one parolee in’ ) o

Y

assistance. ‘Those with~visitors and cOrréspondemts had a somewhat the e?per*menta1 group. The questions in these interviews, for

' -larger imporvement when DFA was rendered, but both groups seemed to — L the most part in-depth and open—enced dealt with four areas:
benefit. - . ' ) S . i ' . - agent decision-making regarding elgibility, impact on parolees,
- s . - - o impact on agenfs, and improvement of the program.
_ZABLE 5N: SOCIAL CONTACTS AND PAROLE SUCCESS ™ R o  Agent Attitudes: Decl sion-Making Regarding Eligibility for DFA
Percent Successful at 6 Months T T . : i .
) _ Visits and _ Correspondence Only T .- : .- More and more scholars and practitioners in the soc1al
. Correspondence o or Neither T .
% N : LT g N - S ©  sexrvices, including corrections, have been questioning the Jjusti-
£knevlnentals 82.7% 75 73.1% 52 . - : ) f;cation and the efficacy of further intervention by agencies
:;§ Cppgcpls 74,2 66 ' : 67.4 43 . . ;j; © into the 1lves of those they serve. Since the agents in DFA
: - ) . . - s .
—Sr— ————— e —— T i - = . A ’- . ‘ é‘i - i
Difference . #B.5 +5.7 ' . e g
N ‘ ‘ - -
o B . S
= .
. -67- ; .
Eoe e PN e AR AR T e T T TR ~_“-,t5-\~uv\v ﬁ—y\,—»«

B
I e o S i Sl wal B 02

Sy ;
! SR

. - - O -
; A B e e 2 IS T R i g2 s

LG T T e R

TR «* i RESE AT TR SRS AT AT
Ch o i e g n o e S




s .

were involved in this sort.of intervention, we asked .them g

series of Guestions designed. to probe this issue..

First, we, asked "What are your thoughus ibout parole

agents having Lhe power to. give flnanc1al a551stanye to parclees°" Most

of the agents (67%) sald that the power should be in the hands of
parole agents; the most commbnly tentioned reason for thls oplnlon
was that the agent is closest to the parolee s °1tL“tlon, and
‘so is in the best position to make this Plnd of decision. For
Various other reasons, 14% of the agents did not belleve tha“ .
they should be the ones to make the decisions, @nd 165 were
-ambivalent. There was an 1ntereot1ng dlf;erence b°t"een small-
ciny unlts (Santm Rosa, Sallnaq, and San Jose)}, and largé-citv
unito«(San Francisco and Oakland): &ll the shall-city agents
‘were }n favor of making tne decisions, whgreas the‘largemcity
agents gave responses distributed over ali three ;ategories

$"¥e$," "No," and'émbivalenﬂ).' It appears, then, that thé small- |
city agents are consistently more comfortakle with the respon-
.sibility of making the %ind of decision th%t the DFA project

entailed.’

We next asked the agents, "bid you ever decide against
_giving an eligibleparolee the assistance?" Siightly more than '
halr the agents (56%) answe*ed "no," and glightly.less than hnif

(44%) answereg* " "
) wered yes. Here, too, there was a dichotomy between

small cities and large cities: 4 considerable majority (74%)

.
L= 4

= F - - . j
(29%) of the responses from large~-city

:'3‘“

Rl

i
U

I

-'4!

¥

units had decided against giving pDra. ° This response pattern =
might suggest that small-cities have more resources to offer -
parolees. Or it niggt suggest that small-city agents are less

sympathetic (and'lqrge city agents more sensitive) to the dif-

ficulties of “making it" on parcle. There is some support

" of both these hypotheses in the fact that most of the agents

vwho decided against giving an eligible parolee financial
‘assistance (86%) did so because they believed the'pérolee had
oiher spurces of support: either the.parolees in the small cities

actually had more resources, or the agents in the small cities

had lower standards for jngement of the adecquacy of resources.

" The converse might also apply: either parolees in lgfge~éities

had fewer {or needed more) resources, or largé~city agents had

‘. higher standards for what was adequate. Our discussions with

agents'have vielded some support for all these explanations.

" The last question in this series was, "How did you feel
‘about making that decision?" As one would expect, given the
reasons mentioned for the decisions, all the agents said they felt

comfortable. It appears, then, that whether or rot the agents

agproved of their power to make the decisions, most cf those who

. decided against giving an eligible parolee the assistance were

satisfied with their way of handling the situation.

Agent Attitudes: Impact of DF2 on Parolees . ’ ' -

Each.z2gent was asked, Do you see the clients in the DFa

program more often than you see your other clients?" A majority

=70~



of the agents (71%) said "yes." .

These agents.were next asked, "hat effects has this : : ) . f?}

N . . . . ’:‘I'i‘-\

increased contact had on your relationship with them?" A large
majorityf(éB%S mentioned positive effects, including most oitcn

the facilitation of a better agent-client relationship.‘ - oo . - .

Those agents who xeportéd increaoed contact ;ere asked,
“Do tﬁe cliehts in the DFA  program teﬁd to geé increased
servioés becaose.you sSee thém ﬁoze'often?" Moét oé éhe T
rééponées to this Question_(Gé%)'wore "yes.'". CThe;o i; some’
.queééion'aoout.whather the DFA’ paroleos aotuéll§ %ecei&od ‘; ‘}‘_i - .
" increased services. See "Performanco of Agent Function“ be’ow)
When asked ?hat typeé of serv1ces theee were, most of the agents ’ . -

mentioned counseling and help in flndlng jobs; they of*en

ested that the increased occasions for contact made the paro-

K
su5g

lees more available for the kind of informal counéeling that”
occurs as the agent—cllent relatlonohﬁp develona, and more avail=~

able for ]ob leads.

The agents who reported 1ncreased serv1ces were asxed
"What do you- Lblnk has had the most 1mpact ~ the money, the

services, or what?"‘ Most of these agents (672) felt that the

roney had had the greatest positive impact on parole adjustment, e .

&

' and 21% felt that each was equally important.

_ e

AGENT ATTITUDES ON IMPACT. OF DFA PROGRAM ON PAROLEE
ADJUSTMENT ("What has had the most impact -- Lhe meney
the 1nc*eased contact, or wnat’")

"Totalfnumber and percent-of acents responding -

Response " ° ST - Total numbex Percent

“be givén the parolee that would ke just as important as money?"

"Money" T 16, . 67% .
"More contacts" o - 2. 8

"Both" : ‘ 5 - 21"

“Neither, no impact" ’ S § . T4 -
Other - Te—

“TOTAL S 24 Cf - 100% ;

In order to find out the agents' opinions on the general

éffect of financidl assisﬁance, ve asked them about each parolea

~.

© individually: "Do you believe 'the financial assistance he -

recelved helped him?"” For a large majority of the paroieeé (81%)
the'response was "yes." For some of the parolees (13%) the

response was-"no," while for a samll group {4%) the response

|'. - .n g QJ-l
vas "yves,  in illegal actiwvities. ~

We also asked about eaoh parolee, "What other help could

For 27% of the parclees the response wvas that nothing was as
important as money or that no help was needed othey than money;

for 26%, the agent was concerned about personal problems; for

24%, the most important consideration was a good job.

hgent Attitudes: Impact of DFA on Agents

All.agents were asked, "hoes the DFA program.make youf
job any easiex?" BApproximately one-half (53%) said "yes," and
approximately one-fifth (21%) said "no," often mentioning fhat'

the program toock up more of their time with additional paperwork .

b
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. . . - . . . . .

The remaiﬁing agents (26%) .had mixed responsesi.® - . . ' , o . .
' | | " . __Parole Agents' Relationships with Parolees

v . . b e bk desiims o dm—aam @ o e b

- v

- . N

'p;bgram . . :
. . 4 , " While the responses to:.the.above questions directly in-
offer you as a parole agent?" A large majority (81%) said that - . ) :
. : . .- . dicated agents' attitudes toward DrFA ~ as a progran, there were
the program offered them gomething positive, such’as a "good - . i o
. . ) ST e - other questions that were designed to_compare‘agenté' relationships-
more time to concentrate < . S ) . i .
. - , ' . with the experimental parolees. as'a group, and their relation-
on the non-essential needs of the parolees, and a “way of . . _ . o ' : } . .

’ i . . , : : ships with the control parolees as a group. This set of questions
nmight otherwise ke less accessible. - [ e ' . . o - ' :
- L ; L covered two areas that we considered particularly important:

! ‘ ® o * * . v . - - .

performance of the agent function with respect te contacts and

© « . . i i . . . . .

. The agents were also-asked. "What does’ the DFA

.

tool," a “very necessary resource,

keeping contact" with parolées"who

B . . . R
’ . .. .

.o See qes .

‘Agent Attitudes: Improvement of DFA .

. d . .

s R _ . Lo . . services delivered, and assessment of parole adjustment with
experiment, jux;t from the practiticners R )

In the DFA . .
i . . _ . respect to criminal associations, personal problems, and probable

at the line-level was crucial, especially if results were to be
interpreted correctly. And so in an effort to cover any criti-
cisms or comments missed by our specific questions,>we asked

a'genaral question: "Do vou have any suggestions on improving

" outccme of parole.

- « seer .. ¥ ..

o

with

.

.

Parolees: Performance of

. a

e

‘Agents' 'Relationships

‘.

2gent Function,

) B s~ As suggested by the agents' responses to the genexal
A . . e s .
the DFA program?" The total ‘of 75 responses included 23 . . , - -
) ) . . . . : aquestion abecut increased contact in the previous saction, a ccm-
suggestions for changing the initial randem determination of eli- . .
, . ‘ parisonn of the experimental and contxol groups on the number of office
gibility to one of agent assessment:of need, 17 for wider ap- : : ) L ) .
T < , contacts with agents did show a greater frequency for the ex-
" . plication, 17 for refinement of the mechanics of the program, . ) * S o ’
' ’ . ) ’ perimental group. The average for the experimental group was 6.04
5 for handling the assistance outside the parole agent realm, 10 . ) )
. , ) contacts, while the average for the control group was 3.08 contacts,
for miscellaneous improvements, and 3 opinions that no improve- ) : . ;
. ' ) : R S . ) ' The average number of field contacts, however, was mnearly squal
ments are needed. . ’ . ) - o .
C {approximately 4) for the two groups. This difference between
. o field contacts and office contacts is to be expected, since most
. . LT .- .of the experimental parolees came into the office weekly for their
. . . . i . ) . DFA checks; further, the overall difference in the amount of

. . total contacts betwéen the two gzoups is explained by this in-

. . .

-

' -73-

- creased office contact. The fact.of the cverall increased contact

- e -



with the experimental parolees is further supported by the agents' - T

: . ' ' qunts"golationshios with Parolees: Assessment of Parole Adjusiment
opinion that 34% of the control parolees, but only 18% of the . - R - . )
. - % . o : .
. experinmental parolees, were careless or negligent in maintaining e . . . then asked about the parolees' criminal associations, the
. . . - ' . . . ’ c- LI .o . . - . R - - .
. contact. o - : . .

. agents expressed more confidence in the experimenta} group: tpey

S ‘ ' : - ' "éxpréséed a lack of concern about the associations of 74% of the
There was, however, only very slight support of the agents' : . :

v

: _ . N T ' experimental parolees, but about only 60% of the control parolees.
.~ belief that increased contact lead to increased services: according . T : S ' )

. - - - -

. - to agent reports, the mean number of services delivered was only ‘ < : ‘ .- on another variable that is related to paxole adjustment——

. : '.slightly ﬁiéher for the experimental group (2.26 for each experimental, .o : . éersoﬁal problemns~--the agents saw neither group as having more of’Fhese

- . 2.05 for ‘each control). To ‘discover any nexus between the number of ’ e - ,3prob1ems.than the other. They did, however, see thg experimental

.. services delivered and outcome, a correlation coefficient was computed. T "'.’-'.group as less likely to be dangerously involved in drugs or alcchol: .

R . ‘Ngrsféong_;glationship was ﬁouna (x % 0.073; significance = .126) . - T <.'8§ of the expérimental parolees, as opposed t6_19% of the'contro}

. T parolees, vere suspected of having'thﬁﬁe PrObleWS.EBHE_EEE.on parole.

o Although the proportion of parolées successfully on parolé -

at six months had a tendency to increase with the total muber of )

.

N
!
t

. . . In predicting outcome of parole for the two groups, the agents
- . : : . s - " ﬁF. - - . . . 3 tll- : lees, 63% of whom
. . contacts, any causal hypotheses may ke spurxrious foxr at least two =5} were more optimistic about the experimental parolees, 2 n i
L ‘ ' ‘ : ' x . o ‘ : ' t of prison, as opposed to 50% of the .
reasons. First, a parolee who had fewer contacts than most could be ~ . they believed would stay out of p 1, &S Of _
either a parclee-at~large (unsuccessful) or he could be working full- o . ) control parolees. . ]
- time (successful) and unable to visit his agent as fregquently as a : . . . I ‘
: : o . N . s There are differences between the experimental group and the
" parolee who was "on the streets" during the day. Secondly, a higher ’ . L
' ) ’ : control group, then, in agent assessment of criminal association,
- — - N . » I = ‘ -
. frequency of ccntacts says nothing of the substantive nature of those - . * . : .
' : existence of alcchol and drug problems,. and likelihood of return to
contacts. Indeed, as we have seen, the total difference in fréquency . ) . - . s . .,
: . ' T | ' e prison. These differences could reflect the agents' inclination to
. of contact between experimentals and controls rests solely in the . . L - ' . . )
. : ‘ ‘e " more positively view the experimental parolees because of closexr .
: .. Yoffice" category, a fact easily understood when one considers that T ' o o 3
. . : ‘s P : relationships resulting from the increased contact. But- it 1s also
experimentals had to wisit the agent each wesk to pick - up his DFA : . T ) , ‘ o
| | . ‘ ) . likely that the differences reflect an actual fact of parole adjust-
check. In short, then, we found no evidence to support az hypothesis o cenL T s : : : A Tt X a
‘ ‘ ) e ' ment-—that the experimental group as a whole 1S somevhat less involve
‘ . ‘ . 1 2
that the increase in office contact bore any relationship to the ’ : . ) -
R - . ) L in criminal association, that it has fewer problems with drugs and
e increased success in outcome of the financially aided group. . f o S

] 5= ’ . T . - -: , : . : . "\Q'_. }

. e . : ‘ ~76-

w



P

P

s

Sy
<3

i '
S

EFe

TR LTI pva st vraa,

+

alcohol, and that it is less likely to show recidivismn.

Cons;dering all agent responses on all questions, it may

be said in summary that 1) DFA had a positive impact‘on.paroie

adjustment; 2) it.had a positive effect on the agegt/client relation- T

ship; and 3) most agénts felt DFA was a useful and needed "tool" or

"resource."
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. Costs and Returns: A Promising Noté

.in reaching its objective of reducing recidivism (reductions in

Apropéity crirme could not be measured at this stage of the reseaxch,

As specified in the original préject proposal, one type of
. . . .
evaluation to be furnished is one focusing on the cést—effectiveness :
of the project. By this it is meant an examination of the costs of

the project and the projected savings to be realized by the project

“but will be =zssessed in future studieé).

Using the overall nine percentage points difference in parole
cutcomes favoring the experimental group as our best estimate of

the improvemsnt engendered by financial aid, a projection of

savings in prison costs is possible. Based on an estimated annual

prison cost cf $4400 and subtracting the estimated annual parole

‘cost of $600, we deduce that for each man kept on parole for one -

_ year we save some $3800 over what it would cost per year if he were

returned to prison. Since each man returned to prison typically

e

spends about 19 months on the average before he 1is re-paroled,

the total cost per man returred to prison is approximately $6000.%

To comgute an estimate of savings or‘monetary benefits, the
differential outcome of 9 percent——roughli 9 men--is multiplied py
‘this $6000 cost-per man-returned for a total savings of about
$54,000. It must be noted further that this figure does not %nc}ude
otﬁer system or processing costs such as public Qamages oxr loséés; costs.of

jails, police, courts, etc.; and often the welfare costs of an offender’'s

*Based on CDC, Division of Pesearch Estimations.
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family. Conversely, benefits such as increased paymehf of taxes

" and/or increased productivity on the-part of a successful parolee

are important bonuses to ccnsider which have not been included in . -

the computation. The $54,000, then, may be considered a minimum

estimate. The computation may be made as follows:

Experimentals Controls
Total Number of Parolees © 134 o 118
Number of Recidivists e ]
at 6 Months - 27 . 34
Percent Recidivism _ _20:1% 0 28.8% . o
Cost of Recidivism g . o
(Pex Man) . X¥¢5,000 . . X$6,000
Total Cost of Recidivism - $120,600 $172,800

Subtracting, ve find that approximately $52,200 was saved with the

financially—aided group.

To compute the dollar return, these savings are divided by

the total money expended tao achleve these savings—-in this case,

$82,396 in firancial aid which was rendered to experimental parolees.*

' This yields an estimated return of $.63 for every $1.00 invested.

It must be remembered, however, that there was no overhead or
administrative expense involved in running the program; the Department
of Corrections donated this expense as their in-kind contribution to =~ -

. the grant funds. As total return on investment varies ‘inversely

*The balance of the $120,000 was rendered to pre-—test and suppléﬁental
rarolees, not included in the study sample.
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viith overhead cos

the return per dollar invest

program of thi

expense,

" Return on
pDollar Invested

The return undexr a

at 0% Overhead: © Return =

at 10% Overhead: Return =
- The yelative rank of the Direct Finar
with other programs, of course, 1S

) . . .‘r‘l .‘- to
to assume 1t would fall among tne el

point, it seems clea

+aining prisons,

ts (i.e:, the ﬁidhcr the overhead cost, the lower
ed), a primary fiscal objective in a

© . . o @ s ".Vé
s sort must be to minimize overhead or administratl

perhaps through mass’administrétioh. A simple graph -

1iiﬁ§trates ﬁhis'linéafireléﬁionship-‘betmeen Return and Overheédf

c. Ky

63¢ Ix

60¢

- 58¢

0% . 5% . 10%
Overhead Rate el -
iven overhead rate is cemputed by the following equation:

-~ Savings due to Program
Return Program Costs X (1 + overhead rate)

$52,200 | =563
$82,396 X (L + 0) . o

$52,200 .. . =8.58
$82,396 X (1 +.10)

ncial Assié?;pCf‘Prgékct
not kﬁown, but it is prcbably.safe
money-returners iﬁ the field.
2lthough further research is needed to gatﬁef mofé informat%on o?,this ‘ :
| r that the concept of financial aid should'be

of great interest to prison administrators, legisiators, and’ta%~

| alling costs of building ;nd maini

e .
payexrs who axe tired of ;he spir

jaiis, and parole agencies.
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Although the data and findings here presented show great . ) -

< , promise, further evaluation is crucial if the Department of Corrections - . R ' . .

and funding agencie5~aré to maximize the understanding and the effects - e . B _ S .
of the experimental program. If the second year xesearch is completed " | _ ’

as proposed, the experimental and qontrol groups will be followed up

at twelve months to detcrmine arrest, employment, and recidivism - - . : L S R o .

. . - " » 3 e 3 - 1' . . y ° . M . - -‘ . - ’ . o
. . ‘ patte;ns over the longer time pexriod. This will indicate the extent ) ST VI. CONCLUDING REMARXS AND RECONENDATIONS

- N .

‘and nature of the more permanent effects of the financial assistance. ‘ : L . « .

‘. - A model on the maxinal amount of funds and the optimum length of . . L
disbursement will be developed as a result. L P R - - : PR ’ : C
* . . . - A . t - T . B . . .

9 . . ) .
During the seccad year of research the CDC "12-month follow-up" - ‘ e e e - )
data and CII arrest reports for both groups will bc integrated with . 5 . o : oy E T g

the background, initial parole, parole agent, and 3 and 6-zonth parole i . e : : . _ .

; ‘outcome data to more fully determine under what conditions and for . . KR : - :

what types of paroclees financial assisténce had a concrete vesitive e : .
IO P .’w ) . B . . . ) o
*‘?ﬁ impact. Further, zll parolees in both groups vould be interviewed S ‘ .

.

- to isolate the social, economic} and psychological factors effecting . . T R

parole adjustment and the impact of financial assistance, data which : o T ' . . L s

‘is tantamount to understanding the effectiveness of the program. - - - : o

This data would provide the social context of the -statistical analyses;

) : S . - [

* the frame through which the portrait must be viewed, .. . e ' . . ST .
In addition, the CII arrest data will be content-coded and . e oo R ‘ ) ' Co L A -
analyzed to assess the fluctuations in the incidence of specific " ’ .
e . . e ' . . . AT s - : Lo
f@@ crimes, most particularly property offenses. The arrests and gg . - . v o . . . .
dispositions will be coded at 4, 9, and 12 months after release for
each parolee. : T >, . , ; , ]
« ~80- | | - : . . o .
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sub-groups we studied. With the possible exception of high B.E.'s(

* - DISCUSSION AND RECOMMERDATIONS . ) . *

. . ) : . b - alecoholics, and the youngest age groups, most other groups profitted
- . The findings indicate that eccnomic factors are paramount in : ‘ . )

' ] : i o * a2t least to some éxtent; ) .
. the personal, social,'and psychologicql adjustment pf many parolees ' Z . . | | . |
-'in tﬁe early wonths of re-entry igto conventioﬁal society. Thé impor;' e % - ' - " _©  Furthermore, due to the relativ§ly small si?é of our sample,
| t;ncé of financial assistance in this process seems highly'Significant.‘ T . " it waé i@possible to control for all factors that might have’inf}uence&V
‘ It would.seem that.even this small moyé to;ard financial’iﬁdependéhce‘ : ' thé outcome of the parolees. Further xesearch.on a larger scale c?uld
has the potential for improving not only éhe number of legitimate o ' o employ this more sophisticated form of analysi§ and this could develop
' ' ‘ : ~ ; ' i ' : : VoL
" day-to-day opportunities'a parolee has, but also his or her self- . : o - more accurate profiles or combinations of factor; where optimum
worth and the positive aspécts ofxﬁis or her ;Ale'iﬁ various social - effects might be approached. 'Fr?m wbat was learned in this ex?eri~
’ ‘ ‘groups. o B ) . f ‘; .- o ) -i . i S : _: ment, a number of suééeséions flow. o i . a
- : . . ' Few who are cgnnected with the field of eogfectioné would _: o ' ' ,'l:: S 1.;.ﬁithout hesitation we urge that the DFA Droggaﬁ‘be repli- .
' ' dispute tﬁe fact that financial aid to newly-released paiolees is . R o . ' -7 cated. The findings to date indicate that the possi- ’

v - . .

bilities for positively effecting parole adjustment- loom

. sorely needed.* The DFA experiment has indicated that such a program

.

“do - iti i A i i i 1Tdivi : ‘ : and t tweigt ww chance to the contra as
does have positive impact on parole adjustment vis-a-vis recidivism, - ) large, and they far outweigh eny o ry &as
‘ ) and does-seenm quite.ccst~effective ) C ’ ) ’ : - . experienced in this project. The program should be en-
- : . ' B . : ; ' v o ©+  larged to include a greater number of parolees; perhaps - :

‘The rather broad effect of direct financial aid across most . I . . v o . )
. : o - - - ) ' a state-wide program or at the least another entire parcle
parameters of the sample as well as the scope of the iesulting decrease . : '
~ T 4 ) A region. - ' .
) " in further recidivism suggests that the project should be repiicated e ’ - . : o .

.

.

i ified i gl E ' hi ar £ the DFA program shculd include a . °
- and the results more extensively verified in larger future studies. . 2. This enlargement of DY CG < :

it i i i ' 3 ct m est the findings herein and elsewhere,
In general it seems that scme financial assistance, across the board, research component to test o gs 0 .

bt N

sﬁould‘bn made available - . Lo - . : T ‘ . and to aid in the effective adninistration of the program. )

. At this point it would be a mistake to create definitive quide- : - -

lines for financial assistance. This is especially true in view of

,ﬁﬁ . “the wide-ranging benefits experienced by parclees in most of the

- -83- T R
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.. . -

‘ ' ) o ; . : - . ahead .of schedule. The savings frcm this alone could
i a i i xperi limited the . S - : : :
. ze of LHe samples in this experiment ‘ . ) . 4 . . . .
o . e i ‘ V — finance nearly a full vear of financial aid while on parole,
ision of the research, a largex experlnent would .

prec

_ B o . ‘ _ : and coupled with the resultant decrease in recidivism might
: ; . i e ty and rellablllty of reSUlt~ and s o : S ‘ ]
: = yield greater validi . T prove to be a prudent investment for the taxpayer.
: - greater clarity of the relationships botWeen financial f:_ o ' - ) T o . ‘ .
’ . V. ‘ Rehk: a o 5 - na 3 1 = °
aid and successful adjustment on parole, so +hat ootlmum ‘ . ‘ 2. A minimum hourly wage for all work done in prison offers
. M . . s . - ‘. X . - . L4 - . . . . . - ’ ; "‘ f ' F L) _. i
effectiveness could be achieved. . - O . o ) substantial reyards to a number of aspects of the correcticnal

.

.+ milieu. First and foremost it would allow each offender

: : - 3. until such ti@e 3? it—ﬁas beeh coRciusively P%oveh téé?'~ | ,; - - e ;f who wisgeéAtQ ﬁogk s;me finanecial independence. Offenders

T ~certain specific and‘socially isolatable groups of parolees | o - : coula Pa& . room—anq;boardffmuch tﬂe e as‘work

. | do not in any way beneflt from flnanc1a1 éld Yfilﬁiﬁi : : . . | , o ' furiqugh P;Ogr?ms;_thEFEby Jetting th; o ttander besr pakt -
LT o that this assistance be made Qvallable = a%l DGrOIEév . i_‘ o ‘ : S of the finanéial gurden for hié/her incarcertaion. Secondly, I

. . . .

as they need it. ST - Lt ; ) ‘ .

e ST Lo Ce : . : a minimum wage would give offenders some dignity i thelr
- ' = : ' <; i hers of Georgia and Australia found
rogec;s Of .. . .. work; the founding fathers of gi d A 1
i snve*al reasonable methods of fundlng o) , ' . ‘
There exi st . i , : BT L S . S : ; . ’ ’
[ . ' - S, . sl s Sub : ; ossl : : ’ offenders willing workers whose yrehabilitation paralleled
) so 3 - e First that springs to mind is submitting a proposa . ) :
) . The First that spr .g ] . 4
s this type ) ‘ ) 4 - . , )
. . . ° . i . L] -' -, - - e ) N ° i ] it i ] t i v .
. to a funding agency such as the California’ Council on Criminal Justice, - : thelr productivity. Given a real stake in theix work, .
B - . " . . ] . ‘s - eqs . . - ;
.. L . . % de ‘ K productivity and self-rehabilitation would probably mush-
© . as was the case with this program. Other sources might inclu . . S . ehabid] |
) tan : T R room. DA I ’ o - -
Federal funding agenc1es such as the Law Enforcement Assistance . S ) o . /‘ ‘ . . T
T . s : i : artment of Justice as well as | . L e ‘ e
. Administration of the United States Dep enc _ P : . on ano;hel front, offender-family relations would benefit. .
. Ty : . Both agencies have been active . i . . u
. the United States Department of Labor - g ) .. . . .Offenders who worked could help support their families, and
. . o . - as 3 ctions. ' . . : : . .
in funding innovative programs in correct in so doing, preserve the close social ties so crucial to .
‘ . S R successful adjustment in and ocut of prisca. All of these .
. sible wnlcn could ‘ - '
In addition, other apD*oacFeS &re passi - S . ) :
. . e .o .- ) . o potential fruits make correcticnal tasks easier as well as
" generate their own funds. Foxr example, , . L V- | )
. . ) - . ' ‘ e T . . ) allowing inmates to accumulate needed "tie-over" funds for
S es ~iss 3 incarcération and the lack L . 4 . : - . '
1. Given the rising costs of inc X g AR - . ' . their eventual release. These funds, the parolees' own, ,
. s ; tionship between longer _ - : P
of evidence showing any rela? = yould go a long way toward brldglng the chasm between
: $ 43 + . nproved parcle per-— ‘ ) Qfg . - . s pn .
(3 . sentcn es in elther deterzence. or imgro P : - release and employment-—a chasm frought with potential
RS t. b lpascc three to six months ) : , . : ~ "
.formance, parolees mig e re , : crime and recidivism. . o -
: : Lo : =
B . . ' -
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. 3. In the same vein, some manner of unemvlovment compensation

~ R : program might be instituted which would perform the same

. . . e s
« N . . R

. . v functicns as a financial assistance program. Prograns T

.

. .  1like the “"52-20" provisions® for released veterans have | -
beezn shovm viable. The reqular unemployment compensation

program of the California Department of Human Resouxces. ' -

. . . " .
. T . -+ + Development would be adeguate except that in order to . .

." quality an offender would have had to-have been working . = -

e "for an employer who paid into the upeﬁploYmentktrust

: n S - o fund. Furthexr, his or her wages would have to have_beén. ) ) :
’ ‘ e T $750 dhring the specified “base‘pexiéd." T£f a mimimum ', . o X
- S L . wége had been paid, this would be financed through the : . : ®

. N
earnings of each offender. Otherwise a special form of

- I .
the unemployment program mnight be institutgd for newly

* .

¥ . h

. ‘ released parolees. In this latter instance, the require- -

: ‘ ) . ’ ments of the HRD pregram could be used as a model, e.g., R
e . o claimant must be unemployved,- able to work, actively Co-

seeking work, etc.t L

1

© p . . - -
.

. In conclusion, given the promise ‘of lower recidivism shown in .
this experiment and the resultant benefits to offenders, correctional’

. departments, and the larger society, it seems judicious to urge that -

. ‘ . the Direct Financial Assistance to Parolees Program be replicated to <

.
- ! -
R 8

include more parbiées and that the various avenues of funding be fully -

. . - »
- . - . . »

explored. - . . T .

M . ) - ‘ * .

: 1. See California Department of Himan Resources Development; Job
Placemant a enploviment Insurance Programs: {pamphlet, no : : p
date} and also Unemployment Insurance: Handbook for Claimants
{pasichlet, no date). ‘
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a1 1o 3 T o "
Ippendix: A totrodological Note on Sampling

o Emplovment ameng Exverimental Parolees . .
{":'3 ’ g = * :
R R .
In the ccurse of sample selection a set of ancmalies (for . . . . L . L.
. . . . ' i , discussed in the introduction, gaining employment on
. - . p Zrelease a svstem - e - ‘ _ : ) . ] )
rposes only) were discovered in the pre-release record sy . ) . s o . . Lo —
i our purk » D . .. * ‘release is crucial. More often than not it is a serious problem )
of into the project we learned that many parolees have their oo .- . - ’ ' J
Well ] : : . Y . for parolees; the experimental group was no exception. Two out of
: delzved or lost, and/or have their parole dates moved forward =~ - s ) . . . ,
records SLEE B r. ' , "three (66%) of the 136 experimental parolees did not report working -
% . without changes being noted in the pre-relecase file for scme : " ) ) .. . . -
or back, with El L - : during the first week of parole. This is not surprising when one
. ime. As a consequence, some parolees were passed by in the sslection E o . . R .
] - tame : nsequ ’ ST ] S v considers that only about one-fouxith of the parolees had a job
. ‘ process. Ugon making this discovery we polled all units in the : . . . . , - : )

. : © offer at release. R .
‘experimental regica on their releaseses since September 1, 1972; ' ) ) A ; .

42 expeximentals and 45 coqﬁrols had been missed. : o

’ " S : “"DID YOU ¥WORK LAST WEEK?: (asked of experimental group only

) . . . S . - o on financial report forms) -
’ - iregs as to the workings of the: records syatem showed . : - ' _ . . . ) R
- . Inquize & Y : i . _ Percent Reporting ;
: no- reason to believe that the errors were in any way systematic : . - . C . a R o | | |
. S . . R Total| Percent Total |(Pezrcent Total Total
: v : ) ’ . "Unit: in: | Number ' Numher '
{i.e., excludsd for any reason). However, to insure the representa— ) ) ) nits located in: jNumbe Number . _ Percent
) : - : & TS ’ < e 3 ; 214 - s 1
. Teyon .y e a . San Francisco ig 385 3¢ 64% 43 1005
eness of our samples we gathered all the kackground data on those ) . L ‘ == .
tiver > R ‘ - Oaklan 11 31 24 69 35 100
; : . - ) San Jose 6 20 24 80 30 100
. Ry ) -
i and then followed the same analytical steps as with the ; C 4 .
- missed an = ) ‘ - ‘ Santa Rosa 8 57 6. 43 14 . 100
: : ' . - os Salinas 3 33 .6 - ' .
selected groups. Seventeen basic variables were examined including e —— == _— &7 9 100 .
e . ‘ o . S ALL UNITS 46 342 90 66% 136 100%
~the following: ] , . e . . . _ . . ' ‘
. Age - . ) : . e
Race ) . . ’ ; .. ; .
Education . ’ ' LT | - These -jobs do not, by any means, produce a lot of money for
Family arrest history - T : : . T
: Drug use . - ' parolees. Nearly half could have received as much from DFA as they
Marital hictory - # . . ) . )
Occupatidn and work history L . ‘ - : did from thesir jobs. More specifically,-48% of all the experimental
Juvenile arrests and jail terms ’ . A . ‘ . . : : :
History of weapons use ) : . . , o ° . group reported making $100 or less base pay each week. At the .
Prison terms served - . - e _ » . — - ) i
. . - ' - . .
Base expectancy sccere ' : . . other end, only a little more than a quarter (28%) received
Emplovment and financial resources for release : . i )
= . : ' - .
L ; : ' - ' .- : $126 or more. | SR - c ‘
There were nc differences between those selected and those not X
gbnlected, thus although the samples ware not consecutive releasees,
- . SN
. : rEy
their randcmness and representativeness were intach, S ’ , . . :
- ‘ - ;:" . ' . . . “ . . . ]
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) * . c e . LN
L ’ v RN . *
A ' e Y .
‘ . R s . cen affer World War II and the need for adjustment or an " ima-
- FINDINGS: PAROLEE EXPERIENCES OF EXPERIMENTALS Boe R =E esd acelime
73 - KLY BASE PAY "WORKED LAST WEEK" ({aske experimentse - Css :
Y WEEKLY BASE PAY IF "W D LAST WEEK" (asked Of.e\perl“entdl e ’ tization" process hefore rejoining civilian society. Further
: group only) .
. . R o . : 1. N research might do well to explore this hypothesis.
. 80 or 1less | $81-100 [$101-125 | $125orMore [Rm&Board .- .a : arch might co weii w0 &% this hypothesi » ,
’ Total Per— [fotal Per-qTotal Per- | Total Per-|Total Per-fotal Total |[. . . . : . _ -
. Units No. cent | No. ceni No. cent No. cent| MNo. cent No. 1Percent:g v e S
. . v .
’ ME FROM RELEASE FIRST JOB* (experiment avol
S.F. 1 68 |- 5 2gsl 8 445 4 294 - _ 18 1002 Tldn.cROI‘Ru EASE TO FIRST JOB* (experimental pavolees)
) Oakland] 5 |45 2 18} 11 |10 3 27 -1 - 11} 100 : : S
San Jose 1 17 2 33 " - - 3 - 50 - - 6 100 ’ .
y Time Pericd : # of Parclees Pexr
S. Rosal 2 l2s 1} 13 1 ]ai3 3 36 | 1 | 2% 8| 100 | =L . a e sroent
inas| 2 |67 1} 331 - - . - - - |- 3 ‘ : Co : '
-Salinas, _< —_ —_ D a— —_— -3 w00 | 3 wesks or less : 58 . 43.6%
: : ’ : ‘ ' - 7. 3~6 weeks - 4 . 3.0 '
X 11 24% 1 244 .10 22% 13 2851t 1 | 2% - 26 00% s .-
: ALL UNITS S - . 1 _ 6-9 woeks 13 BRI
: - - e 9 weeks or more : 9 . 6.8
- o . ) ) _ R . A ) ne job reported ; . 45 36.8
. ] F*refers to pericd frem relcase through 20 davs. .
. Emplovment and Parole Cutcome - e L R ) . S
) . 2n examination of the employment recozrds of the experimental . i L . S . - .
sample over a longer period revealed that 58 found jcbs wiithin three . . ) S
weeks of their parole date, another 26 took more than three weeks . , ’ f A . .
‘and 49 had no jobs reported at the end of the initial 12-weak ’ o ' ’ o R - T ’
périod. Time to first emfloyment was not found to ke associated . ) ' - '
T with outcome--with all three sub~groups listed above showing a ’ )
‘figure of about 80 perceﬁt success over the siw-month parole )
. . ‘period. (See table on following page) ‘ ' : .- .

It seems apparent then that while the money was provided . .. ' ' ‘ ' ' . .
to serve as a bridge from prison to a job in the free world, R . .- ’
cressing that bridge can take a varying length of time. Scme men -u .-

‘can’ apparently move cuickly to a job and go on to a relatively. . o i, ) ] :
f - . Y -
B L 4 -
successful parole while others, perhaps not as ready for work, )
:1; take considerably longer, but have jﬁét as. much parole sucqesé. : ) - 2, . B , _ R ‘
I r,} e n . . < a‘ B
n?
One is reminded here of the gradual re-entry procrons for corvice- .
R ~80- "X o
~89~ ’ .
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