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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TheApurpose of the Misdemeanant Halfway House Performance
Prediction Project is to establish guidelines to assist the'
decision—makiﬁg personnel in determining which prospective parti-
cipant would be more likely to perform successfully and
which unsuccessfully in a halfway house.

The sample‘used in this analysis is a subsample of all court-
ordered and Detention Services initiated misdemeanants in 1975
through 1978. The total population of both types of misdemeanants
numbered 641. For this analysis, a subsample consists of cases wﬁich
terminated from a CCC during 1978, which numbered 168. These were
-chosen as the most recent and the most relevant for prediction.

Of these 168 cases, 14 had to be deleted because data ﬁas not
available. After the deletion of the 14 cases, data was collected
and analyzed on 154 cases.

Of the 154 cases in this sample, 64.3%(99) completcd Community
Correctional Center Programs successfully. 7.8%(12) had neutral
terminations (medical, transfer, death). There were 9.17%2(14)

VHR's and 18.8%(29) who terminated unsuccessfully.'

Misdemeanants in this st;dy were, on tHe average, between 20-
29 years of age, had some high school education, were single, “
and unemployed. The offender did not haveva known history of ex-
cessive alchohol use or drug abuse. He was most oftén charged with
some type of property offense (petit larceny for example), and had
no prior commitments or convicfions.. However, if he had a prior

con&iction, it had a high probability of being the same offense.
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Most misdemeanants were not incarcerated prior to seéntencing.
Of those that were, the mean length of stay in jail was 75 days.
Misdemeanants, on the average in 1978, spent approximately 83 days
in a Community Correctional Center. ,

Of the variables tested, Z were found to be statistically
significant (at the .05 level) in their reiationship to performangé
in the community center. These variables &ere "length of sentence
and "prior conviction for the same offense."

677% of misdemeanants participating in a halfway house program
could be correctly classified into groups of successes and failures
by.the use of discriminant analysis. The variable '"mnarcotic use"
was found to be the most important variable. The other wvariables
found to be of importance were: ‘number of times institutionalized,

employment status, occupational status, and violations of conditions

of release while on bond.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the Misdemeanant Halfway House Performance
Prediction Project is to establish guidelines to assisg the decision-
making personnel in determining which prospective participant '
would be more likely to perform successfully and which partici-
pant would be more likely to perform unsuccéssfully in a halfway
house. .

These individuals who make up the decision-making .personnel
are judges, classification and parole officers (C&P's), institutional
administrators, and members of the DC Parole Board. Currently each

of the individuals has his or her own method of classification.

‘This has led to a lack of consistency in the decision-making pro-

cess. For this reason, guidelines are essential to bring about a
sense of uniformity and equality in the deeision—making process.

An important element of this study is the imput of staff
and management. Prior to the beginning of this stud&, a qUestion—
naire was sent to the administrators of six Community Correctional
Centers (CCC) in the District of Columbia which asked them to
identify characteristics of prospective participants which would
lead either to succ;ssful or unsuccessful termination from a CCC
program (results are discussed later). It was felt that the decision-
makers should provide their input and guidance before any survey
had been implemented.

The guidelines developed through this project could act as a
resource that judges, C&P officers, admiﬁistrators, and members

of the Parole Board could use. By securing information



about a few characteristics of a prospective halfway house
participant, the decision-maker could determine if that in-
dividual fell into either good or poor risk categories.
Finally, we want the decision-makers to be aware of the
pur pose of this project so that they will view any guidelines
that are developed, to be used as a tool which will help make
their jobs easier, énd to encourage greater consistency among

the decision-makers. “

B. Bacgground
1. History of the Halfway House Program in the U.S.

Halfway Houses received their first trial in the United
States when New York, Pennsylvania and Massachusetts established
such facilities in the early part of the nineteenth century.

Their purpose was to provide shelter, food, clothing and assist
the ex-offender in Becuring employment after.release. Unfor-
tunately, halfway houses provoked a high level of public hostility

which forced the closing of these houses.

It was not until the 1950's that the halfway house movement

was revived. There were many problems facing the ex-offender
just released from a penal institution. So, the halfway house
approach was tried again and has remained in operation today. In

1964, the International Halfway House Assoclation was formed, and

‘since then, a multitude of community treatment centers have been

established across the nation.

While most halfway houses still serve the ex-offender, some

have been developed for treating specific problems such as
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abo{t a few cﬁaracteristics of a prospective halfway house
participant, the deciéion—maker could determine if that in-
dividual fell into either éood or poor risk categories. |
Finally, we want the decision-makers to be aware of the
pur pose of this project so that they will view any gﬁideliges
that are developed, to be useé as a tool which will help make
their jobs easier, and to encourage greater comnsistency among

the decision-makers.

Al

B. Background

1., History of the Halfway’House Program in the U.S.

‘ Halfway Houses received their first trial in the United
States when lew York, Pennsylvania and Massachusetts established
such facilities in the early part of the nineteentﬁ century.
Their purpose was to provide shelter, food, clothing and assist
the ex-offender in securing employment after release. Unfor-
tunately, halfway houses provoked a hiéh level of public hostilit&
which forced the closing of these houses. '

It was not until the 1950's that the halfway house movement
was revived., There were many problems facing the ex-offender
just released from a penal institution. So, the halfway house
approach was tried again and has remained in operation today. 'In
1964, the International Halfway House Association was forﬁed, aﬁd
since then, a mpltitude of comﬁunity treatment centers have been
established across the nation.

While most halfway houses still serve the ex-offender, some

have been developed for treating specific problems such as




alcoholism, drug abusé, rhnaway youth, and ba;tered wives.

In the past few years, there has been a growing interest in
community-based correctional programs. . In these types of prégrams,
offenders can live and work in the community while fesiaing in the
house as an alternative to incarceration.

The halfway house of the past helpéd the ex-con only after
being relgased from the institution, as-a bridge from the restric-
tiveness of institutional life to freedom. With the aid of the
balfway house, the offender is reconditioned to enter the "outside
world." The offender, who is about to complete serving his
'sengence is sent to a halfway house for this‘transition period.

It is here where he will terminate his sentece or be paroled.

Corrections is moving increasgingly away from traditional
methods of confinement, and community-based programs are being
utilized in numerous ways as appropriate alternaﬁives. Courts
are now using the option to sentence offenders to serve their
sentgnces. in a halfway house. Work release programs in which‘the
offender lives in the house but works in the community have escaiated
across the nation. Today it is felt that "the best opportun- |
ity for successful integration or;reintegration exists if fhe

offender is able to live in the communtiy,."1

2. BRackground for this Study

A major goal in éonductigg this study is tb.provide court
personnel, C&P officers, and other decision-makers with specific
information about the types of misdemeanants who succéed or fail

in a Community Correctional Center (CCC) setting.
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There are two distinct sets of sentenced misdemeanant; in
halfway houses: The court-ordered misdemeanants (c/m) are those
misdemeanants sentenced by a judge into a halfway house. The
other type is comprised of jailed-misdemeanants (j/m}. This type
has been sentemnced by a judge into an institution, recommended
for work-release by the C&P officer, and approved by the Chief
of Community Correctional Center§ and a judge. Once approved,

the offender is then transfered from th: detention institution

I3

into a halfway house where he resides until his senteqce is ter-
minated or he is paroled.
The addition of specific information on each misdemeanant

‘can be used as an aid to the decision-makers when considering

if the offender should be placed into'a halfway house. The more
information that is utilized by the decision—makers, thé more
accurate their decision will be concerning which potential half-
way house participants will perform best in a halfway house setting.

Table 1: Percent of Unacceptabie Terminations of
Community Correctional Centers by Source of Referral

Fiscal Year c/m j/m
1976 : 40% 51%
1977 , 46% 25
1978 : 33.8% 30%

As table 1 indicates, j/m did better in 1977 and 1978 but,
in 1976, c/m did better (40% compared to 51%). In fact, in 1976,
more than half of the j/m failed (51%) either through new arrest,

escape, or violation of house rules (VHR). The table also shows
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the differences between the two groups for 1976 was 11% and, for
1977, the difference was 21%. Finally, in 1978, the difference
between the two was very slight (3.8%). The years of 1976 and
1977 demonstrate the lack of consistency among the decision-makers.
Hopefully, with the aid of guidelines developed from this study,
the percent of unsuccessful terminations will decrease and a greater
uniformity of policy can be reached,

"Classification guidelines" ;re not new as an effort to
guide decision-makers to make classification decisions more easily
and consistently. Past studies attempted to classify offenders
into- categories utilizing statistics from past experiences.  With
the aid of thesestatistics, assessments were made to determine
characteristics that could be related to successful completion of
a correctional program.

A pioneering study of this type was performed by Ernest
Burgess in 1928, His goal was to establish criteria for predicting
which offenders would be good or bad visks for parole. The scdres
were based on 20 to 30 variables; the highest success scores might
be over 20, the lowest possible score was 0. He then created a
range of numbers which would be con;idered a good risk for. partici-
pants. In the study, 16-21 was cﬁoéen as the good risk range.
Those offenders who fell within the 16;21.range had a violation
_rate ofL.5%.2

Another type of élassificatioh technique was aﬁ application
of discriminant function analysis called the "Base Expectancy
Method" developed by Leslie Wilkins in 1958. 1In this method,

informati-n was abstracted from files. This information was used
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tc categorize parolees "as of the time they bsgan their insti-
tutional terms." TUsing multiple correlational analysis, a scoriag
system was calculated, and the parole violation rates for each
score category were determined. The term "base expectancy" refers
to their expected group violation rate when first admitted.

Both Burgess and Wilkins have shown that scientific
analysis of past performance of correctional programs can be use-
ful for establishing new policy or guidelines. Similarily, this
study attempts to gather historical data that may be useful for
p:edicting successful and unsuccessful misdémeanant halfway
Lhouse participants.

Once the predictive variables have been discovered througﬁ
this research and follow-up studies, guidelines can be formulated.
that will accurately assist decision-makers in their daily tasks.
Gf all the decision-makers involved in determining who should
participate in the Department of Corrections CCC program use the
new guidelines, more equitable and consistent decisions will be

realized.



'PROCEDURE

The study began with a‘literature review o
performed on classification. From these prior
groundwork was laid on how this study would be

One major aspect of this study is the util
and management from the department. As a first
CCC administrators were sent a questionnaire wh
(in their opiﬁionl for six characteristics that
successful completion of a CCC program and, for

tics that lead to an unsuccessful completion of

‘The results of the questionaires were tabulated’

in tables 1A and 1B. From their input and the
variables (31 in all) were selected.
TABLE l1A: Characteristics of misdemeénant
possessed before entering a CCC program th
to lead to a successful termination.
TRAILIT
a. strong family / community ties
b. good job skills
c. mno prior / current drug history
d. poéitive attitude
e. no prior / current alcohol history

f. mno indication of mental illness or
severe physical problems

g. no prior criminal record or few arrests
h. no prior parole or probation violations
i. education level

j. no record of past institutional escapes

k. good program performance at Lorton

. A Uy
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£ ﬁast studies
studies, the
accomﬁlished.

ization of staff
step in this study,
ich.asked

lead Eo a

six characteris-

a CCC program.

and are presented

prior studies, the

s which he/she
at are likely
RATING

25

25

24

23

22

22
20
18
17
17

16



TABLE 1B: Characteristics of misdemeanants which he/she
possessed before entering a CCC program that are likely
to lead to an unsuccessful termination.

TRAIT RATING
a. prior / current drug history | 25,
b. poor job skills 24
c. prior / current alcohol history 23
d. prior cr;minal record ) ' 23
e. bad attitude 22
f. poor family [/ community ties ' 22
g. record of past institutional escapes 22
‘h. indication of mental illness 21
i. physical / medical problems 21
j. prior probation or parole violation 20

The sample used in this analysis is a subsample of all cour%-
ordered and Detention Services initiated misdemeanants in 1975
through 1978, The total population of both typés of misdemeanants
numbered 641. For this analysis a subéample was éelectédvfrom
the sample population. The subsample consists of cases which
terminated from a CCC during 1978, which numbered 168. These
were chosen as the most recent and the most relevant for‘predic—
tion. Of these 168 cases, 14 had to be deletéd because data was
not available. After the deletion of the 14 cases, data was collected

and analyzed on 154 cases.

There are a couple of reasons why a subsample was selected
for this analysis. First, because of the lack of staff availa-

bility, a time limifdation had to be imposed in order to complete
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tte preliminary-project. The réasggﬁfor selecting only the 1978
casés Was‘to cut down the éample size 56 that a‘preliminary
analysis could be performed within a reasonable time frame. Also,
the 1978 cases are the most recent cases; hence, these cases take
intc consideration any judicial or departmental policies that had
been changéd which would effect the composition of the population.

‘'The sample was obtained by using the inéctive cases on file
from the D.C. Department of.Cor£ections Record Office of Community
Services. Manually, each case (1975 to 1978) was recorded in
alphabetical order from the Record Office files.

The third aspect of this study was the data collection. The
‘data was collected in three different places. First, the initial
search began collecting the sample from the Records Office of
Community Service. From their files, data was collecteﬁ for some
of the variables. The second place that data was collected from
was the Correctional Record Informatioﬁ System (CRISYS) which is
the Distrdict of Coluﬁbia's computerized system of correctioﬁal
information. From this computer system, historical data was collected
on each case. The last source of information ﬁas Pretrial Services.
By gding through their manual files, more data was collected.

The data was then keypunched and analyzed-using éPSé (Statis-~
tical Package for the Social Sciences) programs, to obtain .
. crosstabulations and discriminant analysis from an IBM 360/370

computer system of the Metropolitan Police Department.
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FINDINGS

a

A. Characteristics of the Participants N

Some descriptive characteristics of the sampled misdemeanants

are presented below.

TABLE 2: Education Levels of Misdemeanants

' ° Some Col.
Elem. Jr.High Sr.High H.S.Grad College Grad Toral

3.9(6) 16.3(25) 37.2 (57) 34.6(53) 6.5(10) 1.3(2) 100.0(153)
*missing observations-1 o .

As table 2 indicates, the majority are in the high school range
"(37.2% and 34.6%) and, almost half of the sampie graduated high
school or completed General Educational Development (G.E.D.)

requirements (42.47%).

TABLE 3: Age Distribution of Misdemeanants

20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 " 45-53 Tofal
26.3 26.3 23.7 15.1 4.6 3.9 100.0
(40) (40) (36) (23) (7). (6) (152)
*missing observations-2

As table 3 indicates, most of the misdemeanants are 29 years

old or younger (52.6%).

TABLE 4: . Drug History of Misdemeanants

nonuser user other total
57.2 29.2 13.6 100.0
- (88) (45) (21) (154)

As table 4 indicate%, most of the misdemeanants in this study
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are noa-users of drugs (57.1%). The number of non-users is about

twice that of the users.

TABLE 5: Charge Distribution of Misdemeanants

crimes - crimes morals & public

against against decency order
persons property offenses offenses neutral total
5.8 46.1 22.9 23.3 1.9 1100.0
(9) - (71) (35) ‘ (36) (3) (154)

Table 5 indicates that the largest-category of crimes committed
by .misdemeanants are crimes against property (46.1%Z). In the study,
it was found that the most common conviction was for a charge of

petit larceny (28.6% or 44/154).

. TABLE 6: Alcohol History of Misdemeanants

nonuser user Alcoholic unknown total
52.7 32.4 1.9 13.0 100.0
(81)  (50) (3) (20) (154)

Table 6 indicates that the majority of misdemeanants in this
sample were non-users of alcohol (52.7%). The table also shows

that for 13.0% of the sample, nothing was known as to alchohol

histofy.
TABLE 7: Marital Status of Misdemeanants
single married divorced separated widow unknown total
63.1 22.0 4,6 8.4 .o 1.3 0.6 100.0
(97) (34) 7) _ (13) (2) (1) (154)

Tapble 7 indicates that the vast majority of the misdemeanants
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in this analysis are single (63.1%Z). The next largest category

is the married group (22.0%).

TABLE 8: Prior Jail Cnmmitménts of Misdemeanants

o 1 2 3 4 5 & 71  8orMore  total
14.9 15.6 7.1 9.1 7.8 4.5 5.8 3.9  31.2 100.0

(23) (24) Q1) A4 A2) () (9 (6) (48) (154)

+

Table 8 indicates that, of the misdemeanants in‘this analysis,
31.2% had 8 or more prior jail commitments. The next two largest
groﬁpé are zero priors (14.9%). and one prior (15.6%). There tends
‘to be a drop after the first commitment until one reaches eight

oY more.

TABLE.9: Prior Convictions of Misdemeanants
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8orMore ~ total
28.6 24.0 15.6 9.1 6.5 6.5 1.9 2.6 5.2 100.0
(44) (37) (24) @Q4) (10) (10) (3) (&) (8) (154)

As table 9 indicates, most of the misdemeanants had either -

zero convictions (28.6%) or only one prior comviction (24.0%).

TABLE 10: Prior Sentences to Incarceration of Misdemeanants

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8orMore total
48.1 22.7 12.3 4.5 3.9 3.9 2,6 0.0 1.9 100.0
(74) (35) @9) (7) (6) (6) (4) (0) (3) (154)

Table 10 indicates that almost half of the misdemeanants had
no prior prison sentence (48.1%). From 2 through 8 or more, theéere

is a steady decrease in prior prison sentences.

ey O 0 A S PSPPI SO Tt oo T SRR by
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TABLE 11: Percent of Misdemeants with
Prior Conviction for Same Offense

yes no . total
37.0 63.0 100.0

(57) (97) (154)

- Table 11 shows that the majority of misdemeanants in this
study had not been convicted of the same offense before (63.0%).
O0f the 71.1%Z of misdemeanants who had a prior conviction, 49%

had beesn convicted of the same offense.

TABLE 12: Living Arrangements of Misdemeanants

other '
parents spouse family alone friend total
32.5 14.3 22.1 13.6 17.5 100.0
(50) (22) (34) (21) (27) (154)

Table 12 indicates that 32.57% lived‘with their parents.
Included in this category are those offenders Who.were married but,
lived in a parent's home. The next hiéhest category is living
with "other family" (22.1%). "Living with spouse" (14.3%) and

"living alone" (13.67%) were the two smallest categories.

TABLE 13: Time Spent Incarcerated Prior to Sentencing
(in months)

0 1l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8orMore total
57.1 8.4 11.0 13.6 3.2 2.6 1.3 1.3 1.3 100.0
(88) (13)@7) (21) (5) (&) (2) (2 (2) (154)

Table 13 indicates that the majority of misdemeanants in this

sfudy had no incarceration time prior to sentencing (57.1%).
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0f the 32.97 that were incarcerated pfior to sehtencing, the average

length of stay was 75 days.

TABLE 14: Percent of Misdemeanants by Type of Original Commitment

CCC jailed total
81.8 18.2 100.0
(126) (28) (154)

As table 14 indicates,; the vast majority of misdemeanants
in this study were court-ordered directly into a CCC (81.8%).
There were four times as many court-ordered misdemeanants as

‘misdemeanants first sentenced to jail and then released to a CCC.

TABLE 15: Sentence Length of Misdemeanants

less 90 90-180 180-270 270-365 over lyr total

26.6 14.3 29.2 8.4 21.4 100.0
(41) *(22) (45) (13) (33) (154)

Table 15 indicates that the typical misdemeanant from this
study is sentenced 180-270 days (29.2%). The next most common

category is for those sentenced 90 days or less (26.6%).

TABLE 16: Time Spent in a CCC Program by Misdemeanants

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 total

20.8 22.1 21.4 11.7 11.7 6.5 5.8 100.0
(32) (34) (33) (18) (18) (10) (9) (154)
Table 16 indicates that the majority of misdemeanants spend
approximately 1 to 3 months in a CCC program (64.3%Z). After the
third month there is a gradual decrease. The averagé length of

stay in a CCC program was 83 days.
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TABLE 17: Lensth of Employment Prior to Arrest of Misdemeanahts

not not '
employed employed employed employed employed employed employed
" 3 momns less less 1-6 6~12 1-2 2 yrs
unknown or more 3 mons 1l mon mons mons VIS and more total
0.6 42,2 14.3 6.5 4.5 6.5 8.4 16.9 100.0
(1) (65) (22) (10) (7) (10) (13) (26) (154)

The results from table 17 iﬂdicate‘that the majority of mis-
demeanants in this study were unemployed (56.5%) and oniy.16.9% had
been employed for 2 years or more.

In summary, one could describe a pricai nisdemeanant from
!the above analysis as follows:

1. He would be between the ages of 20-29, have some high school
education, be unemployed, single, and living with his parents. He
would not have a known history of eithef drugs or alchohol abuse.
2., He would most likely be charged with somé type of property
"offense, for example, petit larceny. |

3. There were no particular characteristic number of.pfior cdﬁmit—
ments. He would have had few if any prior convictions (O or 1) or,
if he - had been convicted, there was a high probability that it was
for the same offense. He would not previously have spent any time
in prison under a sentence of incarceration.

4; From the period of arrest to sentence, he could expect not to
be incarcerated but, if he was, he would spend, on the average, 75
days in jail. He could expect t; spend approximately 83 days in

a CCC program.
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B. CCC MISDEMEANANT PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

As mentioned in the Procedure section of this analysis, two
different approaches were used to test the variables statistieally;
crosstabulation and discriminant analysis. In this section of

t

"findings," these two statistical functions will be discussed.

A. Crosstabulation : )

The crosstabulations were derived by using termination reason
as the Jdependent variable, and testing it against twenty-seven

.independent variables. The categories- for termination reason are:

1. paroled

2. expiration

3. neutral (transfer, medical, death)
4. VHR (violation of house rules)

5. escape

6. arrest on new charge

These six categories were recoded into -four categories:

1. success (paroled and expiration)
. mneutral

. VHR

. failures (escape and arrest)

S W

The decisicon rule chosen for this analysis was the significance
‘level of .05. Presented below are the two crosstabulations that

met the qualification of the decision rule.-
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TABLE 18: Termination Reason by Length of Sentence

success neutral VHR failures total
. % Rawi# % Raw# % Rawi# % Raw# %2 - Raw#
less 90 days68.3 28 0.0 0 12.2 5 19.5 8 100.0 41
" 90-180 72.7 16 9.1 2 9.1 2 9.1 2 100.0 22
180-270 64.4 29 2.2 1 6.7 3 26.7 12 100.0 45
270-365 46.2 6 23.1 3 k23.l 3 7.7 1 100.0 13
over 365 60.6 20 18.2 6 3:0 1 18.2 6 100.0 33
Chi Square=22.889 ' significance=0.028

Table 18 indicates that those misdemeanants who are sentenced.
.9d—180 days have a better success rate than any other group (72;7%).
.Those sentenced to less than 90 days had a success réte of 68.3%.
The misdemeanants in the 180-270 day category had the highest
proportion of failures t26.7%). Overall,'all the categéries of
sentences were in a narrow range (+/- 127%) except for those in the
270-365 days group. This group had thé lowest sﬁcceSS'rate'(46.22)
"buty it also had the lowest failure rate (7.7%). This was fhe |
smallest group (13 members) and had the highest proportion of

neutral terminations (23.1%).

TAELE 19; Termination Reason by Prior Conviction for the Same Offense

success neutral VHR failures total
Z Raw# %Z Raw# Z Raw# % Raw# % Raw#
yes 49.1. 28 12.3 7 10.5 6 28.1 16 100.0 57
no 73.2 71 5.2 5 8.2, 8 13.4 13 100.0 97
Chi Square=9.883 k : significance=0.020

Table 19 indicates that those misdemeanants, who had no prior

convictions for the same offense, had the better success rate



(73.2%). Also,

(13.4%).
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those in this category had the lower failure rate

Misdemeanants who had a prior conviction for the same

offense had a proportion of failures twice that of those with no

similar prior convictions (28.1% compared to 13.4%).

The crosstabulations which follow include variables which

were selected by the administrators of the Community Correctional

Centers to characterize a successful or unsuccessful participant

in a CCC program,

istrators were:

The factors most commonly cited by the admin-

successful terminations

a. mnonuse of narcotics
b. good family ties
c. good employment

unsuccessful terminations

a. prior history of drugs
b. poor job skills
c. prior / current alchohol history

Termination Reason by Narcotic Use

1.

2.

TABLE 20:
success
% Raw#
nonuser 70.5 62
user 58.2 32
unknown 71.4 15

Chi Square=6.1

Table 20 indicates that the unknown and nonusers

well in a CCC program (71.4% and 70.5%).

neutral VHR failures - total
Rawi % Raw# 7 Raw# % Raw#
0 7 8.0 7 13.6 12 le0.0 88
7.3 4 10.9 6 23.6 13 '100.0 55
4.8 1 4.8 1 19.0 _ 4 100.0 21

significance=0.5

perform

Those with the highest

proportion of failures were the known user group, with a percentage

of 23.6%.

The nonuser category had the lowest proportion of

failures with a percentage of 13.6%. In general, the administrators'
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expected pattern was found. It just didn't reach statistical

significance.

TABLE 21: Termination Reason by Living Arrangements
success neutral VHR ‘failures total
%z Rawi % Raw# Z Raw# % Rawi# %Z Raw#
parents 64.0 1 12.0 6 8.0 4 16.0 8 100.0 50
spouse 63.6 14 4.5 1 9.1 2 22.7 5 100.0 22

other family 67.6 23 0.0 0 14.7 5 17.6 6 - 100.0 34

alone 57.1 12 19.0 4 4.8 1 19.0 4 100.0 21
friend . . 66.7 18 3.7 1 7.4 2 22.2 6 100.0 27
Chi Square=10.671 ' .~ gignificance=0.557

Table 21 indicates that all groups succeed about the same
(only 10% difference from the highest to lowest group). The gfoup
that had’ the best success rate was made up of those living with
other family (67.6%). Living alone was found to be the least
likely to result in a successful termination (57.1%). When
discussing the failures, all the groups did about the same (within
a 6% margin). The groups which had the higher proportion failing
included those that lived with their spouses or with a friehd
(22.7% aﬁd 22.27% respectively). The administrators' suggestions
was not very clearly born out here. Perhaps, "prior living arrang-

-ements" is not a suitable measure of strength of family ties.
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TABLE 22: Termination Reason by Length of Employment Pribr to Arrest

success " neutral VHR fajilures total

% Rawi % Raw# % Raw# % Raw# % Raw#

‘unknown  100.0 1 0.0 © 0.0 0 0.0 0 100.0 1
unemployed 61.5 40 12.3 8 9.2 6 16.9 11 100.0 - 65
less 3 mons

and more
unemployed 63.6 14 9.1 2 13.6 3 13.6 3 100.0 22
less 3 mons .

employed = 50.0 5 0.0 0 20.0 2 30.0 3 °100.0 10
less 1 mon '
employed 42.9 3 0.0 0 0.0 0 57.1 4. 100.0 7
1-6 mons - '

employed 60.0 6 0.0 © 0.0 0 40.0 4 100.0 10
6-12 mons

employed 76.9 10 0.0 O 7.7 1 15.4 2 100.0 13
1-2 yrs

employed 76.9 20 7.7 2 7.7 2 7.7 2 100.0 26
2 yrs & ’

more

Chi Square=21,488 ’ significance=0.42§

Table 22 indicates that those who had employment for one
year or more had the best success rate (76.9%Z). All the groups
reached-a success rate of at least 50%. The group which had the
highest unsuccessful rate were those employed 1-6 months (57.1%)
followed by éhose employed 6-12 months (40.0%). Employmeﬁt, or
the lack thereof, seems to havevlittle impact unless the person-

was continuously employed for at least one year.
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TABLE 23: Termination Reason by Occupation

success neutral VHR failures total

" %Z Raw# Z Rawf % Raw# % Rawi % Raw#
unemployed . 63.1 41 10.8 7 10.8 7 -15.4 10 100.0 65
professional?5.0 3 0.0 0 0.0 0 25.0 1 100.0 4
clerical 55.6 5 1.1 1 0.0 0 33.3 3 100.0  9
service 65.1 28 4.7 2 11.6 5 18.6 8 100.0 43
‘benchwork 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 100.0 1 100.0 1
structure 45.5 5 g.1 1 0.0 0 45.5 5 100.0 11
misc. .. 81.0 17 4.8 1 9.5 2 4.8 1 100.0 21

‘Chi Square=18.552 _ significance=0.419

Table 23 indicates that the group with the highest proportion

of successes is the miscellaneous group (81.0%). Those few in

professional jobs (4) had a success rate of 75.0%. Structural

workers had the lowest success rate (45.5%), and had the highest

proportion of unsuccessful terminations (45.5%). The uhemplqyed

had an unsuccessful rate of 15.4%. This would suggest that the
administrators were, -at best, partially correct. However, the

results here suggest that unemployment (prior to conviction) is

mocre conducive to success than empldyment'in construction (structural)

or clerical jobs. Similar kinds of results have been found in

the Department's routine monitoring of CCC terminations.
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TABLE 23: Termiﬁutioh Reason by Alcohol Use _
success’ neutral VHR failures total
w4 Raw# % Raw# Z Raw# % Rawi % Raw#
63.0 51 11.1 9 6.2 5 19.8 16 100.0 81
63.4 0 26 4.9 2 12.2 5 19.5 8 100.0 41
55.6 5 0.0 0 33.3 3 11.1 1 100.0 9
66.7 2 6.0 0 33.3 1 0.0 o iovoc.o 3
75.0 15 5.0 1 0.0 0 20.0 4 100.0 20

Table 23 indicates that the "unknown" group had the best

success rate (75.0%). TUnfortunately, wé had no way to find out

the status of these individuals. The known alcdéholics: were the

next best group, with 'a success rate of 66.7% but, the small

size of this group precludes any firm conclusions. It should be

noted that all of the groups had a success rate over 55.0%.

Alcohol uge then, was of little use by itself as a performance

predictor.

Presented below is a crosstabulation to see if court initiated

or corrections initiated misdemeanants performed any better.

court

corrections

TABLE 24: Termination Reason by Referral Source
success neutral VHR failures total i
Z Raw# Z Raw# % Raw# 7 Rawi# %z Raw#
64.3 81 8.7 11 8.7 11 18.3 23 100.0 126
64.3 18 3.6 1 i10.7 3 21.4 6 100.0 28
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Table 24 indicates that the success rgte is the same fo;
bothrtypes (64.3%). The failure rate is also about fhe same
(only a 3.17% difference). Note that the Department 6f Corfections
can osnly initiate a CCC placement after the courts have rejected
.that altermative. The courts have presumably taken the best risks

already.

B. Predicting In-Program Performance of Misdemeanants Using
Discriminant Analysis :

Discriminant analysis is a process that distinquishes between
two or more groups mathematically. For distinquishing ptirposes,
the researcher selects a number of discriminating variables that
measure characteristics on which the groups differ. The objective
is to discriminate between the groups (tell them apart) using
statistical analysis. By taking eéch of thgse variables and
mathematically combining them, we hope to find a’single dimension
on which one group (successes) 1is ét one end, and the other group
(failures) is at the other. Once knowing how each variable corres-
~ponds to each group, one is then able to predict performance using
the variables as the tool.

For purposes of this phase of analysis, each variable was

dichotomized. Termination reasons were recoded as follows:

a. paroled and expiration=success

b. VHR, escape, new arrest=failures

c. mneutrals were left out of the analysis or
considered the "ungrouped cases."
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By using the discriminant formula, we were able to come up
with the five most important variables to be used for predicting
success and failures. These variables are:

1. narcotic use .

2. enployment status

3. occupational status

4. number of times institutionalized

5. wviolations of conditions of release while on bond

- As far as importance is concerned, narcotic use was found

statistically to be more important than the others, in fact, twice
agimportant as the least important variable of violations of condi-
tions of release while on bond. The other three variables were
relatively equivalent to each other in importance.

Presented in table 25 are the results of the attempt to pre-
dicting successes and/or failures using the discriminant function

developed here.

TABLE 25: Results of Predicting Successes and
Failures using Discriminant Analysis

Actual Group

failures success ungrouped
predicted group membership y4 Rawd % Raw# % Rawi
Predicted Failures 67.4 29 33.3 33 41.7 5

Predicted Successes 32.6 14 66.7 65 58.3 7

PERCENT OF "GROUPED" CASES CORRECTLY CLASSIFIED: 66.9%

Table 25 shows that using the five variables discussed, there
is a 67.4% probability of correctiy predicting failures and, there 1is
a 66.7%Z probability of correctly predicting successes. The table
also indicates an overall 66.9% probability of correctly classifying

the offenders.
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DISCUSSION

The creation of a clear and effective set ¢©f criteria for
decision-makers to utilize in deciding on placement of misdéemeanants
for CCC programs, has not been satisfacforily accomplished. Of
the different variables that were tested, only two (length of
sentence and prior conviction for the same offense) turned out to
be statistically significant at the .05 level in their relation=-
ship tc program outcome. |

The findings of this study did, however,'result‘in some
relevant conclusions. One major finding is that the wvariables,
which were selected by the administrators as leading to successful
or unsuccessful terminations, were found to have a notably
stronger predictive ability than many other variables tested.

Four of the five variables that came out of the discriminant func-
tion analysis were those suggested by operation's staff.

The discriminant analysis technique was able to correctly
predict an individual's CCC performance only 67% of fhe time. It
is hoped that with the addition of tﬁe rest of the sample, the
predictability of the discriminating .variables will increase.

Thé problems which may have ;esulped in the less. than satis-
factory results include: 1) The sample size. Individual cells.in
the crosstabulations qften contained categories with only a few
cases. One cannot come up with concrete conclusions on analysis
performed on a small number of cases. This study is a preliminary
study of the total population which will consist of 641 cases..

With .the addition of 487 cases, it is felt that the results will
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be more effective in creating criteria for predicting participants
performance in the CCC programs.

2) Another problem with the findings was the failure to intro—k
duce control variables. Usually, there egists an indirect causal
relationship among different variables. By using control wvariables,
one could be able to determine if there aré other factors that lead
to the dependent variable (termination reason).

35 To determine the causal relationships {direct or indirect),
it is suggested that path analysis may be useful in providing
further insights into the relationships between the variables.
However, in this data, first order correlations among the variables
were nearly non-existent hence, path analysis could be noneffective.
With the addition of the other cases, the correlations should im-
prove. This would allow the application of path analysis.

4) A fourth problem that could be a factor which led to the
results is the inadequate representation of concepts by the measures
used here. An example of this isf The Community Correctional
Center Administrators rated "strong family ties" as the most im-
portant characteristic leading to a successful completion of a
- CccC program. In this study, family ties were measured by thé
"Living Arrangements'" of the misdemeanants. . This variable may not.
be a good indicétor of "family ties" as defined by the Administrators.

5) A fifth problem that was found was inconsistencies in the
data, The way that the coding scheme, used by the ﬁepartment of
Corrections in their CRYSIS system, is set up, presented some problems,

An example of this is the high percentageé of "unknowns" for the
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varisbles of drug and alcohol use. Another example is the cate-
gories that are used for occupation. The distinctions between
them are not always clear to those doing the coding, This results
in miscodings and heavy utilization of the "miscellaneous" code.

Burgess's study, in 1928, found that with 21 variables, those
with success scores of 16~21 had a violation rate of only 1.5 per=-
cent, while those with scores of four or less had a violation rate
of 76%. When he did the study using many different variables in
scoring, most cases fell into score groups néar the violation rate.
This is similar to what happened in this study. A blingd guess that
a misdemeanant will succeed in the CCC program will be right 64%
of the time. The discriminant function developed here Would‘only
improve that result by two percentage points. Of course a.blind
guess that a participant would fail would be'correct only 367 of
the time; whereas, using the method developed here, one would be
correct over 67% of the time. O0f course, no exferienced decision
maker is making "blind guesses."

To conclude, this author wishes to point out that although
there were problems which arose during the performance of this study,
more work should be done for the purpose of éetting up criteria which
could be used as guidelines for release decisioné. The idea of
using background characteristics is an old idea, but still effec-
Pive. Work is needed to fiwvd out which variables are most effec-
tive as predictive aids.

It should also be stressed that statistical classification

techniques should never be thought of as a "cure-all" way for

deciding who shall enter a CCC program. This decision must'always

-
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rest ir the hands of the decision-makers. What is suggested is that
with statistical guidelines for classification, decision-makeers
can have a resource which would aid them in arriving at the best

decisicn. !
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