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FOREWORD

In the history of science it is well established that each major gain
in knowledge provides conceptual and informational resources with which the
next advances can be made. The last published landmark in surveying the

evaluation of corrections was Lipton, Martinson and Wilksfxihe Effectiveness

of Correctional Treatment (1975). That book's impact, howéver, seems to have
been predominantly negative. Its implication that "nothing works'" discouraged
many persons in both practice and researchkfrom trying either to reform offen-
ders ‘or to enhance our knowledge on this subj;ct.

N;w Louis Genevie, Eva Margolies and Gregory Muhlin have used innova-

tive methods and diligence to move us forward to a new landmark. Their analy-

sis of Trends in the Effectiveness of Correctional Intervention should be

tremendouslykConstructive in its influence. It demonstrates tha; some correc-
tional prggtices indeed work, ofte; those which are least costly, and some-
timeé&, those that are traditional rather than new. Furthermore, its data show
that certain types of reformative endeavor, especially those relying almost
exclusively on talk to reduce recidivism of advanced offenders, frequently
have a negative impact and increase post-treatment crime rates. |

Although their survey will also not be "the last word" forever, further

progress may long require that this work be studied carefully. They not only

provide new answers, but they evoke important questiomns.. The most important,

I A

in my opinion, is: What additional types of data not generally available in

studies thus far would significantly modify their conclusions? To answer ‘this

f

question well we must first know what kind of theory would markedly advance

our understanding of correctional effectiveness and its achievement.
}

i
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.cords than the probationers probably explains their higher recidlv1sm rate.
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A useful general theory on the causes of all crime or of ail recidivism
is no more likely in criminology. than is a general theory for all ailments in
medicine. What can be developed instead, from considerable groundwork already
completed are verifiable theories on various types of offenders or aspects
of crime and recidivism. Such theories are most 11kely to be valid if they
are deduced from widely confirmed general principles of the behavioral sciences.
But successful application of these theories to recidivism reduction also re-
quires some familiarity with the usual adninistration of corrections, as well
as common Sense.

A basic principle in the psychology of learning (called "The Law of Ef- .
fect" by Thorndike and a law of reinforcement by Skinmer) is that behavior
which proves gratifying tends to be repeated in circumstances like those in i
which it was gratifying. A second principle (especially identified with Skin- | %
ner) is that when such behavior is suppressed by punishment, it will probably i
recur whenever the punishment ceases Or can be tolerated unless, in the mean-
time, alternative conduct proves as gratifying.

" ?The implication of these‘principles for correction is simply that those
who have had much success in lawbreaking and 1ittle in legitimate pursuits re-
quire both prolonged rémoval from crime and appreciable success in legitimate

conduct to alter their recidivism rates greatly. The fact that the juveni}e

parolees in this survey had much more extemsive prior crime and narcotics re-

The contrast in prior record between adult parolees and probationers was less
pronounced, which may account for their more similar outcomes under supervi-
sion. However, we can infer from relevant theory and research that the incar-
ceration experience that makes parolees differ from probationers may enhance

the recidivism of some parolees and reduce that of others.

.oxl

In Beyond Probation, a study by Charles Murray and Louis Cox published

I

too recently to be included in this survey, a distinctive index of recidivism
reduction was used. The subgects were male delinquents in Chicago who aver-
aged eight prior errests. When the impacts of various types of penalties

given them were evaluated by a one-year followup, about the same 20 percent
nonarrest rate was found for each type of punishment. However, the researchers

also calculated what they call the suppression rate for each offender, defined

as the percentage reduction in his arrests as determined by compagéng his total
arrests during hls last year of freedom before the penalty to his number of
arrests during a one-year followup period. This index of success varied di-
rectly with the length of the offender's incarceration or other temoval from
the Chicago area;“there was least suppression of lawbreaking for those released
on probation to the neighborhoods of thEII prior delinquency.

This study by Murray and Cox has been criticized, but I believe that

the authors answer their critics well. 1Its conclusions are comsistent with

those of several other followups of advanced offenders, as well as with the

. elementary psychological principles stated above, on behavior which proves

gratifying tending to be repeated. Especially comparable is Ted Palmer's
finding on enculturated and manipulative delinquents: They had lower recidi-
vism rates both during parole and in a fout—year postparole followup if tney
were confined for an average of about eight months instead of being paroled
in about a month to intensive supervision. However, he found the reverse was
ttue of so—called neurotic delinquents, those with appreciable ties with non-
criminals., (These crucial differences for contrasting types of offenders and
the postparcle confirmation of this study's parole-period results are ignored

in Lerman g 1975 critique.) A penal confinement adds proportionately less a

criminalization to youths who already have long arrest records than to those

i
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with less prior enculturation in crime. Also, there is apparently a decrimin-

alizing effect from interrupting runs of success at crime; this may often re-

. .quire removal of advanced offenders from the settings dﬁ‘their delinquent life-
T

styles. Cn theipther hand, the mere threat of confineméﬂivgéems to stop crime
by youths withkless prior lawbreaking success and more bonés with conventional
persons. |

These conclusions on contrasting impacts of correctional confinement
according to prior delinquent enculturation might also be derived from the
fundamental princifle of sociology and anthropology (which I call "The Law of
Sociocultural Relativity'") that social separation causes cultural differentia-
tion. This tenet accounts not only for the variety of languages and customsA
in the world, but also for delinquent and criminal suBcultures. Thus, future
research should be designed to test hypotheseg from elementary behavioral
science on the probable different impacts of correctional treatments on of-
fenders who contrast on theoretically relevant variables.

A gecond lesson from elémentary theoryf{and common sense) is that ény

training or other potentially influential intervention can be effective only

" .4if it is extensive enough to counter the prior experience of offenders. Thus,

in a study not included in this volume because it fdcused on cost-effective-
ness rather than recidivism, economist Gilbert McKee (1972, 1978) found that
the state's investment in training prisoners paidzfor itself in their in-
creased postrelease tax payments and their decreased need for unemployment
céﬁpensation and family éupport, but only oﬁvtwo conditions: They had to re~-
c;ive at least 1,000 hours of training, aﬁa the training had tO‘be.in auto.
repair, welding or other mechanical or Constructioﬁ ﬁradeg, rather than in
the laundry and shoé repair fieldé that officials promoted to s;rve the in~

stitution's needs. McKee also fbund~;hat the longer the time between the end
) i

i

A\

xiii

of the training in prison and the inmate's release, the lower the postrelease
earnings, which argues against the administrative practice of moving priseners
to farm and lawn work when the closeness of their release date reduces the risk
of their escape. Thus, future evaluations should not just assess how well a
correctional prog;am achieves the ultimate goal of recidivism reduction; it
should also probe more carefully the relationship of this goal's achievement
to the dimensions and qualities of the services provided.

Correctional practitioners, criminological researchers, and the general
public should all be most grateful to the authors of this survey of trends in
effectiveness. They have identified the best current answers to some basic

questions, they -evoke new questions, and they provide a valuable base from

which to launch forays for new answers.’

Daniel Glaser
X University of Southern California, 1983
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This report is the result of an analysis of the ekperience of over
12,000»group3’of juvenile and adult offenders reported in 555 studies of
criminal recidivism. The purpose of the sthdy is to pinpoint trends in the
correctional treatment literatufe that would be useful in identifying new
directions for efforts aimed at reducing crime among released offenders.

N The study spans the breadth of correctional endeavors in the United
States, from probation, parole and their alternatives, to most of the innova-
tive programs that have been developed during the last two decades. While we
have tried to be as comprehensive as possible, the scale of the worh\ihould
not be mistaken for definitiveness. ’Definitiveness is an illusion. Qur work
is, of necessity, flawed and incomplete. As a summary of existing literature,
we ere plagued by the methodological inadequacies of the field, coupled with

\

the limitations specific to our summary of them. The field is characterized
by weak, usually isolated programs, inadequate measurement‘and by poor imple-~

mentation and management. In this context, research has but one primary pur-

pose, and that is tc stimulate thinking and future research efforts. Thus,

our flndings, which are summarized in Chapter 1 should not be vieé d as an
-

end in themselves, but rather as a starting point for new efforts aimed at

.controlling criminal behavior. In this sense our study is expleoratory: too

little is known in the behavioral sciences at the present time for any re-

search to aspire to more. We offer a crude mep of the terrain, not a set of

“precise definitions or directions.

=}

If there is a single most important message underlying the findings,

it is that we know far too little about heﬁan behavior to design programs

R AT S SR S P PR IR I e B L e : B R
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that will effectively change offenders. The’programs that we found to be ef-
fectiQe for both adult and juvenile offenders, practical, short term efforts
that provide concrete resources to offenders, are based‘as much on common
sense as social science theory. Amnd experience with thesevprograms further
cautions that even practical, resource oriented programs as these will not be
effective unless they are properly funded and carefully implemented. A prac-
tical approach to correctional Eesearch and management is needed, ene that
utilizes modern management techniques and a great deal of common sense. Pro-
gram goals and objectives must be clearly specified and achievable; program
elements must be set forth in detail, carefully monitored and adequately
funded. Trying to do too much with too little can not only.he ineffective,
but can also make bad situations even worse.

And while it is true that we know very little with certainty, and there-

fore must move cautiously, this should not be used as an excuse for doing

'nothing to improve correctional efforts. Advances in knowledge are made by

trial and error. Concerted activity, based on the knowledge and information

we do have is necessary if we are to know more in the future than we know now.

_While theré is little room for unbridled optimism in the short term, there is

strong reason to believe that the work done thus far has provided us with a
clear sense of where we stand: at the edge of the wildernmess, Withléffew
faint traileﬂto follow, and a clear understanding that each will be difficult,

as there are no easy answers -or quick fix solutions to the problem of crime.

-
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_ABSTRACT

Few institutions have come under more intense crossfire over the
past few decades than Corrections. Across the country, billions of dol-
lars have been spent on efforts directed toward rehabilitating offenders,
yet there remains considerable confusion and controversy regarding the
net gain of the prevailing rehabilitative techniques. Even more frus-
trating is the fact that no clear direction for improving correctional
intervention strategies has emerged from summaries of the research de-
signed to evaluate the state of the art. The "nothing works" conclusion
reached by Bailey (1966), Lipton, Martinson and Wilks (1975), Greenberg
(1977) and most recently, the National Research Council's Panel on Re-
search on Rehabilitative Techniques (1979), provides little optimism and
even less direction for improving correctional programs.

This study, the first statistical synthesis of the public litera-
ture on correctional intervention, was designed to evaluate the relative
effectiveness of various forms of intervention on the rate of recidivism,
with a view toward determining whether any trends in the efficacy of cor-
rectional efforts could be documented. The research encompasses 555 re-
ports and includes information on over 10,000 groups of adult and 2,100
groups of juvenile offenders, representing over 2 million individuals.

The findings suggest a number of consistent trends in the efficacy
of correctional programs. No difference in the overall rate of recidi-
vism was found for adults who have been incarcerated and then placed on
parole, when compared to those sentenced to probation. Differences do
exist in the way in which crimes after release among parolees and proba-
tioners are detected however: parolees are more likely to be returned
to prison on technical violations; probationers are more likely to be
re-arrested, re-convicted and incarcerated for a new crime. But the
evidence suggests that in an overall sense, adult probationers and
parolees return to crime at about the same rate.

Juvenile groups that were incarcerated have consistently higher
rates of recidivism when compared to those sentenced to probation. While
some of this variation.is probably attributable to the filtration of the
higher risk offenders to confinement, it is unlikely that all of the dif-
ference found between juvenile probatiomers and parolees can be attri-
buted to this process.

Overall, innovative treatment strategies showed little success:
in fact, groups administered innovative treatment were found to be asso-
ciated with higher rates of recidivism than those not treated. Some
programs, however, were consistently associated with lower rates of re-
cidivism, For adults who have been incarcerated, short-term resource
interventions such as financial aid and job placement appear most pro-
mising for reducing criminal recidivism. Some social work interventionms,
including specialized supervision and contract programming are also
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associated with lower rates of recidivism for adults who have been im-
prisoned. Conversely, long-term rehabilitative efforts including the
psychotherapies and education were found to be consistently associated
with higher rates of recidivism. The same is true for all group living
arrangements including group homes, non-permissive and permissive resi-
dential programs and special treatment oriented prisons, which were
found to be either inconsistent in their impact or associated with
higher rates of recidivism.

Similar trends emerge for juveniles. The most promising trend
for juvenile offenders is short-term efforts aimed at preparing offen-
ders to enter the work force; both job training and work study programs
are associated with lower rates of recidivism. The split sentence or
"shock probation" is also consistently associated with lower rates of
recidivism for juveniles. Conversely, long-term rehabilitative efforts
such as psychotherapeutic intervention and education tend to be asso-
ciated with higher rates of recidivism. The findings provide little
support for the efficacy of any form of social work intervention for
juvenile offenders.
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CHAPTER 1

A SUMMARY OF THE RESEARCH | 5

BACKGROTUIND

From the beginning of the American experiment, the notioh that criminal
offenders are deserving of, and ameﬁable to rehabilitative efforts has been
the starting point of correctional philosophy. The Pennsylvania Quakers in
the late 18th century were among the first to actively promote this concept.
Reacting to the cruel and unusual punishment that was commonplace in colonial

times, the Quakers believed that if a criminal were removed from the immoral

/

~ environment, he could be transformed into an upstanding citizen.l

The precedent set by these early ccrrecpiohal effortgylargely closed

the door on the debate concerning the plausibility of rehabilitation per se.
Rather, the focus of research on correctional intervention over the past two
centuries has been on the methods of rehabilitation as opposed to the soundness-

of ‘rehabilitation as a goal. Only in the past twenty years have theua$§y@p—/

tions upon which the philosophy of rehabilitation is based come under close

scientific scrutiny. 1In response to the multiplicity of programs that have

lout of this notion, the concept of the prison was born. Structurally,
these early prisons took one of two forms: 1) the Quaker Model, characterized
by an isolationist viewpoint where prisoners worked, ate and slept in their.
cells, quarantined from the worldly evils that lured them to crime; and 2) the
New York Model, distinguished by a system of congregate labor where inmates
worked together outside the confines of prison and returned to their cells

- only to sleep at night. The New York system eventually became the preferred

method as the congregate system proved more cost effective than the Quaker o
isolationist model. It should be noted that the relative effectiveness of
these programs was never tested.
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been enacted over the paét two decades, federal, state and local governments
have,suppor?ed research efforts to rigorously evaluate present correctional
techniques. To date, there have been hundreds of studies that address the ef-
fectiveness of standard interventions such as probation and parole as wellyas
thé efficacy of innovative programs which place the notion of rehabilitation
of criminal offenders in serious question, The first two summaries of this
literature, published in the 1960's, both voiced the conclusion that the evi-
dence supporting the efficacy of cofrectional treatment programs was slight,
inconsistent and questionable (Bailey, 1966; Hood, 1967). Despite the consis-
tency of their findings, these studies were largely ignored by both the aca-
demic community and correctional agencies. Only after the”well—known study
conducted by Lipton, Martinson and Wilks (1975) did researchers and practi-
tioners seriously cbnsider the possibility that rehabilitative efforts as pre-
sently implemented were not effective in reducing the rate of recidivism:
"With few exceptions," the authors stated, "the rehabilitative efforts that
have been reported thus far in the literature have no appreciable effect on
recidivism," |
dww&ffg;ltéb‘hﬁndred years,rtﬁé era‘of bliﬁd féith had co%é to an éﬁd.
Serious quéstions about the effectivene§$ of rehabilitative efforts could no
longer be ignored. The "nothing worksgldoctrine which emerged from the Lipton,
et al.-report sent a wave of doubf through correctional institutions across the
United States. Some researchers were quick to jump on the "nothing works%
bandwagon, while others (Adams, 1977; Jesness, 1975) vehemently challenged the

conclusion, criticizing the methodology employéd in summarizing the litérature,

~and pointing to instances where treatment had been shown to be effective for

"

certain kinds of offenders, under certain conditions.
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Attempting to put a cap on the debate, the National Research Council

. {
commissioned a panel of distiﬁguished scholars to study the available evidence..

fi=

In its first volume:‘iésued in 1979, the panel affirmed the conclusions reached

by the iipion, et al, réport, stat;ng: "Lipton, Mértinson and Wilks were rea-
sonably accurate and fairgin‘their appraisal of the rehabilitative literature,"
and that '"the entire body of reseégch’appears to justify only the conclusi&n
that we do not now know of any progfam or method of rehafilitation that could

be guaranteed to reduce the criminal activity of released offenders." (National

Academy of Science, 1979).

The Present Research: A Statistical Synthesis of .the Literature

As the conclusion that "nothing works" perméated the correctional sys-
tem, those responsible for.policy decisions have been thrown iﬁ;o a quandry.
Altﬂbugh it has become increasingly c}ear that they couid not continue program
development along the same lines §sﬁin the past, no clear direction for improv-
ing correctional intefvention‘ém%rged from the billions of dollars spent on
programs and their evaluation. Experimental research, while conclusive, had

~iled to a“dead end: “when nothing works, what is ieft to be done?

In the absence of exﬁerimental evidence tofbrovide direction for policy "

decisions, the present study was undertaken. The primary purpose was to deter-

mine whether any trends in the efficacy of various forms of intervention could R

_be identified using non-experimental data.

It was not the purpose of this study to substitute for experimental evi~

dence. ‘Clearly, experimental data is the best form of information. However,
it may not be the most useful form when it produces little more than confirma-

0

tion of the mull hypothesis, the most likely outcome as there is little empiri-

cally verified theory upon which to kase program development. In the absence

@
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of verified theory, it is useful to analyze available sources of information
in order to nérrow the field of plausible hypotheses regarding the treatment
of offenders so that future experimental results will be more likely to pro-
duce findings that provide direction.

This study was desighed to provide such direction in the interim by pin-
pointing trends in the efficacy of intervention efforts by comparing the aver-
age rate of recidivism across groups receiving various forms of mandated and
innovative interventions. Thejmain findings of the study, including an analy-
sis of the trends that emerged during the course of the research, ave presented
below. The body of the report consists of four chapters: Chapter 1 summarizes

the main findings of the research. Chapter 2 describes the methods of proce-

wdure’used in this study. Chapter 3 focuses on the standard forms of interven-

tion, probation and incarceration followed by parolej as well as several man-—
dated alternatives to these interventions. Chapter 4 deals with the efficacy
of the innovative treatment strategies that have been adﬁinistered within the
context of the mandated programs. The material included in the appendices
serves as documentation for the statistical information summarized in the text
of the rqpoft, and also details the major analytic issues that were encountered

in carrying out this research.
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FINDINGS

This study focuses on the two main forms of correctional intervention:

those mandated by state law, and innovative programs added to the mandated sys-

. tem. This section summarizes the main trends of the research for both forms

of intervention, first focusing on a comparison of the rate of recidivism for
parolees and probationers and then dealing with various innovative interven-
tion strategies that.have been administered within these contexts. The find-

ings that follow are presented separately for juvenile and adult groups.

ADULT FINDINGS

MANDATED INTERVENTION

Parole vs. Probation

The findings of this study indicate that overall, groups that have Been
incarcerated are associated with neither higher nor lower average rates of re-

cidivism when compared to those supervised in the community:
&
ference in the overall recidlvism rate between adult groups on probatlon and

, there is no dif-
adult groups that have been incarcerated and subsequently paroled. However,
the data are inconsistent depending on how recidivism is defined. Parolees
are more likely to be returned to prison for absconding or for a technical
violation of parole; probationers are more likely to be re-arrested, re~con-
victed or refimprisoned for a new offense. | \
This pattern suggests“that the difference between probationers &nd
parolees is related to the manner in which they/are re—processed by the\xrimi-
nal justice system once they have been detected committing additional crﬂme. )

It cannot be concluded, therefore, that probationers or parolees commit more

or less crime; the overall rate of recidivism is almost identical, suggesting

b

&
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that a new image of the relative risk associated with probationers and parolees
is needed. Probationers can no longer be viewed as offenders whose risk to the
community is significantly~iower than parolees. It may be true that a large
proportion of persons sentenced to pfebation are less serious offenders-who are
unlikely to commit additional crimes. Butxit appears that an equal proportion
of probationers are first offenders who are at the beginning of their criminal
careers and are just as likely as parolees to commit additional crimes. Nor
can we separate the "hardened" criminal who views prison as a professional
hazard that has to be endured from time to time, from the paroled offender who
has been deterred from further criminal activity by the experience of being
incarcerated. Incarceration, therefore, cannot be conceived as a means of
reducing recidivism; at the present time it appears that in some cases it pro-
bably does limit further criminal activity while in an equal number of other

a8

cases it has no impact on the probability of further criminal activity.

s

Parole and Mandated Alternatives

Although no firm evidence concerning the impact of incarceration exists,

there is strong evidence indicating that supervision after release is a criti- .

cal’ romponent of correction efforts. Individuals released witheut supervision
after sernxgé thelr full sentence tend to have much higher rates of recidivism
than offenders placed on any form of standard supervision, suggesting that the
current trend toward ‘the elimination of parole supervision needs to be recon—
sidered. Although it is not possible to determine for sure why such'offenders
have the highest rates of recidivism (offenders serving maximum sentences may
be the most incorrigible, and-more 1ikely to recidivate regardless of supervi-

sion)e the absence of supervision per se may be the underlying determihant of

the nigher rates of recidivism reported for these offenders. But irrespective

VE
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of the reason why, the data suggest the need for the supervision of cffenders

after release from prison.

Findings elucidating the form such supervision shouid take éuggest that ,
standard parole supervision is as effective as any of the ﬁandated alternatives
that have been developed over the past two decades. Ovérall, early rélease,
work release and special parole programs do not proddcekiower‘rates of recidi-
vism than standard parole supervision: groups assigned to early release and
work release have recidivism rates that are both higher and lower than groups
on standard parolé debending on how recidivism is defined; groups assigned to
parole programs have consistently higher rates of reéidivism."These findiﬁgs
suggest that standard supervisory techniques arekdifficult to imprgve upon in
a programmatic fachion givenkthe present level of theoretical development in
the behavioral sciences and the limitation of resources allocated for the im-

{j plemenfation of such programs.

Similarly, manipulation of caseioad size appears to have little consis—-
tent impact on the rate of recidivism. Groupé recéiviné infensive supervision
are associated with higﬁér rates of recidivisﬁ except when receiving such super-
vision within the context of parole prééfams, suggesting that intensive super-
vision may only be efiective when combined with additional resoufées. Reduced
supervision, on the other hand, is associated with both higher and lower rates
of recidivism, depeuding on:hoﬁ recidivism is defined. These findings indicate
that the supeﬁyision of offenders is a vital éomponent of the éorrectional sys—
tem, but that changes in the intensity of standard superviéion have not . proven

more effective than standard caseload practices.

(L\i

tered. Infadd

Probation and Mandated Alternatives
Similar to parole supervision, standard probation supervision was found

to be the most effective means of dintervening with offenders sentenced to pro-=

. bation. The two mandated alternatives to standard probation identified in the

literature, the split sentence and the group home, were not found to be more
effective than standard supervision.

The split sentence, or "shock" probation, a brief period of incarcera-
tion followed by standard probation supervision, is associated with both higher
and lower rates of recidivism, depending on how recidivism is defined. The
group home is‘associated with consistently higher rates of recidivism when com-
pared to standard probation. Even when additional treatment is administered
within the context of the group home, there is no decline in the rate of reci-
divism. These findings suggest that standatd probation practices are the most
effective means presently known for the supervision of persons sentenced to

probation.

INNOVATIVE INTERVENTION PROGRAMS .

The most promising trend for the treatment of adult offenders is in the

direction of short-term, concrete programs aimed at assisting offenders in the

o

process of re-integration into the community. Providing economic resources
such as financial aid and job placement or social work assistance in the form
of specialized supervision or contract programming appear to be effective means

of limiting criminal activity after release: adult groups receiving these in-

’

terventions are consistently associated with lower rates of recidivism regard-

less of how recdivisim is defined or the context in which treatment is adminis~
\:.‘-/ N it

3

Eion, all the social work interventions with the ékception of

e
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non-professional group counseling'are effective when administered to groups
that have been incarcerated and subsequentiy placed on parocle,

Conversely, programs aimed at the long-term rehabilitation of offenders
appear ﬁot»only to be ineffective, but possibly harmful. All forms of péycho—"
theraéeutic assistance as well aé education were associated with consistently
higher rates of recidivist Similarly, multifaceted treatment programs includ-

ing special treatment oriented prisons, group homes and halfway houses were

.also consistently associated with higher rates of recidivism.

The relative effectiveness of long-term versus short-term programs is
also apparent within the context of the resource interventions: education,
with the goal of long-term remediation, appears least promising of all the re-
source interventions; vocational training, which is more pragmatic and short-
term oriented than educational rehabilitation, produces inconsistent results;
job training, with even more specific and immediate goals, pﬁsduces slightly
inconsistent but generally favorable trends; and the direct provision of eco-
nomic resources is most successful of all.

Loggﬁterm,;ehabilitative efforts aimed at changing an offender's char-
acter may be an unreasonable goal within the context of the criminal justice
system given the present level of theoretical development in the behavioral
scieqces, the difficulty in programmatic implementation of such techniqués,
and the level of funding available for long-term efforts. Offenders need im-
mediaté concrete assistance in’ order toksuccessfully return to society. The

‘ )
goals of correctional programs, therefore, should be short-term and pragmatic

l

in nature, s

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The effect of incarceration on adult offenders should not be a major

consideration in the determination of whether to send an offender to prison.

Since no scientific evidence exists to support the notion that incarceration
affects the likelihood of criminal activity after release, the decision to in-

carcerate should be made solely on the basis of legal statute.

2. Adult offenders who have'been incarcerated should be suparvised af-

ter release. Parole should not be viewed solely as a reward for good behavior

in prison, but as a means of supervising all offenders after release.

3.. Programmatic intervention should focus on short-term, practical ef-

forts aimed at re-integrating offenders into the community. Financial aid, job

placement programs, contract programming and specialized supervision appear to
be the most promising intervention geared towards these goals. In addition,
non-supervisory assistance should be considered for offenders who have been in-

o
carcerated.

4. The programmatic use of long-term rehabilitative efforts aimed at

<

changing the character of personalitonf offenders should be eliminated. This

does not mean that strategies such as individual psychotherapy cannot have a

positive impact on some individuals who have committed crime. However, we can-

not rely on the systematic use of such interventions to lower the rate of reci-

diﬁism;' o

.S;P;lnsofar as group living arrangements (group homes, halfway houses
l)’ . ® v | ) o

ecial treatment oriented prisons) are aimed at reducing recidivism, these

()

and sp

_strategies should be re-appraised,

1-10
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6. Priority should be given to increasing the~effectiveness of standard

supervisory practices. As the alternatives to standard parole supervision have
ki

not been shown to be more effective than standard intervention, the allocation
of resources to these alternatives should be re-assessed, Similafly, intensive
supervision should be re-evaluated as it has shown no consistently positive im~

pact on the rate of recidivism.

7. As the effects of early releaSe are widely variable, its judicious

use is recommended With the prisons in Amerieca overflow1ng there is a ten-—

dency for admlnlstrators and state officials to press for the early release of
offenders. While this solves the immediate problem of prison overcrowding,,
its use should be limited as the impact on the rate of crime among released

offenders is inconsistent. 4

&
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JUVENILE FINDINGS

MANDATED. INTERVENTION

Parole vs. Probation

fieantly higher rates of recidivism than juveniles on probation.

Concern for the public welfare has convinced a large proportion of the
corrections community and the general public that incarceration is the most ef-
fective way to limit recidivism among juvenile offenders. The findings of this

study, however, do not support this contention.  Juvenile offenders who have

been incarcerated and subsequentlyxplaced on parole are assoclated with signi-

it is not

possible to determine from available data whether this means that the incarcera-

tion of juveniles can produce adverse effects, or whether offenders who are in-

carcerated are more likely te recidivate to begin with. Our analysis of back-

ground characteristics suggests that some of the increase in recidivism exhi-
bited by groups that have been incarcerated can be attributed to the types of

juveniles who are imprisoned. - However, it is unlikely that the higher rate of

recidivism for juvenile groups that have been incarcerated can be attributed -

e}

solely to these differences.2 Regardless of the~factorsﬁunderlying the higher

retes of recidivism for juveniles who have‘peenaincarcerated, this fiﬁding

underscores the importahce of program development and aftercare supervision

for juveniles who are detained. '

One program for incarcerated‘juveniles’was found to be effective:

~groups that were placed in a work study program and subsequently assigned to

standard parole supervision‘have the lowest rates of recidivism for all

25ee Appendices G and H for details regarding the impact ‘of background
characteristics on the rate of recidivism. : ; ‘

1-12
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juvenile offenders. The application of work-study resources during the period
- of detention may be an effective means of limiting further criminal activity

i

after release to parole. o 0

Parole and Mandated Alternativeé

The need for supervision is also reinforced by the finﬁing that juven-
iles who are released with no supervision after serving maximum sentences are
associated with higher rates of recidivism than juveniles receiving any form
of supervision after release. However, the data yield no clear—-cut direction
for the form such supervision should take. Overall, standard parole supervi-
sion appears to be as effective as any of its mandated alternatives. Pafole
programs gnd halfway houses produced inconsistent ré5u1ts, yielding recidivism
rates that were either higher or lower than groups on standard parole, depend-
ing on how recidivism Qa; defiﬁed. Too few studies have been done of juveniles
in early release programs to draw‘any firm conclusion about this strategy, al-
though the data that does exist suggests that juveniles who are released early
tend to be associated with lower recidivism rates,

Increasing the infenSity of supervisionfalso‘appears to have little

a 82

positive impact on juvenile offenders who are incarcerated and released to

parole supervision. Groups that were adminisq%red intensive supervision after

release have considerably higher rates of reciﬁivism than groups released to

o

I \

s§andard parole, Although the efféctépf incré%sed surveillance may, in part,
account for this increase, it‘is:unli%ely thaé this is the only reason for the
increased rate of recidivism observed among groups administered intensive
supervision. | |

These findingsbsuggest that standard parole supervision is difficult to

improve upon in a programmatic fashion given the present level of theoretical

21
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development in the behavioral sciences and the limited resources allocated for

implementation of alternative programs.

Probation and Mandated Alternatives

R
JER

While standard parole supervision appears as effective as any of its
mandated alternatives to release, the split-sentence (shock probation) yields
far more optimistic results than standard proﬁation supervision. . Juveniles
recéiving shock probation (a brief period of confinement followed by release
to standard probation) are associated with much lower rates of recidivism than
juv?piles sentenced to standard probation. In addition, when the period of
deténtion is followed by intensive supervision on probation, the effect is an
even lower rate of recidivism.

Group homes, the other mandated alternative reported in the literature,
did not fare as well. Groups s;ntenced to group homes are consistently asso-
clated with higher rates of recidivism. ‘Even when additional treatment re~
sources are applied within this context, no appreciable decrease in the reci-
divism rate is reported. Given the importance of the group home in the juven-
ile correctional system a re-assessment of these facilities as they are pre-

sently constituted is warranted.

INNOVATIVE INTERVENTION PROGRAMS

With few exceptions, neither short-term re-integrative nor long-term
reﬁabilitative interventions have been effective for juveniles. Little evi-
dence exists for the efficacy of resource interventions as presently adminis~
tered. 'With the exception of job training which is consistently assgbia;ed

with lower rates of recidivism, none of the other resource strategies appear
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to have a consistent impact on the rate of recidivism. Groups receiving educa-

tion or vocational training are associated with both higher and lower rates of
recidivism, depending on the outcome criterion used although there is indica-

A

tion that education may be effective when administered within the context of

work study programs.

Social work strategies have not yielded optimistic results. Groups re-

ceiving specialized supervision, non—professiona; group counseling and contract
programming tend to be associated with higher rates of recidivism than juvenile
groups not receiving these interventions. Non-supervisory assistance is the
only social work intervention that appears to yleld any positive results. When

administered within the context of standard parole, juvenile groups receiving

.. this assistance were associated with lower rates of recidivism than groups not

receiving such aid.

The psychotherapeutic interventions yield inconsistent results. Juven-
ile groups receiving individual psychotherapy were consistently associated with
higher rates of recidivism? suggesting that this intervention may be harmful
The iﬁformation for groups receiving group therapy

unde1 certain conditions.

is insufficient to draw any firm/eonclusion, but the data that does exist sug-
gest that group therapy has a% inconsistent impact on the rate of recidivism.
Although little stable?data on the effect of behavior modification for
juveniles exists, the data reported thus far in the litersture suggest that
juvenile groups receiving this treatment are associated with lower rates of

recidivism than groups not receiving this treatment.

Group living arrangements, which inelude a multiplicity of intervention

strategies, were also found to be ineffective insofar as their purpose is to re-

duce the rate of recidivism. Groups assigned to group homes as an alternative

&
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to probation were associated with higher rates of recidivism than those sen~

tenced to standard probation.

Overall, very few innovative strategies appear effective in lowering the

rate of recidivism among juvenile offenders. The few strategies that yeild op-

timistic results point in the direction of early and firm 1ntervent10n such

as shock probatlon, followed by intensive supervision. Exposing juveniles sen-

tenced to probation to the harsh reality of confinement can have a deterrent

effect on future criminal activity.
For juveniles who must be incarcerated, the prognosis is less optimistic

Only work study programs "and job training were found to be effective in lower-

ing the rate of recidivism for these youth,

This suggests that program devel—

opment shouXd focus on tightly structured, work oriented programs designed tao

instill discipline, self-control and basic skills needed to enter the labor

force.

o
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The effect of incarceration on juvenile offenders should be a con-

. . .o - ) . .
sideration in the determination of whether to detain an offender. As there is
@
some evidence to suggest that incarceration effects the likelihood of addi-

tional criminal activity after release, the decision to incarcerate youthful

offenders should be made judiciously.

2. Juvenile offenders who have been incarcerated should be>sdpervised

Parole should not be viewed solely as a reward for good beha-

after release.
vior, but as a means of supervising all offenders, given the fact that juven-
iles who are released with no supervision are associated with the highest rates

of recidivism.

3. First offenders should be sentenced to a brief periodvof incarcera-

tion (shock probation), followed by intensive supervision on proJLtion after ”
|

]

‘ Q
release. This strategy results in the lowest rates of recidivisw}for juvenile
groups, suggesting that an immediate and firm response to juveniles after their
initial contact with the criminal justice system is the best means of deterring

further criminal activity.

4. Programmatic intervention for juveniles should be oriented towards

basic skills development (i.e. work study and job training). Additional educa-

tional resources might also prove beneficial within the context of work study 7
© -

programs. \43
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DISCUSSION

This research represents the first comprehensive statistical survey of

EAY

the effectiveness of correctional intervention.

tion literature (Lipton, et al., 1975; Gréenberg, 1977; Kassebaum, 1975), have ;

i

concluded that no evidence exists to support the efficacy of correctional in- §
tervention strategies. The findings of this study are not consistent with this
conclusion. Contrary to the notion that “nothing works," the findings of this
study suggest that a number of programs do, in fact, consistently impact the.
rate of recidivism, although not always in the desired direction.

A number of strategies show promising results for adults. Short-term
resource oriented programs suclr as financial aid and job placement a3 well as
social work iﬁterventions such as specialized supervision and contract program-
ming seem effective in lowering the rate of recidivism. In addition, with the
exception of non-professional group counseling, social work étrategiés appear
effective for adults when gdministe;ed after offenders have been incarcerated
and placed on parole. Conversely, lgng—term réhabilitative efforts aimed at
changing the character of ;}§§nders are not oniy ineffective, but are consis-
teggiy associéted with higher&?étésivf’recidivism: Other"proérams yield incon-
sigz;nt results and are associated with both higher and lower rates of recidi-
vism depending on the outcome criterion that is used.

For juveniles, the trends appear less optimistic than for adults. Wi;h
the exception of job training, work study and shock probation, no programs were
found to be more effecgivegin lowering the rate of recidivism than standard

forms of detention and supervision. Group homes, social work strategies (with

the exception of non-supervisory assistance which appears to be efféctive after

1-18
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incarceration), and special treatment oriented pfisons are all associated with
higher rates of recidivism for juveniles. Other treafﬁents yield inconsistent
results.

These findings provide clear, positive direction for correctional policy.
The programs found to be effective singularly and in concert car form the basis
of a more efficient, effective correctional syspem, At the same time, thé’find—
ing that some programs are associated with higher rates of recidivism indicates
that considerable caution must be exercised in the implementation of all pro-
grams.ﬂ The possibility cannot be ignored that programs designed to lower the
rate of fécidivism can have the opposite effect, as well as no effect at all.

The notion that correctional intervention can produce undesired results
is not new. For more than a century, prison reformers have posited that con-
finement in reformatories or prisons may foster the development of new criminal
skills among offenders, thereby raising the probability of recidivism after re-
lease. Some forms of innovative treatment have‘been observed to have similazx,
negative effects under experimental conditions (Adams, 1977; Wilson, 1980).

Three main issues related to program development are important to under-—
stand if future correctional programs are to prove more effective: :the enor-
mity of the task of changiﬁg human behavior must be better understood; the pre-
sent level of theoretical development in the behavioral sciences must be
acknowledged; and the problems involved in the implementation of what is known
must be addressed. Afn understanding of these issues, which are discussed be~
low, coupled with knowledge of the programs that have proven effecgive; can:

provide a sound, realistic basis for future correctional efforts.

<
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The Enormity of the Task of Rehabilitation

Underlying the difficulties of rehabilitative intervention is the enor-
mity of the task itself. Changing human behavior is a complex and costly un-—

dertaking. In most instances, criminal behavior patterns have developed over

many years and are firmly embedded in the offender's lifestyle. Given the dif-

ficulty of reversing lifelong patterms of behavior, the resources that have

been allocated to this task have been insufficient. "There is good reason to

believe that by the time they (offenders) are recognized and formally identi-

fied by the criminal justice system, they are a highly select group," states a

recent review by the National Institute of Justice. "They are likely to be un-
employed or only partially employed, disproportionately of minority group sta-
‘tus, undereducated, adrift from their families or other socially centripetal

groups, and to have many friends much like themselves who in one way or another

provide support for their criminal activities. These individuals are not good

prospects for rehabilitation under any circumstances. Then to enccunter tests
of such treatments as group counseling, training for probably non-existent
jobs, and wilderness experience does not impress one with the likelihood of

i N

change." (Nationai Institute of Justice,31978)

‘The task is indeed a difficult one, to be approached cautiously, espe-

" cially in light of the level of existing theory in the behavioral sciegcéé,

discussed belo&.

Present Level of Theoretical Knowledge

Theoretical developmenﬁ in the behavioral sciences is in its infancy.

. Presently, numerous theories exist purporting ;o eéxplain the causes that under-

lie criminal behavior. Psychologistsoemﬁloy concepts such as moral development

(Hogan, 1973; Kohlberg, 1964; Mowrer, 1960) and learning theory (Bandura and
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Walters, 1963), while sociologists focus on social disorganization (Brenner,
1976), social stress (Cloward and Ohlin, 19615 and anomie (Merton, 1937, 1968).
éocial psychologists turn to the role of family, school and community to ex-
plain criminal behavior (Hirschi, 1969). 1In contrast, economists emphasize
persdnal gain as the primary causal agent (Marx; 1970). These theoretical for-
mulations are not necessarily incompatible and it seems likely that all of them
are at least partially tenable. However, none of these theories has been suf-
ficiently verified to serve as adequate guides for programmatic development.
Without empirically verified theory as the basis for correctional intervention,
one would expect a distribution of outcomes ranging from positive to negative,
depending on the relationship of each theory to the actual causes of c¥ime. If
a program is based on a theory that identifies the causes of crime gnd their
interrelationéhips, and the program is effective in changing these factors so
as to mitigate the outcome, a reduction in the rate of criminal activity should
occur. However, if a program is based on a theory that only partially or iﬁ-
correctly specifies the causes of criminal activity, such a program will in all
likelihood be inefféctive. In addition, if the program manipulates variables
that are directly or indirectly related to increased criminal activity, the
intervention will produce higher levels of crime. Until we are able to reli<
ably identify thg causes of crime and their interrelationships, we can reason-

ably expect both positive and negative outdbmes to‘occur.

Inadequate Application of Existing Theory to Program Development

In addition to the lack of verified theory in the behavioral sciences,

correctional programs largely ignore the practical implibations of the theory
that does exist. Current theories of crime clearly indicate that many causes

are at the root of criminal behavior, yet treatment strategies tend to be

1-22

unidimensional in approach. Furthermore, programs do not address many of the

important elements of the theory upon which they are based. For example, the .

rationale behind job training programs is that greater access to economic op-
portunity through improved employment will lower the probability of return to
crime after release. Questions arise, however, as to what kind of job, at what
income level and under what circumstances, would provide sufficient encourage-

ment to really deter further criminal activity. It is not reasonable to assume

-that any legitimate opportunity will be perceived as attractive relative to the

illegitimate alternatives. For example, it is unlikely that training and ex-
offender fo% a job as a file clerk after he has been earning $500 a day as a
drug dealer will provide sufficient incentive for the offender to change his
criminal béhavior. Although ;heories that identify inadequate access to the
opportunity structure as the primary cause of criminal activity address issues
as these, programmatic interventions rarely take the ramifications of these
considerations into account. Assessing the nature, duratiom and frequency of
treatment is a prereguisite for the development of effective programs. Without
such assessments, it 1s not possihle to determine whether treatments are inher-
ently ineffective or ﬁhether they have not been implemented adequafely. A pro-
gram that has been evaluated as ineffective may yield positive results if it is
implemented with greater intensity. BN

Estimating the strength of tréatment necessary to produce the appropri-
atewchange is an important prerequisite’for effective prdgram development.
Given our present level of theoretical knowledge, however, specifying the opti—
mal level of treatment intensity is a difficult task. Perhaps even more impor-
tant are the budgetary constraints. Even if the appropriate strength for a
given treatment could be identified, limited resoJrces might preclude Fhe im-

plementatioﬁ of programs according to these requisites. If programs that are
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both theoretically sound and financially viable cannot be devised, we must
question whether such diluted efforts are worth implementing. This question
is particﬁlarly relevant as partial or inadequate program implementation may
not only.result in program inefficacy, but in undesirable consequences. For
instance, it is feasible that if job’placement programs are not supported by
sufficient resources so as to ensure plé@ement of offenders, higher levels of
anger andbfrustration resulting in a return to criminal activity might result

when the expectations raised by the program were not fulfilled.

\ RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The experiment should be re-evaluated as the primary means of pro-

gram. assessment. Ca;efully controlled experiments yield the best form of in-

- formation. Howe#ér, given the pfesent theoretical development in the beha-

_vioral sciences, the use of experimeptal design may be premature. While there

are many conceptual formulations that purport to explain criminal behavior,
the amount of variation in the phenomenon that can actually be attributed to
statements within the theory is generally low. In the absence of verified
’theoéy,shypotheses that are drawn from existing’theory‘are likely to be proven
incorréct‘thxough experimentation. fhis results in a series of researches
that confirm the null hypothesis, leéding to a:"nothing works" conclusion, a
crude,obut generally accurate characterization of the results of experimegtal
work in corrections. In effect, the best that can be said for thg vast major=-
ity of experimental efforts is that they have served to negate just about
every direction that anyone has come up with and tested properly. Surel&
there is room to question a method that, given'the present state of theore-”
tical and methodologi;al development, is likely to produce little more than

confirmation of the null hypothesis, a confirmation that we can rely on, but

one that provides little in the way of~t§eoretical direction, and serves only

to generateyfrustrétion amoﬁg policy makers. It seems reasonable to ask if

there are any alternatives that might be more likely to provide some direction,

and if not save us completely from our ignorance, then at least enlighten us a

little, perhaps enough to justify the huge sums of money involved in any major

research effort.

ey
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in’place of the experiment we recommend the application of multi-
variate statistical techniques to survey or longitudinal data for the purpose
of identifying relevant factors in predicting recidivism. Efforts aimed at
identifying the factors that ﬁredict recidivism will do more to build theory
phan anything else. Once sufficient descriptive work‘of this nature has been
done and consistent findings across research efforts emerge, experimental ef-
forts can be used to test hypotheses that are more likely to yield poeitive
results. |

Of course multivariate techniques are not without their own prob-
lems. Theoretical specification is necessary, a process largely ignored by
the research community. If one were to make the most of multivariate tech-
niques, perhaps 25 or 30 pseudo-expefiments could be performed within the
scope of a single research. And if fhe specification process has been at
least partially successful, some of the hypotheses that are tested are likely
to produce leads regarding the’underlying theoretical process and perhaps even
some direction for public policy. Over time, with the’aCCUmulation of such
information across research efforts (especially if‘we were to manage some
semblance of standardization), we might be aﬁle’to'design experiments that
would test hypotheses drawn from (at least partially) correct theory, the re-
sults of which would lend themselves to the formulation of a souﬁd~ﬁhebtetica1
direction. In the final analysis, of course,‘the true experiment, With mulf
tiple controls, is the best way te test theory, but in the very early stage
of theoretical development that we find ourselves, what is required‘is more
attention to clear, accurate descrlptlon and less to testlng incorrect theory.
In essence, we need a lot more fieldwork before we can return to the experi-

il

‘mental 1aboratory, more fully informed‘and better able to devise‘experiments

o

o

O
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that carry with them the possibility of providing some positive results. (Did

. DaVinei perform‘"experimentS" on the cadavers of 16th Century criminals he di-

sected with the hope of learning what makes the human body tick? Or are we

more advanced than the medical sciences of that time?)

2. Research on offender rehabilitation should be pursued more systema-

tically and documented more thoroughly. Research efforts in this area tend to

be fragmented; little in the way of concerted effort geared toward solving the

major problems in the field can be discerned. Long~term planning, aimed at

solving the major problems that exist in the field is an,g?portant step in
focusing and coordinating future research efforts. The development of re-

search standards for imndividual projects would also be helpful in allowing

for greater generalizability and synthesis of findings. Frequently, the re-

search in the literature is inadequately documented, precluding comparisons

between studies and replication of individual research efforts.

"3, . Issues concerning the measurement of criminal behavior deserve

greater attention. At present, it cannot be determined whether the measures

of criminal recidivism that exist are all tapping the same phenomenon in a
more or less efficient manner or whether they are measuring different pro-
cesses. In either case, these measures have an imperfect relationship to

offender Eehavior. Until more reliable measures of crime are developed,

theoretical progress ‘is unlikely as the factors which underlie criminal

activity cahnot be fully determined. | |

In order to measure program success more accurately the type and
seriousness of the offender s subsequent offense, as well as the length of |

time from initial programmatic'intervention to subsequent criminal activity o

should be reported. B | , |
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‘4. Standards for data coilection should be established which include

a set of indicators Qinpoiﬁted as being potertially important predictors of

recidivism.

5. Intervention programs need to be more carefully monitored to ensure

' program integrity. In order to accurately evaluate program effectiveness, it

is necessary to know the details of the program. Unfortunately, sufficient
detail concerning program design and the method of program monitoring are not

W

provided by many investigators.

6. Further research and careful monitbring of programs that have pro-

duced inconsistent findings should be undertaken.

\

o S

Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

Split Sentencing

Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

Group Home

Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

bHalfway‘Houses~

Rate of Recidivism:

o

Added Treatment:

Work Release
Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

SUMMARY -— ADULTS

PROBATION/PAROLE COMPARISON

Overall: mno difference; definition incon-
sistent

- Probation: higher ~- re-arrest; reconvic-

tion; imprisonment for a new conviction
Parole: higher =-- return to prison for a
technical violation

Slightly higher rates among treated groups
on both probation and parole

PROBATTION VS. ITS ALTERNATIVES

Inconsistent

Resources rarely applied

Higher

Resources not effective

PAROLE VS. ITS ALTERNATIVES

CGenerally higﬁér; definition inconsistent

Lower rates

)

Inconsistent

No impact
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Early Release

Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

Parole Programs

Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

No Supervision

Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

Resource
Interventions

Social Work

Psychotherapies

Group Living
Situations

Administrative
Interventions
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No difference; definition inconsistent

No impact

No difference; definition inconsistent

Lower rates.

Higher

Insufficient data

INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS

Variable, depending on nature of the pro-
gram: short-term, concrete intervention
(financial aid, job placement) positive;
vocational training inconsistent; educa-
tion associated with higher rates of reci-
divism =

Generally effective after incarceration

Associated with higher rates of recidivism

iy

Inconsistent, or associated with higher
rates of recidivism

Reduced and intensive supervision inconsis- &

tent

N

Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

Split Sentencing

Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

Group Homes

Rate of Recidivism:

-Added Treatment:

Parole Programs

Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

Work Study
Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

SUMMARY -- JUVENTILES

 PROBATION/PAROLE COMPARISON

Juveniles who have been incarcerated and

placed on parole have consistently higher
rates than probationers

Higher rates for probationers; equivlaent
rates for parolees

PROBATION VS. ITS ALTERNATIVES

Lower

Lower rates A\

Higher

No impact

PAROLE VS. ITS ALTERNATIVES

Inconsistent

No impact

Lower than other paroled groups

o

Insufficient data
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Halfway Houses

Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

Early Release

Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

No Supervision

Rate of Recidivism:

Added Treatment:

1-31

Inconsistent

No impact

' Insufficient data

0 E
Insufficient data

Higher compared to those groups supervised

3

Higher rates when administered treatment

INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS

Generally ineffective, inconsistent or as-
sociated with higher rates of recidivism,
with the exception of job training
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CHAPTER 2

METHODS OF PROCEDURE!

Introduction

This study is based on information abstracted from the published litera-
ture on criminal recidivism. The data set was assembled in two stages. First,
a comprehensive search for research was undertaken, including a thorough review
cf the published literature chd a request for information from relevant sources
in the criminal justice information system, such as research universities and
state correctional agencies.2 Thigjiibestigation resulted in the location of
555 documents containing information about the rate of recidivism on over
lZ,OOO‘groups of released offenders. The documents that were collected repre-
sent a‘variety of studies and reports including experimental and quasi-experi-
mental research, prediction studies, reports of evaluation studies and offi-
cial state reports.

After these documents were compiled, information about the rate of reci-
divism among groups of released offenders was abstracted. Frequently, studies
reported information for moré than one group. A group was considered eligible
for inclusion in the sample if it contained at least ten offenders and the ad-
ministrative jurisdiction within the criminal justice system in which the group
was studied and the length of time the group was followed, were reported. 1In
addition to the inforﬁagion required for inclusion, other relevant inforﬁation,

including the type of treatment administered, the social and criminal history

lpobert Martinson and Judith Wilks should be credited with the dnnovative
manner in which the data contained in the published literature were synthesized
for analytic purposes. Their pioneering efforts made our work possible and we
remain greatly indebted to them.

2For details of the data collection procedure, see Appendix C.
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of the group, and the research design employed in the study, were abstracted
whenever available.3 1In all, over 10,000 groups of adult offenders and more
than 2,100 groups of juvenile offenders are represented. This translates into

more than two million individuals.

Analytic Procedure

Tn order to examine trends in the efficacy of mandated and innovative
correctional intervention, three primary analytic steps'we{e taken. First,
the rate of recidivism for groups on probation was compared to the recidivism
rate for groups on parole. Second, comparisons were made between the rate of
recidivism among groups receiving one of the mandated alternatives to. probation
and parole, using the standard form of supervision as the comparison group.
Finally, the rate of recidivism for various forms of innovative intervention
was compared to the rate for‘groups in comparable crimiﬁal justice locations
that did not receive innovative treatment.

Because of the variety of ways that recidivism has been studigdiand re-
ported in the literature, direct comparison of the average rate of recidivism
among intervention strategies‘has ﬂ;t possible. . Recidivism is defined in
several dlfferent ways, groups are followed for varying lengths of time, and
the research spans wide geographic areas and time perio&é. In our preliminary
analysis, ﬁg found that these factors directly affect the magnitude of the re-
ported rate of recidiﬁism and need to be .taken into account before comparisons
of intervention modaiities can be made. Details of our analysis of these fac-
tors can be found in Appendix D. A summafy of our findings and the way that

these factors were taken into account in this research is presented below.

3see study codebook (Appendix B) for a complete list of information ab-
stracted on eacp group.

[N
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Operational Definition: Seven definitions of recidivism were found in

the literature: failure, abscond, re-arrest, re-conviction, imprisonment for

a technical violation, re-imprisonment for a new conviction and re-imprisonment
for either a'technical violation or a new conviction. Analysis of these defi-
nitions uncovered wide variation in the observed magnitude of the rate of re-
‘cidivism, depending on outcome criterion. Measures such as re-arrest and
failure, for example, produce higher rates of recidivism than re-conviction,

a point of observation further embedded in the criminal justice process. Un-
less the differences in the rate of recidivism associated with the various
outcome criteria are taken into apcount, comparison of treatment or interven-

tion outcomes would not be meaningful. Treatments using a definition like re-

conviction would have lower rates of recidivism than those using re-arrest, by
virtue of the point in the criminal justice process where the measurement is
taking place and not the impact of treatment. Consequently, we analyzed each
definition of recidivism separately for each interventioﬁ program studied.
Average effects across defiui;ion are reported, but these should be interpreted
with caution, as we often fouﬁd_that while some interventions are associated
with consistently higher or lower rates of recidivism, the treatments we

o :

studied of?en produced inconsistent trends, sometimes associated with higher,

other times with lower rates of recidivism.

As operational definition was found to have a 1érge impact on the re-
ported rate of recidivism, it was taken into a?égiii in our énalyses of both
mandated aé@ innovative forms of intervention. In addition to operatlonal defi~
nition, length of time in follow-up, geographic location and decade in w@éch
the study was conducted were also found to impact on the rate of recidivism and
consequently had to be taken into account in analyzing trends in the effective-

ness of correctional programs. These important factors were taken into

i
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account through the use of regression analysis, the details of which are noted

below.%

Statistical Procedures‘

Although other linear and log-linear techniques were considered at vari-
ous times throughout the course of this study, regression analysis was selected
as the primary-statistical method because of the gfeateg interpretability of
the co-efficients produced by the eq;ations: whén<tgg/‘ependent variable is
the rate of recidivism, the B co-efficients which result from the computation
of a regression equation, represent an estimate of the relative increase or de-
crease in the rate of recidivism between groups receiving the specified inter-
vention and those receiving other treatments, taking into account the relevant
factors identified in the equation which were also found to effect the magnitude
of the rate of recidivism. In our report, the B co-efficients reported in the
tables were abstracted from various equations and brought together for analytic

purposes. Complete equation information has been provided in Appendix J.

4More detailed information concerning the impact of these variables on g
the rate of recidivism can be found in Appendix D. ’
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LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY

As this study represents a compilation of information abstracted from
the published literature, it is bound by the same limitations as the research
efforts that comprise it. These restrictions, as well as those that are speci~

fic to this research, are discussed below.

1. The Inclusion of Studies .

All studies that met the criteria mentioned earlier in this chapter
were included in the data base, regardless of methodological rigor. It could
be argued that studies that do not meet certain methodologicai requirements
should be excluded from the analysis, The exclusion of studies based 6h such |
criteria, however, raises as many questions as it eliminates. First, had

strict methodological criteria for inclusion been established, most of the

studies in the criminal recidivism literature would have been eliminated.

Secondly, there is the problem of what standards should be applied in the
inclusion or exclusion of studies. Third, it is difficult to determine the
true quality of a research based on what is reported by the researcheré. Even
studies that appear to be "better" studies often have major flaws that only
firstk#nd knowledge of the researchlsould pinpoint. Problems associated

with data collectjon, for example, wﬁidh often affect the éuality of a re-
search, are rarély'reported in the literature. Finally, and most importantly,
when this issue was directly addressed in this research, we found no relation-
ship Between the quality of the study from which the group was abgtracted and
the reﬁorted rate of recidivism. Any distinctions between "good" and "bad"

studies left the overéil trends we found undhanged. In addition, while there

may be some‘justification for estéblishing,criteria for the inclusion of

o
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studies based on research design or methodological rigor, no such justification
exists for excluding a study when the group reported therein and not the study

itself, is the unit of analysis.

3

2. Generalizability of the Sample

do not necessarily reflect the true prevalence of criminal activity.

Our sample is comprised of studies describing groups of offenders upon
which observations of recidivism have been made and subsequently reported in
the literature. However, the way in which these groups are reported do not
pecessarily repreeent an unbiased cross-section of‘the programs and correc-

tional facilities that exist in the criminal justice system. - The ratio of

; (

programs that are evaluated to the total number of programs that have been im-
s

plemented is unknown Therefore,. our sample is limited to the reported re7:
search, which is not necessarily representative of the correctional system as

a whole.

3. Measurement

This study is limited by a number of measurement problems inherent in

the research it summarizes. First, the studies that comprise the literature

rely on official reports as the basis for determining the rate of recidivism,

and there is evidence to suggest that differences between self reported data

and official Statistics exist (Klein, 1975).

At best, the relationship be~

tween offender behavior and official reports is imperfect; official measures

However,

in and of itself, the error that results from the discrepancy between official

i

response and offender behavior does not invalidate conclusions concerning the

krelative effect of programmatic intervention, assuming that error in detection

of offender behavior relative to the actualebehavior'is randomly distributed

across all programs that have been evaluated.

e

o

by the same ambiguities that beset the measurement of crime in general.

ey
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In many ways, the problems of measuring recidivism reflect the difficul-
ties of detecting and measering criminal behavior. Until criminologists reach
a consensus as to how to measure crime, measuring recidivism will be plagued
How~
ever, even if this problem was solved, there are additional problems in measur-
ing recidiviSm per se that are not directly related to the measurement of
criminal behavior overall. For example, a special definitional problem re-—
lates to specifying behavior that constitute a technical violation. Frequently,
of fenders -are considered recidivists for violating conditions of probation oxr
parole, even though these behaviors may not be infractions of the criminal code.
In addition, infractions that constitute technical violations vary among of fen-
ders on probefion and parole, as‘well as between various state jurisdictions.

Another problem in measuring recidivism is the assessment of the seri-
ousness of the recidivist's offense. Although the issue of seriousness is one
that permeatee the whole issue of the measurement of criminal activity, it is

particularly relevant in the assessment of treatment outcome. For example, it

_may very well be that an offender wh> was originally convicted for assault with

a weapon may be commltting crimes generally deemed less serious after experi-
encing treatment. Such a reduction in seriousness would not be detected by

current measurement techniques.

4, Long-Term Outcomes

The data do mot reflect long—term outcome. For example, we do not know

the‘length of time'that individuals within any given study remained "crime
free" after release as the studies we have summarized report the proportlon of
‘offenders who ever failed during a fixed follow-up period " For studies with a

thirty-six month follow-up, that report a recidivism rate of 40%, we do not




PR s N

il
i

Y

3

L
,
i
o
{4
¥

[P

i

i

2-8

know what proportion of the offenders remained crime free for six months,
twelve months or thirty-six months. We can therefore only evaluate the short-

term effect of programmatic intervention.

5. Limitations of Group Level Data

As we are utilizing aggregate (group level) data, direct inferences
about the individual subjecﬁs comprising each group cannot Be drawn without
the risk of falling prey to the ecological fallacy (Dogan and Rokkan, 1969;
Hammond, 1976). Direct inferences can.bnly be made concerning the experiences
of groups in various correctional and treatment settings in the criminal jﬁs—

tice system. o

6. Comparability of Comparison Groups

In addition to lack of information concerning the seriousness of the
recidivist's offense, the background characteristics of offenders are not re-
ported frequently enough in the literature to include them in our regression
equations. Our analysis of these variables was thereby limited to a review of
zero order correlations of reported background daﬁa on the rate of recidivism,
coupled with an analysis of the extent to which these characteristics are dif-
ferentially distributed among compatison_groups. Although our analysis indi~-
cates that there is little relationship between these characteristics and fé—
cidivism (see Appendices G énd H for details), ideally thase characteristics

should be taken into account in the regression equations.

2

7. Limitations of Regression Analysis

While we believe that regression analeis is the best statisical proce-

dure for the analysis of our data, there are some limitations of this technique.

2~9

Regression equations estimate average effects? and do not address the compon-
ents of the variation. By focussing on the average effect, regression allows
for fhe best prediction of the impact of a particular program, given past per-
formance. However, it is possible that the average performance may ébscure
important variability that contribute to that average, thus the specific co-
efficients that are produced should be interpreted with caution. The focus
should be on the general direction of the findings as opposed to a specific

increase or decrease in recidivism.

s
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CHAPTER 3

7 @m) facilitate the rehabilitation and reintegration of offenders into mainstream
PROBATION, PAROLE AND THEIR ALTERNATIVES

society in order to insure that they will not repeat the criminal acts for

which they have been convicted.

A

) , The objective of these correctional systems 1s to control human beha-
The purpose of this chapter is to assess the relative effectiveness of J y © eha

_ vior, very much like the innovative treatment pro rams discussed in the next
probation, parole and their mandated alternatives. Two primary correctional ? prog

i : chapter. The main difference between the two is a legal one: all convicted
systems presently exist in the United States: probation supervision for offen- P ) & e

. . . . . i offenders are required by law to serve time under ore or another form of super-
ders whose crimes do not warrant incarceration, and incarceration and subse~ - ‘

‘ i vision, whereas only a portion of the offender population receives additional
quent parcle supervision for offenders who have been convicted of more serious : ? yap pop

treatment. Understanding the d amics of this treatment system be ins with
criminal activity. 1In the past two decades, several alternatives to these sys= g yn y i g

understanding the relative effectiveness of the main correctional systems for

tems have been enacted in some jurisdictions. Rather than being placed under

~ : ‘ supervising offenders in the communit robation and parole, the focus of
standard probation supervision, an individual sentenced to probation may be 8 s P P ’

. | this chapter.
sent to a group home or receive a split-sentence sometimes known as "shock" o

probation, which involves a brief period of incarceration followed by place- | ) %

» { Distribution of Groups Within the Correctional System Locationt
ment on standard probation supervisiofi. Similarly, individuals who have been “~) P Y on

, ‘ Our data indicate that the majorit of groups that have been studie
incarcerated may be placed in halfway ‘houses, work release programs, or gpe- J Y ETOup been studied

were under either standatd probation or standard parole supervision. For

©

adults, approximately 86% of the 10,029 groups included in the study were fol-

" cial parole programs, in lieu of, or in addition to standard parole supervi-

sion. Others may be released from confinement before the completion of their

S L ) .. i lowed within the context of parole or its mandated alternatives, and 1,470 were
minimum sentence and subsequently placed under standard parole supervision. - '

o ~ studied on probation and its alternatives.
Still other offenders, who are required to serve their maximum sentence, are P

released with no supervision at gll.

1The distribution of groups presented in this section reflects the way

offenders have been studied, mot the way they are distributed within the cor-
rectional system. About half of all adult offenders in the United States are
) sentenced to probation supervision. Yet only about 15% of the groups reported
found guilty of crime are usually required to serve time under state supervi- 4 » in the literature are followed while on probation. This means that our sample

B ‘ ’ cannot be construed as directly representative of the correctional system, but
sion in either a prison, jail or other type .of residential facility, or under “ i rather of the research that has addressed system efficacy which has focused

, . B ‘ ‘ o more heavily on persons who have been incarcerated. At the same time, it

Iwo goals underlie this system of control and supervision of criminal

iR s

offenders. The first is.the administration of justice. By law, individuals

supervision in the community. By restricting the freedom of offenders, correc- f Should be noted that despite the tendency to study what are commonly consi- o
' ‘ - . : _ dered "more serious" criminals, the'number of adult groups on probation totals
tional systems increase the safety of the community, and provide a sense of | N 1,305, representing 280,000 individuals and should be considered adequate for
o , E : ' kY } comparative purposes. - ‘

g
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restitution for law—abiding citizens, The second goal of'corrections is to

kN ‘ N S * : V : { :l'i-‘
. 2 g “ ; . R
3"'1 A . : s E . it

o e e L Fmie el e ettt e e ) g TS e g e o sy . R . . " Ca




. W

3-3

Table 3-1

The Distribution of Juvenile and Adult Groups
Across Correctional System Locations

JUVENILES : ADULTS
CORRECTIONAL SYSTEM N of N of In- N of N of In-
LOCATION % Groups  dividuals % Groups dividuals
Court Supervision
Probation 34.5 742 124,050 13.0 1,305 282,225
Split Sentence 5.6 121 10,325 0.6 65 18,550
i.e. Shock Probation
Group Homes i ' 11.5 248 26,475 0.7 66 9,675
Correctional Supervision
Imprisonment/Parole 38.2 821 136,225 74.5 7,467 1,170,800
Work Study/Release 1.2 26 1,975 2.1 214 38,325
Halfway House- 1.9 41 2,000 , 2.6 263 36,875
"Early Release 0.3 6 150 0.5 49 13,300
Parole Program - 4.9 106 14,850 4,5 449 96,625
other than standard ' :
Maximum Sentence - 1.9 41 2,600 1.5 151 35,625
release without parole :
Totals o 2,152 318,650 10,029 1,702,000

3-4

Seventy-five percent of adult groups were followed within the context of
standard parole supervision, two percent were studied after completing their
maximum sentenéés and being released with no supervision; one percent were fol-
lowed on parole after being released prior to the completion of their sentences
(early release). The remaining nine percent were released either to halfway
houses, work release programs or special parole programs. Fifteen percent of
adult groups were studied within the context of probation. Thirteen percent
were assigned to standard probatich supervision, and two percent were assigned
either to a group home or received a split sentence.

y

Of the juveniles, approximately fifty-six percent of the 2,152 groups
were followed while on probation, with thirty-five percent assigned to standard
probation supervision, twelve percent to group homes, and six percent to shock
probation. Forty—sében percent of the juvenile groups were followed after
being incarcerated and released to parole or one of its alternatives: thirty-
eight percent were followed within the context of standard parole supervision
after confinement in a training school or reformatory; seven percent were re-
leased to special parole programs, halfway houses or were in work study pro-
grams; two percent were studied after serving their maximum sentences and being

released with no supervision; less than one percent were studied after being

released to parole before their minimum sentences had been served.

Analytic Procedures

As explainéd in Chapter 2, simple comparisons of the average rate of
recidivism across ﬁ@e various locations of the correctional system are not in-
terpretable. vDefiniﬁions‘of recidivism vary, as does length of time in follow-
up and the tiﬁe peribé\dufing which the data were collected. Analysis is fur-.

ther complicated by regional differences in the rate of recidivism. In order

»
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to take these factors into account, regression equations were ecomputed thereby

-

, ) . e, , “ of criminal idivienm. indi i i1 1 { indi-
allowing for the estimation of the relative increase or decrease in the rate g } r recidivism. Our findings, reported in detail in Appendix G, indi

R . ; . . . cate tha i iff i i imi
of recidivism attributable to each correctional system locaion, taking other that while substantial differences exist between the social and criminal

. . . X background i i {
relevant factors into account. First, a general equation including all correc— ckgrounds of parolees and probationers, these differences are only slightly

. . . . . . related to crimi ecidivi e i -
tional locations (dichotomized) was computed in order to compare the relative minal recidivism, and therefore are not likely to be substan

‘ ] tively important in interpreti inding i , o
rate of recidivism between probationers and parolees. Then using standard pro- y inp interpreting the findings, which are presented below.
bation and standard parole supervision as the base of comparison, equations
were computed separatély for each of the alternatives to standard supervision.

And finally, trends in the impact of innovatiVe treatment methods were computed

for each system location. These equations are summarized in the addendum to

this chapter.2

Social and criminal background characteristics of the individuals who
comprise the groups in our study were not taken into account in these equations,
('? as they have not been reported often enough in the literature,3 This is poten-
tially important in interpreting the probation/parole comparison data presented
in this chapter, in that if there are inherent differences in the composition
of the groups assigned to probation and parole, and if these differences are
related to the probability of recidivism, then direct comparisons between the

two groups would not be valid. Although sufficient background data were not

a

available to include background characteristics in the equations, sufficient
information did exist to make a reasonable judgment as to whether commonly
cited background characteristics differentiate between parolees and proba-

tioners and whether or not these characteristics are important determinants .

2Complete equations can be found in Parts II and III of Appendix J.

(m? 3See Appendix E for details. ? v w:)
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PROBATION, PAROLE AND THETIR ALTERNATIVES

ADULTS
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PROBATION/PAROLE COMPARISON

Probation and parole entail the supervision of offenders in the commun-~

. ity by probation or parole officers. The specific terms of probation vary from

offender to offender and from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. However, most pro-
bationers are required to report on a regular basis to the probation officer
to whom tbgy are assigned. There may also be additional restrictions placed
on offenders that are related to their criminal activities. For instance, of-
fenders with alcohol abuse problems may be required to refrain from drinking;
offenders with psychiatric ﬁzoblems may be required to seek psychiatric care.
Parolé supervision is similar to standard probation except that the of-
fenders who/are being supervised have previously been incarcerated. The parole
board grants the offender's release to the community and also sets conditions
for release.- Offenders are required to report on é regular basis to their
parole officers whose responsibility includes egﬁdting t;at the conditions of
parole are not violated. These conditions may include prohibiting contact with

certain individuals, maintaining employment or obtaining assistance from vari-

ous social service agencies.

!

Rate of Recidivism: Overall, adult groups assigng@ to standard parole
have comparable rates of recidivism to groups assigned to probation. However,
the relative impact of parole and progation supervision on the rate‘pf recidi-
vism varies depending on how recidivism is defined.4 Adult groups assigned to
parole have lowenwratés,of recidivisé than groups on probation when recidivism

is defined as re-arrest, re-conviction or re-imprisonment for a new conviction

(B=-10.08, B=-7.58, B=-=5.69, respectively). However, when recidivism is

‘ \ , e
dsee Appendix D for details about the imp§h§\of operational definition.
on the reported rate of recidivism. S 0

2
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defined as abscond or imprisonment for either a technical violation or a new
conviction, groups assigned to parole have recidivism rates that are higher
than groups assigned to standard probation (B=2.45, B=9.39, respectively).

Impact of Additional Treatment: When innovative treatment is adminis-

tered on standard probation, adult groups receiving treatment liave higher aver-
age rates of recidivism than groups on probation not receiving additional
treatment (B=2.96). Groups receiving treatment on standard parcle also have a
higher average rate of recidivism (B=3.52) than groups on parole that did not
receive treatment.

Group Composition: For adults, there are significant differences in

both criminal history and social characteristics between those sentenced to
probation and those incarcerated and subsequently paroled. Adults on parole
tend to have a lower proportion of property offenders than adults assigned to
probation (41.2% to 50.1%, respectively), and a much higher proportion of mul-
tiple offenders, with 62,9% having been convicted more than once compared to
only 18.6% for adults sentenced to probatiom.

Social characteristics also differentiate between adults on probation
and parole., Adult groups who were incarcerated ano subéequently paroled tend
to have a slightly higher proportion of individuolo from broken homes (34.2%)
than those on probation (30.9%); a lower pfoportion of high school graduates
(25.5% compared to 32.2% for those on probation); a lower proportion of indivi-~
duals with drug use history tﬁon those on probation (.13%, .21% respectively);
and a slightly higher average age (27.8 years to 25,2 years for those on proba-
tion). | |

ﬁiscussion: The dgta suggest that the probability of recidivism is re-
markably similar for probationers and parolees: although they tend to be de-

tected committing new crime in different ways, the overall rate of recidivism

N

)
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is almost identical. This finding suggesto that a new image of the relative
risk associated with probationers and parolees is needed. Probationers can no
longer be viewed as offenders whose risk to the community is significantly
Wower than parolees. In fact, the groups'are equally dangerous. It may be
éhat a large proportion of persons senteoced to probation do fit the image of
the less serious offender who is unlikely to commit additional crimes. = But it
appears that an equally large proportion of probationers are first offenders
who are at the beginning of their criminal careers and are jost as likely as
parolees to commit additional, and perhaps more serious crimes: A probation
sentence may inhibit crime among some less serious offenders; but may be inef-
fective in deterring crime among persons at the beginning of their criminal
careers, At the presenﬁ time we have no reliable way of differentiating be-
tween these two types of offenders. i
Nor can we reliably separate the "hardened{épriminal who views prison

as a professional hazard that has to be endured from time to time, from the

~paroled offender who has been deterred frow further criminal activity by the

experience of being incarcerated. Incarceration per se cannot be conceived as

a means of reducing or not reducing recidivism; at the present time it appears
: 2

that in some cases it probably does limit further criminal activity while in
an equal number of ot§Z¥ céses it does not.

In effect, we camnnot rely on research evidence at this time to determine
if incaroeration is helpful or harmful to the society or if probation is appro-
priate or not., The effect of incarceration on adult offenders, therefore,
should not be a major consideration in determiniog whether or not to send an
adult offender to prisoq.’ Since the aggregate impact is negligible, thé égst

and fair administration of justice are the main things that need to be consi-

dered in making this determination.
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SPLIT SENTENCING ('SHOCK" PROBATION)

Split sentencing, sometimes referred to aé “"shock'" probation, involves
a brief period of incarceration followed by placement on standard probation.
The rationale behind this intervention is to deter further criminal activity
by exposing offénders to the reality of imprisonment. Tt is believed that of=-
fenders who have experienced incarceration will be subsequently moxe amenable
to the supervision of probation officers who often use the threat of re-incar-

ceration to obtain offenders’' compliance.

Rate of Recidivism: Studies of adult groups assigned to shock probation

yield inconsistent findings. When recidivism is defined as re-arrest, groups

sentenced to shock probation have substantially lower average rates of recidi-

vism (B=-30,66). However, when recidivism is defined as re-imprisonment for a

new conviction, groups sentenced to shock probation have substantially higher

rates of recidivism than groups assigned to standard probation (B=35.40).

Tmpact of Additional Treatment: Insufficient data exists for analysis.

Group Composition: 'For adult groups assigned to shock probation, there

are a number of differences in both their criminal histories and social back-

. grounds, compared. to those asSigned to standard probation. Adult groups as-

signed to shock probation tended to have a much higher proportion of property

offenders and 4 somewhat lower proportion of individuals convicted of at least

one brigr offense compared to adults assigned to standard probation. The pro--
goftion of whites is higﬁer for adults'aséigned to shock probation, when com-
pared to standard pfobétionQ%ﬁin addition, fhe proportion of individuals‘coming
from broken families who yere‘assigned to shock probatibn is lower than the
préportioﬁ from broken families assignéd to standard probation. This is also

true of the proportion of high school graduates which tends to be lower among

© @
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adults‘given this fintervention. Adults on shock probation also fend to have a

lower socio—ecén&mic status rating than adults on standard probation.
Discussion: Given the inconsistency of thesebfindings, no firm judgment

about the efficacy of shock probation for adult offenders can be made. Furtheﬁ\i

research focﬁsing on the differential impact of this intervention on different

outcome criteria is needed. : 4
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GROUP HOMES (PARTIAL PHYSICAL CUSTODY)

Group homes are small residential facilities used‘ﬁ:iﬁarily as an alter-

2

native to incarceration. Group homes have minimal security; offenders gener-

ally‘leavé the faéility daily to attend school or to go to work. Group coun-
seling and other services are often provided within the framework of these fa-
gilities. The rationale behind these homes is to provide an alternative to
impriSonment whilg at'the same time exerting more direct control over offenders
than can‘ﬁe exerégéed under standard probation supervision.

Rate of Recidivism: Adult groups assigned to group homes average con-

sistently higher rates of recidivism than adult groups assigned to standard

probation. When recidivism is defined as abscond and imprisomment for either

a technical violation or a new conviction, groups assigned to group homes have
higher average recidivism rates than adults assigned to standard probation

(B=7.90, B=21.06, respectively).

. " & ) .
Impact of Additional Treatment: When additional treatment is adminis-

tered within the context of the grdup home, there is mno appreciable effect on
the rate of recidivism. Adult groups receiving treatment in group homes have

comparable average rates of recidivism to groups in group homes that did not

4
receive additional treatment.
& .
Group Composition: - Adult groups assigned to group homes tend to have

a higher proportion of individuals convicted of multiple offenses, a greater
proporfion of whites and high school graduates, and a slightly lower average
age than adult groups assigned to standardvprobétioh.

Discussion: Insofar as group homes are designed to reducé the rate of
recidiviSm,“it‘appears they have not been succeszul.’ Given the findings of

the present Study, the use of group homes for'adulté should be re-evaluated.

4
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It may be that placing offenders in close proximity to one another in a loosely

structured environment provides a forum for the exchange of criminal methods

and ideologies. As these facilities are relatively expensive to aperate, the

benefit derived is open to serious question.

B
&
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HALFWAY HOUSES

nders

The halfway house is a community based residential program for offe

on parole. The purpose of the program is to establish a smooth transitioqffrom_

it

total institutionalization to the nearly complete freedom ofﬂparolé. The}bver-

1

age stay ranges from several days to several months, and offenders are ofﬁén

administered additional services such as job training, job placement and gduca-
: : ) a ﬂ
tion. Halfway houses vary considerably in terms of the specific prograns  that
, N '
are instituted to residents. ; : ; H

Prior evaluations of halfway houses for adults have produced incpn%is-
. i o

tent results., In a study of eight facilities in Ohio lower rates of recﬂhivism

. o 1
for residents were reported, ‘However, there was also a 17 percent in—pr&gram>
failure rate. Lipton, et al. (1975) report lower rates of recidivism in|some

pre~release guidance centers, but higher rates in others.

Rate of Recidivism: Overall, adult groups assigned to halfway houses

o

have higher rates of recidivism than groups assigned to standard parole jsuper-

vision. When recidivism is defined as failure, abscond, re-arrest or rg-impri-

ve

sonment for a technical violation, groups released to halfway houses h#

il

higher rates of recidivism (B=19.51, B-10.51, B=7.83, B=13.88, respectively).

Only when recidivism is defined as re-imprisonment for either a technical vio-
' .

lation or a new conviction, do groups released to halfway houses have lower
|
o

/

Impact of Additional Treatment: Adult groups receiving additi?nal

rates of recidivism than groups assigned to standard parole (B=-9.51)

: i
treatment within the context of the halfway house have lower average Fates of
I :

4 al treat-

recidivism than groups in halfway houses that did not receive additi
- I

ment (B=-8.53). o ’ ' ,/
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Group Composition: Groups assigned to halfway houses have a lower pro-

portion of property offenders and a much lower proportion of multiple offenders

than groups assigned to standard parole. They also tend to have a much higher

proportion of high school graduates and individuals with a higher socio-eco-

nomic rating, as well as a slightly higher proportion of individuals with a

" narcotics history, than groups assigned to standard parole.

Discussion: Although there is some inconsistency in the research find-

ings, the trend among groups assigned to halfway houses is clearly towards

higher rates of recidivism. Although when additional treatment is administered
within this context, lower rates of recidivism are reported, even with these
added resources, the rate of recidivism only approaches that for adult groups

on standard parole that were given no additional treatment. Given the expense

of operating these facilities, their continuation should be carefully. assessed.

oy
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WORK RELEASE

Work furlough or releade involves the daily release of offenders from
confinement for the purpose of going to work in the com@unity. A portioh of
offenders' earnings are frequently contributed to pay for room and board in
prison.’ Offenders wear street clothes and utilize public transportation to
travel to their place of employment, and return to confinement after work.

Prior evaluations of work release have reported inconsistent findings.
Fér example, Bass (1975) reports comparable rates of failure for adult felons
in a California work release program. However, when in-program failures were
taken into account, participants were associated with higher rates of reéidi—
viém. Stanton's (1974) evaluation of a program in New York City, however,

s;ows that 68 percent of adults participating had no arrests and did not ab-

scond during the period of follow-up. Jenkins, et al (1974) also report sig-

- nificantly lower rates of recidivism for male offenders in work release pro-

grams.

Rate of Recidivism; Studies of‘adult groups assigned to work study pré-
grams yield inconsistent\fesults. When recidivism is defined as re-arrest,
groups assigned to work study have higher average rates (B=8.95).k However,
when re-~conviction or re-imprisonment for either a technical violation or a
new conviction‘is used as the outcome critérion, groups assigned to work study
programs have lower rates of recidivism (B=-8.87, B=-16.29, respectively).

Impact of Additiomal Treatment: Groups on work study that were adminis-

tered additional treatment have comparable rates of recidivism to adult groups
on work study that did not receive additional treatment.

Group Composition: Adult groups assigned to work study tend to have a

much higher proportion of high school graduates, a somewhat higher proportion

=

0O
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of individuals with a higher socio~economic rating, a somewhat higher propor-
tion of multiple offenders, and a lower proportion of individuals coming from
broken homes than groups assigned to standard parole.

Discussion: Given the inconsistencies of the research findings, no firm
conclusion can be drawn about the overall efficacy of work furlough programs
for adult offenders. Further research focusing on the specific nature of the
programs is warranted as work release does appear ‘to be associated with lower

rates of recidivism for some outcome criteria,




i

3"'21 "

EARLY RELEASE

Early release is an administrative decision to release offenders to
parole supervision prior to serving their minimum sentence required by law.
The rationale behind this program is that no benefit will be derived by con-
fining offenders for the last few months of their sentences.

Rate of Recidivism: The impact of early release on the rate of recidi-

vism varies considerably depending on'how recidivism is defined.. When the out-
come criteriqy is abscbnd or re-arrest, adult groups released early tend to
have higher rates of recidivism than groups on standard parole (B=14.32, B=
32.43, respectively). However, when recidivism is measured either as failure
or re-imprisonment for a technical violation, groups in early release programs
are associated with lower rates of recidivism (B=-14,60, B=-13.36, respec-
tively) .

Impact of Additional Treatment: There is no significant difference in

the average rate of recidivism for adult groups assigned to early release that
received additional treatment and groups assigned to early release that did

not receive additional treatment.

Group Composition: Adults assigned to earl;.release tend to have é
higher proportion of non—whites and iﬁdividuals who come from broken families
than groups assigned to standard parole. They are slightly‘%ldé%, and have a
somewhat highér average socio%economic rating than groups assigned to standard

2

parole.

Discussion: The inconsiéfent research findinés reportéd for groups that
are released early suggests thﬁt this program should be monitored very care-
fully and used with considerable caution. Although it has administrative and
cost benefits, its impact on thé rate of recidivism cannot be firmly evaluated

O

at this time.
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PAROLE PROGRAMS

Parole programs include a variety of specific resources which are made
available under standard parole supervision, including job training and place-
ment programs, financial assistance and counseling. The resources available

among parole programs vary considerably. Intervention. i{s programmatic as op-

| posed to individualized.

Rate of Recidivism: Adult groups assigned to parole programs tend to

be associated with higher rates of recidivism than adults on standfrd parole,
J )
When re-arrest, re-imprisonment for a technical violation or re«impﬁﬁsonment

for either a technical violation or a new conviction is used as the outcome

criterion, groups assigned to parole programs are associated with higher rates
of recidivism (B=16.68, B=3.28, B=6.40, respectively).

Impact of Additional Treatment: Groups that were administered addi-

tional treatment within the context of a parole program have lower average
rates of recidivism than groups on parole programs that did not receive addi-
tional treatment (B=-~4.86).

Group Composition: Groups assigned to\special parole programs have a

somewhat lower proportion of multiple offenders and a slightly lower average
age than groups assigned to standard parole. fhey also tend to have a higher
proportion of high school graduates and individuals with a higher socio-eco-
nomic rating, as well as a slightly higher proportion of adults with some nar-
cotics history than groups on standard parole.

Discussion: As parole.programs are an umbreila for an array of innova-
tive treatment strategies, no specific conclusion about the eff@cacy of these

%%rces expended

programs ¢an be made. We can conclude, however, that the res
on these programs has not been effective. This may be due to the nature of the

programs or because insufficient resources have been allocated to the task.
) | :
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[0}
GROUPS SERVING MAXIMUM SENTENCE AND RELEASED WITH NO SUPERVISION
Y

Of fenders in this category are released to the community with no super-
vision after having served the maximum sentence allowed by law.

Rate of Recidivism: Adult groups that are incarcerated and released

with no supervision have a higher average rate of recidivism than groups that
are released to standard parole supervision (B=10.81). This finding is con-
sistent across all definitions of recidivism reported in the literature.

Impact of Additional Treatment: The data suggest that when additional

treatment is administered to groups serving maximum sentences, there may be
some decline in the rate of recidivism. However, this finding is not stable:
too few groups have been studied and more research is needed before drawing

any firm conclusiouns.

Group Composition: Adult groups that served maximum senteﬁces and were
released\yith no supervision tend to have a slightly higher proportion of in-
dividualéfwith some narcotics history. and a slightly higher socio-economic
rating than groups assigned to standard parole. Other background characteris-
tics for this group have mnot been reported frequently enough to draw any con-
clusions. ) |

Discussion: The consistently higher rates of recidivism ;eported for

groups releasad from,priﬁon and not subsequently superviséd in the community
- . Y .

| \
suggests that this is not a viable way of dealing with offenders who have been

.

- 5 . - b S
incarceratéd. State laws should be amended to allow for the supervision of

persons required to serve their full sentences after release.

ADDENDUM TO CHAPTER 3

REGRESSION EQUATIONS USED IN THE ANALYSIS

ADULTS
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Table 3-2

Regression Equation:
The Independent Impact of Correctional System Location
on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism

Controlllng for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up,
Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected

ADULTS -- ALL GROUPS

Multiple R .65
R Square .43
Adjusted R Square .43
Standard Error 11.89

(Constant = 74.00)

STD. ERROR
B OF B BETA F RATIO

DEFINITION

(relative to imprisonment

for a new conviction) .

Failure 26.59 «55 .43 2361.28%
Abscond .45 .36 .01 1.54
Re~Arrest : 18.85 N .58 .29 1048.39%
Re~Conviction . 10.07 .67 .13 225.44%
Imprisonment (technical offense) 6.47 36 .18 331.48%
Imprisonment (either new convic- 14.64 5 .45 .31 1065459%

tion or technical offnse)

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION

(relative to no supervision)

Probation : < =10.16 1.04 -, 22 94.91%
"Shock" Probation -17.53 1.82 -.09 "92.85%
Group Home, PPC : ~4.28 1.81 -.02 5.58%
Parole after Imprisonment -10.38 1.01 o =-.29 106.21%
Work Study - -10.74 1.30 -.10 68.71%
Halfway House B - =4.84 1.28 ~.03 14.24%
Early Release \ -11.29 - 1.98 -.05 32.606%
Parole Program ' -10.58 i 1.16 -.14 82.77%
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP .19 .01 .19 546.38%

(months) ‘

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION ‘

{(compared to other U.S. & Canada) :

New England 5.65 .89 .06 40.08%
Mid-Atlantic ‘ -2.24 .65 ~.04 11.73%
East-North Central L -.77 .60 -.02 1.62
West-North Central -2.62 6o -.05 118.78%
South Atlantic. -3.48 " .57 , ~-.09 37.57%
. East~South Central =2.44 72 -.03 11.57%
Mountain - . <34 .66 .01 .26
Pacific ) 1.08 .52 . .03 » 4,.30%
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 496 " ap 13 240, 30%

(1=€1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's)

*Significant at .05 level.
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Table 3-3

Regression Equation:
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation
on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up,
Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected

ADULTS -- PROBATION VS, ITS ALTERNATIVES

Multiple R .54
R Square | .29
Adjusted R Square .28
Standard Error 14.17

(Constant = 64.20)

STD. ERROR
B .. _ _OFB BETA F_RATIO

DEFINITION )

(relative to imprisonment

for a new conviction) . «
Failure 23.81 1.78 .40 177.,92%
Abscond ~4.62 1.60 -.10 8.35%
Re-Arrest 11.95 1.58 .27 57.13%
Re~Conviction 10.13 1.64 .23 38.11%
Imprisonment (technical offense) 2.59 1.51 .06 2.97
Imprisonment (either new convic-— 4.69 1.93 .08 5.92%

tion or technical offense)

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION

(relative to standard probation)

"Shock" Probation ~7.11 2.34 -.0L _ 4,22%
Group Home, PPC 8.52 "2.39 .11 12.69%
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP -.57 03 05 3.24
(months)
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

(compared to other U.S. & Canada) ’
New England , 4.90 6.49 .02 .57
Mid-Atlantic ‘ ~7.31 2.04 -.12 12.87%
East=North Central -1.76 1.58 -.04 1.24
West-Noxrth Central -11.96 2,74 ~.15 19 1%
South Atlantic 5 -1.54 1.85 -.02 ".69
East-South Central =-2.61 7.35 -.01 . .13
Mountain - 14.63 4.09 .09 12.82%
Pacific . , 1.69 1.43 .05 1.39
DECADE DATA COLLECTED '
(1=¢1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) ~4.25 196 A3 19.5%
*Significant at .05 1evel.}\
: £




?

RN S ANE A

seorraman it

s
4

lé

3-27 : |

Table 3-4 ! ey

Regression Equation:
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole
on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up,
Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected

ADULTS -- PAROLE VS. ITS ALTERNATIVES

Multiple R .69
R Square .47
Adjusted R Square 47
Standard Error 11.23
(Constant = 82.43)
STD. ERROR .
B QF B BETA F RATIO |
DEFINITION i
(relative to imprisonment 2
for a new conviction) :
Failure 26.50 .56 42 2203.92 i
Abscond 1.18 .35 .03 11.13
Re-Arrest 19.79 .68 .26 859.56
Re~Conviction 7.02 .85 .07 67.95
Imprisonment (technical offense) 6.63 .35 .19 355,41
Imprisonment (either new convic- 15.85 .45 .35 1222.18
tion or technical of fense)
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
(relative to standard parole)
Work Study .23 81 .00 .08
Parole Program .75 .62 .01 1.47
Eazly Release .30 1.63 .00 .03
Halfway House 6.67 .81 .07 68.05
Maximum Sentence 10.93 .96 .09 128.48
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 22 .0l .23 708. b4%
(months)
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION
(compared to other U.5. & Canada)
New England 5.15 .89 .06 33.81
Mid-Atlantic -1.26 .69 -.02 3.27
East-North Central -1.38 .66 -.03 4.35
. West-Nerth Central -2.45 .63 1 ~.05 15.14
South Atlantic ~3.84 .60 y -.10 41.08
East-South Central -2.51 .72 ) -.04 ©12.05
Mountain -.82 .68 7 -.00 .00 .
Pacific .30 - 57 .01 27
DECADE DATA COLLECTED
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) -5.68 -3 14 270.62

*Significant at .05 level.
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i Table 3-3
. ? - Summary of Regression Equations:d .
The /Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation on Each Definition of Recidivism
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected
r \ Adults
{
5 RE- RE- IMPRIS./ IMPRIS./ IMPRIS. /
~TOTAL FAILURE ABSCOND . ARREST . CONVIC. TECH. NEW CONV. EITHER
PROBATION BASE

NSHOCK™ -1.47 -11.78 -30.60 -8.69 8.06 35.40 .18
PROBATION 2.34 20.11 ——— 6.71 4.55 11.40 8.56 4.69 w i
.39 .34 20.82% 3.66 .50 17.11% .00 2
9.53 10.51 7.90 3.91 4.58 3.21 5.62 21.06 E
glngup HOME, 2.37 9.52 2.03  12.96 4.83 12.22 10.40 7.85
16.21 1.22 15.17* .09 .90 .07 .292 7.19% ;
*Significant at .05 level. :
> %

i
S5complete equations ﬁan be found in Appendix J.
@§
o ! ’ ’
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Table 3-6 !
: Summary of Regression Equations:6
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole on Each Definition of Recidivism
Controlling fbr Length of Time in Follow-Up, Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected
i Adults
B RE- RE- IMPRIS. / IMPRIS. / IMPRIS. /
; TOTAL FAILURE ABSCOND ARREST CONVIC. TECH. NEW CONV. EITHER
PAROLE BASE
WORK .64 -3.42 ~1.67 10.21 -8.87 -2.14 -.47 -16;29
RELEASE .80 2,73 1.45 3.41 4,08 1.74 1.64 2.74
.65 1.57 1.32 8.95% 4.72% 1.52 .08 35.38%
: 7.63 19.51 10.51 7.83 -5.55 13.88 -2,.58 -9,51
LAY 75 1 3.40 1.47 2.60 4.17 1.81 2.03 2.89
102,21% 32,79% 51.28% 9.00% 1.77 58.59% 1.61 10.80%
EARLY .32 ~14.60 14.32 32.43 =11 -13.36 1.13 11.28
RELEASE 1.63 6.21 2.25 9.37 3.89 4.07 2.74 12,54
.04 5,52% 40,43% 11.99% .00 10.74% .17 .81
PAROLE 1.45 -3.73 ~2,10 16.68 -.33 3.28 ~.68 6.40
PROGRAM .58 2.45 1.53 2.51 2.78 1.39 1.04 2,10
6.14% 2.31 1.90 44,10% .00 5.62% A2 9.26%
NO 10.81 12,19 13.35 16.37 9.32 5.30 30.15
.96 17.17 5.47 2.93 3.07 — .90 5.86
SUPERVISION 155 64x .50 5.96%  31.15% 34 .66% 26.51%

9.19%

*Significant at .05 level.

6Complete equations can be found in Appendix J.
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Table 3-7
‘ ?he Overall Impact of Innovative Correctional Treatment //
Within the Context of Various Criminal Justice System Locations .
Summary Regression Equation Data?
]
Adults
B e F
Court Supervision:
Standard Probation U 2,96
: . 1.08 7.57%
ghock Probaplgn (too few cases to compute equation)
roup Home, PPC +35 3.90 01
gprrectional Supervision:
- Standard Parole
" Work Study ’ 3.2; 2.32 9.
Halfway House -8.53 4‘13 %
Early Release e -.54 3.5 oo
Parole Programs ; —4:86 1.62 102*
No Supervision After Serving Maximum -6.22 ‘ S.ll i»zg

*Significant at .05 level.

-
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) Table 3-8

Summary of Differences in Adult Group Background Characteristics:
Alternate Assignments Compared to Standard Intervention8

COURT SUPERV. CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION
Shock Work Halfway Early Special
PROPORTION OF: Prob. PPC Study House Release Parole Maxout
(Compared to
Stan. Prob.) (Compared to Standard Parole)
Property Offense ++ N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S
Multiple Convictions - ++ + — I.D. - N.S
White ++ + N.S. ~— - N.5. N.S.
Average Age ; N.S. - - N.S + - N.S
__Broken Family - N.S. - N.S. ++ N.S. - I.D.
()
H.S. Graduate - o+ ++ ++ N.S + N.S§
8.E.S. - I.D. + + + + +
Narcotics History I.D. I1.D. - + N.S. + +
KEY:
+ = Specified alternative has’a greater proportion of individuals with the
specified alternative.
- = Specified alternative has a smaller proportion of individuals with the
specified alternative.
N.S. = No significant difference on this characteristic.
1.D. = Insufficient data to evaluaté differences on this characteristic.
'{j) 8Complete T-test data can be found in Appendix I.
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PROBATION, PAROLE AND THEIR ALTERNATIVES

JUVENTLES
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P ' PROBATION/PAROLE ANALYSIS

Juvenile probation and parole supervision entails the supervision of
offenders in the.commﬁnity by probation and parocle officers. The specific
terms of probatiéﬁ vary from offender to offender, however, all probationers
are required to report on a regular basis to the probétion officer to whom
they are assigned. There may also be additional restrictions placed on offen-
ders that are related to their criminal activities. For example, juveniles
with alcohol abuse problems may be requi?ed to refrain from drinking; offenders
with psychiatric problems may be required to seek psychiatric care.

Parcle supervision is similar to standard probation except that the of-
fenders who are being supervised have previously been incarcerated. A parole

board grants the offender's release and also sets the conditions for release.

f;}f Offenders are required to report to their parole officers on a regular basis,

A,

whose responsibilities include ensuring that the conditions of parole are not
violated. These conditions may include prohibiting contact with certain indi-
viduals, maintaining employment or obtaining assistance from various social

service agencies,

Rate of Recidivism: Juvenile groups assigned to standard parole have

Substantiaily higher rates of recidivism than juvenile groups assigned to stan-
dard probation (B=15.63). This impact is consistent regardless of how recidi-

vism is measured.

The Impact of Additional Treatment: Overall, juvenile groups on stan-
dard’probation that received treatment have higher ratés of recidivism than
their non-treated counférparts (B=3.38); Juvenile groups receiving additional
treatment in the context of standard parble have comparable rates of recidivism

"i@} to groups not receiving added intervention.




T e TR R w8 -

o gt g

3-34

4

Group Composition: For juveniles, we found few stable differences in

background characteristics between those on parole and those on probation. In

terms of criminal history, the only difference found is in relation to the pro~
portion of multipleadffenders: groups who had been incarcerated and then
paroled had a much higher proportion (48.9%) of multiple offenders than groups ; !

assigned to probation (27.2%).

Differences in social characteristics between the two groups are found 3 o
with respect to age, brokeﬁ families and narcotics history. Juveniles who were
incarcerated and subsequentlyrparoled are slightly older than those assigned to ﬁ |
probatidn (17.5 years to 17.2 respectively), have a higher proportion of indi-
viduals coming from broken families (56.9% to 50.7% for those on probation),
and a higher percentage of individuals with some narcotics history (.68 for ALTERNATIVES TO STANDARD PROBATION FOR JUVENILES
parolees to .15 for probationers). v

Discussion: Our findings indicate that juveniles that have been incar- ; g”)
cerated have higher rates of recidivism than juveniles released to standard |
probation supervision, regardless of how recidivism is defined. Since these
are not experimental data, it cannot be inferxed that the incarceration of
kjuveniles per se is resﬁonsible for higher rates of recidivism among these
groups. Furthermore, the available background data suggest that juveniles who
are incarcerated pose a slightly greater risk to recidivate than youth offen-

ders who are sentenced to probation. It is unlikely, however, that differen-

" N
tial sentencing of high risk offenders to incarceration accounts for all the
difference in the rate of recidivism between these two gfoups.

These findings point to the importance of planning for the supervision

~ and after—care of juveniles who have been incarcerated and suggest that caution

should be exercised in the incarceration of juvenile offenders. At the very \ ;

O

least, it is unlikely that incarceration serves to lower the rate of recidivism,

and it may play a‘role in raising it.
3-35 |
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SPLIT SENTENCING.

Split sentencing, sometimes referred to as "shock" probation, involves
a brief period of incarceration followed by placement on standard probation.
For juveniies, such incarceration may be detention in a secure facility, camp
or training school. The rationale behind this intervention is to deter further
criminal activity by exposing offendets to the reality of detention. It is be-
lieved that offenders who have experienced incarceration will be subsequently
more amenable to the sﬁpervision of probation officers.

Rate of Recidivism: Juvenile groups assigned to shock probation have a

substantially 1ower”average rate of recidivism than juvenile groups assigned

to standard probatidﬁ (ﬁé—12.63). The impact of shock probation is significant
when recidivism is defined as re-arrest, re~im§¥isonment for a technical viola-
tion or re-imprisonment for either a technical violation‘or a new conviction,
with groups assigned to shock probation having much lower rates for these
definitions than groups assigned to standard probation (B=-23.80, B=-14,22,

B=-22.67, respectively).

Impact of Additional Treatment: Juvenile groups that received addi-
tional treatment within the context of shock probation have lower average rates

of recidivism than juvenile groups on shock probation that-did not receive ad~

ditional treatment (B=-14.57). ' N

Group Composition: Juvenile groups assigned to shock probation have a

much lower proportion of whites than juvenile groups assigned to standard pro-

bation. Other background characteristics are not reported frequently enduéh

to draw any conclusions. -
: =~

P
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o
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' Discussion: Given these findings, shock probation should be considered
in planning the repertoire of interventions for juveniles sentenced to proba-
tion. A brief period of incarceration followed by probation supervision ap-
pears to have the advantage of deterring criminal activity without the poten-

tially debilitating effect of long-term incarceration.
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GROUP HOMES

Group homes are small, residential facilities for offenders who are sen-

tenced to probation. Group homes

They are frequently located in urban areas.
lack tight security, and offenders are generally free to leave the facility to
go to school or work.

The staff rarely consists of professional personnel; it is not uncommon
for group homes to be run by a husband and wife team who have no specific
training in dealing with the offender population.

Prior evaluations of group homes have been inconsistent. Some studies,
as the evaluation of Denver facilities, suggest that group homes have a posi-
tive impact in lowering the rate of recidivism. The state of Minnesota, how-
ever, reports less optimistic results, with lesg than twenty percent success-—
fully completing the program and a thifty-three percent recidivism rate.

Rate of Recidivism: Juvenile groups assigned to group homes have con-

sistently hiéher averéée rates of recidivism than juvenile groups assigned to
standard probation. When recidivism is defined asgabscond, re-arrest, re-con-—
viction for a new offense or imprisonment for either a technical violation or
a new conviction, juvenile groups assigned to group‘homes have substantially
higher rates of recidivism (B=10.17, B=29.00, B=23.86, B=14.13, respectively)
than juvenile groups assigned to standard probation.

Impact of Additional Treatment: There is no significant difference in

the rate of recidivism between juvenile groups in group homes that were admin-
1stered additional treatment and juveniles in group homes that did not receive

additional treatment.

3-39

Group Composition: Juvenile groups assigned to group homes tend to have

a higher proportion of multiple offenders, a much lower proportion of high
school graduates, and a slightly lower socio-economic rating than groups as-
signed to standard probation.

Discussion: Insofar as group homes are designed to reduce the rate of
recidivism, it appears they have not been successful. There is some evidence
to suggest that juveniles assigned to these detention centers are more "at
risk" than juveniles placed on standard probation supervision. However, it is
highly unlikely that the higher rates of recidivism reported for groups in
these facilities can be totally accounted for by these factors. This seems
even more improbable in light of the fact that almost all group living arrange-
ments for both juveniles and adults are either inconsistent or associated with
higher rates of recidivism, even when such‘differential group composition does
not appear to exist.

Given these findings, the use of group homes as presently counstituted
for juvenile offenders should be re-assessed. Although there is considerable
variabllity in the quality of the homes and their programs, many homes are in-
adequately funded and have ﬁigh staff turnover resulting in a lack of stability
for the residents. In addition, congregating offenders in such a loosely
structured environment may provide a forum for the exchange of criminal methods
and ideologieé. ;

As these homesnare used frequeatly in dealing with juvenile offenders,

the study of the characteristics of groups homes related to the rate of recidi-

vism should receive priority attention.
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( | | ) | WORK_STUDY

Work study is a pre-release residential program administered to juven-

iles in detention centers, training schools and camps, and involves closely

supervised work and educational activities. The rationale behind this inter-
vention is to provide juveniles with the discipline, skills and resources
necessary to access the larger opportunity structure. Offenders in work study

programs are subsequently released to parole.

Rate of Recidivism: Overall, juvenile groups assigned to work study
programs have much lower average rates of recidivism than juvenile group as~—
P signed to standard parole supervision (B=-23.86). The impact of work study is

ALTERNATIVES TO STANDARD PAROLE FOR JUVENILES . R ot . .
K h particularly significant when recidivism is defined as abscond or re-arrest,

with juvenile groups assigned to work study having substantially lower average
(”g . : _ ' ‘ (”) rates of recidivism (B=-30.51, B=-45.05, vespectively), compared to juvenile

groups on standard parole.

| A Impact of Additionai Treatment: Additional treatment is rarely adminis-

. B ‘ ‘ ‘ o ‘ tered to juvenilesbin work study programs, thus its impact cannot be evaluated.

o . S i o Group Composition: Juvenilé.groups assigned to work study tend to have
é‘ﬁuch highefvpropoftion of multiple'offenders. They also have a much higher
proportion of high school graduates a&d a‘;omewhat higher socio-economic rating
than groups assignedifo stahdard“parol%.

x Discussibn: As work séudy is théwonly pre~-release alternative to stan-
dar&;parole that ié‘;dnsistently associated with lower rates of recidivism for
juveniles, it;shoulg be conéideréﬁ as a basic elemeﬁt in o

. carcerated juvenile offenders.

”
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HALFWAY HOUSES

Halfway houses are small, non-secure facilities similar to group homes,
for juveniles who have been sentenced to a period of confinement. Residents
may be offenders who have been imprisoﬁed prgparihg for release to the commun-
ity, or they may have been sentenced to the halfway house as an alternative to
other forms of confinement. Halfway houses may also serve as a temporary resi-
dence for juveniles who do not have a place to live.

Rate of Recidivism: Overall, juvenile groups assigned to halfway houses

have an average rate of recidivism that is lower than juvenile groups assigned‘
to standard parole (B=-7.04). However, the impact of halfway houses on the

rate of recidivism varies considerably depending on how recidivism is defined.
When conviction for a new crime is used as the outcome criterion, groups as+:
signed to halfway houses have significantly higher rates of recidivismu(B=24.12).
There is a tendency for groups assigned to halfway houses to ha¢e lower rates

of failure anghlgwer rates of re-imprisonment for a technical violatiom. How-
ever, the margin of error around these estimates is high, precluding a firm
conclusion about the impact of halfway houses on juvenile offenders.

Impact of Additional Treatment: Insufficient research exists on thé im-

pact of additional treatment in the context of halfway houses, The data that

does exist is inconsistent and no firm judgment about added treatment in this

location can be made at the present time.

Grouﬁ Composition: Juvenile groups assigned to halfway houses tend to
have a somewhat higher proportion of individuals with some narcotics history,
a higher average age and a lower socio-economic rating than juvenile groups on

<

standard parole.

0
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{ ) Discussion: Given the inconsistency of our findings concerning halfway

|
: . . \
houses, no overall assessment of their efficacy can be made. Continued mongk

‘toring and evaluation of these facilities is warranted, as some success has

been reported.
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.. EARLY RELEASE’

D
E ar b - (3 . . » ¥
1y relgase is an administrative intervéntion whereby juveniles who

have bee ine
n confined are released to parole supervision prior to the completioﬂy
of their s P . ' ' N
ir sentences. The rationale behind this program is that no benefit will

be derived by confining offenders for the last few months of their sentences

Rate . e _. . - 0y . ’
of Recidivism: ' Overall, juvenile groups assigned to early release
hav . ivi ”
:e a 19w¢;’average rate of recidivism than juvenile groups on standard parole
While i indi i ‘
this finding is consistent across definitions of recidivism, these find
, -

ings isti
ngs are not statlsflgally stable as too little research has been reported

I . : : v
mpact of Addltlonal Treatment: Additional treatment is rarely adminis-
tered to juvenile groups that are released early.

Group Composition: Insufficiept data exists for analysis

Discussion: “ficient
Discussion: Insufficient research has been conducted on‘early release

to make i j its i1
any final judgment about its’ impact on the rate of recidivism for Ju-

veniles. he i ig
’T data that does exist is encouraging as juveniles who are released

earl ¢ ignifi
y do not appear to have significantly higher rates of recidivism than Ju-
v P . 3 W

eniles serving their full sentences. Further study of this program is war

ranted.

2

e
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PAROLE PROGRAMS

Juvenile offenders released to parole programs are administered a wide
variety of diagnositc and treatment services, including edutational and career
development programs, counsgling, job training and 5§b placement. Programs
vary on the basis of individual needs, assessed by a social‘worker or proba-

tion/parole officer.

Rate of Recidivism: Juvenile groups in parole programs are associated

with both higher and lower rates of recidivism depending on how recidivism is
defined. When re-imprisonment for a technical violaticn is the outcome cri-

terion, groups assigned to parole programs have higher rates of recidivism

(B=6.04). However, when recidivism is defined as re~imprisomment for a new
conviction or }e—imprisonment for either a new éonvictién or a technical vio-
lation, groups in pardie programs have mich lower rates of recidivism (B=454.73,
B=-19.72, respectively) than groups assigned to standard parole supervision.

Impact of Additional Treatmiént: There is no significant difference in

the rate of recidivism for groups in parole pregrams that received additional

treatment and groups in parole programs that did not receive additional treat-

ment.

Group Composition: Groups assigned to parole programé have a higher
proportion of whites and a higher average*age than juvenile groups assigngd to
standard parolé.

Discussion: More research is needed before any conclusions can Qe drawn

about the efficacy of applying additional resources to the parole supervision

process. Information that does exist at this time is inconsistent, and more

specific focus on the nature of available services 1s necessary. In light of

these findings, further research focusing on the nature and extent of resources

oY
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Al

( available and how these resources are utilized in each program is warranted.

i) GROUPS SERVING MAXIMUM SENTENCE AND RELEASED WITH NO SUPERVISION

IR

But it is clear that simply applying additional resources will not solve the

o 3 a 1 1 T i i -
problem of juvenile crime. Careful attention should be paid to the nature and Offenders in this ca@egory are released to the community with no super

£ th i{f th to prove useful ' o vision after having served the maximum sentence allowed by law.
extent of those resources 1 ey are ' ful. ‘ ’

Rate of Recidivism: Juvenile groups that are incarcerated and released

£

5 k with no supervision have higher average rates of failure than juvenile groups
A T released to standard parole supervision (B=17.09).

Impact of Additional Treatment: Groups that served their maximum sen-—

- tences and were released with no supervision but were given some form of inno-
vative rreatment have higher average rates of recidivism than groups released

with no supervision that did not receive additional treatment (B=5.89).

Group Composition: Juvenile groups that completed their prison terms

& : and were released without supervision tend to have a much lower proportion of

whites, a higher proportion of individuals coming from broken homes, and a

=
v l“"‘h
| i
vk‘J

slightly lower average age than juvenile groups agsigned to standard parole.

- Discussion: These findings indicate that juveniles should not be re—

leased from confinement without appropriate supervision. State laws should be
.amended to allow for the supervision of youthful offenders who have been con-

fined.
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Cu k Regression Equation:
The Independent Impact of Correctional System Location
on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism
j Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up,
§ Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected ‘
JUVENILES —- ALL GROUPS
f Multiple R .61
R Square .37
Adjusted R Square .37
Standard Error 16.94
(Constant = 42.59)
STD. ERROR
B OF B BETA F RATIO
DEFINITION
ADDENDUM TO CHAPTER 3 (relative to imprisonment
- for a new conviction) - : :
o ; Failure - 35.89 2.15 .48 277.69%
A0S T Abscond 13.34 1.98 .28 45.29%
\ 1 S USED IN THE ANALYSIS ‘ Re-Arrest 30.12 2.08 .48 . 207.30%
REGRESSION EQUATLON - ) Re-Conviction 5.34 2.76 .05 3.86%
: ' Imprisonment (technical offense) 11.88 1.77 .25 44.81%
- JUVENI L :
ff; LES Imprisonment (either new convie- 12.24 2.00 .19 37.42%
N tion or technical offense)
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
(relative to standard probation) : ;
"Shock" Probation -7.28 1.86 -.08 15.32%
Group Home, PPC 9.43 1.59 .14 35.07#
‘ Standard Parole 15.63 < 1.13 .36 190.15%
; Work Study ‘ -11.85 3.56 -.06 .. 11.07*
‘ ; Halfway House 8.35 2.85 +05 8.57%
N L Early Release - 3.28 7.09 .01 .22
7 | Parole Program 7.52 - 1.92 .08 15. 8%
- N No Supervision 24.54 2.97 =16 68.07%
f LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP .30 .03 .35 119.03%
‘ (months)
i | GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION
I (compared to other U.S.: & Canada) ‘
o New England ‘ -2.87 3.01 -.02 .91
, Mid-Atlantic -9.05 2.71 -.10 11.19%
‘ East-North Central . -13.34 2.35 -.21 32,.28%
: West-North Central o -92.35 2.37 =17 15.56*
; South Atlantic -10.16 2.64 -.18 14.83%
H East-South Central -12.75 6.20 -.04 4.22%
‘ Pacific , . 2.06 2.22 205 .86
% o DECADE DATA COLLECTED s Yy g ~ o5 ‘
*Significant at .05 level., ; °
| 3-48 . I |
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Table 3-9
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i
‘' | Table 3-10 , ~ | i) Table 3-11
Regression Equation: , | Regression Equation:
The Independent Impact of Alternative to Probation ; \ " The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole
on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism : : ! on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow—Up, : | Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up,
Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected ‘ Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected
JUVENILES -~ PROBATION VS. ITS ALTERNATIVES ! , . JUVENILES -- PAROLE VS. ITS ALTERNATIVES
Multiple R .61 - Multiple R .68
R Square .37 - ; : ‘ R Square 47
Adjusted R Square .36 _ ' ‘ ‘ Adjusted R Square 46
Standard Error 15.74 : ; Standard Error 16.61
(Constant = 54. 66) ‘ . ' (Constant = 19.87)
STD. ERROR : : ‘ STD. ERROR
B OF B BETA F RATIO S 4 ‘ . B ‘ OF B BETA F RATIO
DEFINITION ‘ DEFINITION
(relative to imprisonment ' ' | (relative to imprisonment
for a new conviction) : : for a mew conviction)
Failure 21.15 3.42 .34 38.17% o » Failure 33.35 2.92 .37 130.70%
Abscond -4.96 3.45 -.12 - 2.07 . ’ i Abscond ' 21.26 2.58 .32 68.02%
Re-Arrest * 17.67 3.52 - .33 25.24% § Re-Arrest ' - 33.18 3.00 45 122.62%
- Re~-Conviction -4.62 4.18 . =.05 1 22 Lo ~ ' Re-Convietion : ' ' 4.13 ' 4.18 L03 T g8
( E Imprisonment (technical offense) -3.00 3.50 ~.06 0748 f im) Imprisonment. (technical offense) 16.22 2.02 .35 64,18%
Imprisonment (either new convic- ~4.80 . 3.68 -.07 1.70 b | Imprisonment (either new convic- 18.67 2.46 »31 57.61%
“tion.or technical offense) o tion or technical offense)
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION i ; ) INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
(relative to standard probation) ‘ ' Lo (relative to standard parole)
"Shock" Probation o.__—————"— -11.07 1.94 -.18 32.42% Work Study - -23.08 4,13 -.16 ~31.20%
Group Home, PPC . " 6.66 1.76 14 14,.34% : ( Halfway House x - -6.68 2.91 -.06 5.26%
LENGTH OF TIME IN EQLLQN-UP R 1 Ok 2D e39.70% oo dew. .. ... Parole Program S e B2 e 82 e g X 14, 09%
_(months) , AR : Early Release -7.33 3.57 .06 4.22%
GEQGRAPHIC LOCATION . S , } ‘ Maximum Sentence 7.07 7.03 -.02 ' 1.01
comared to other U.S. & Canada) S : ’ . : . TENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP ‘ ;
éew England o © =3, 65 4,79 L2 0 .58 : (months) , .56 .04 +34 171.10%*
Mid=-Atlantic -11.68 . . 3.35 : -.14 12.16% oy GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION
East-North Central v 220.99 2.97 -.32  49,98% 5 (compared to other U.S. & Canada)
West-North Central v o -4,50 . 3.08 -.06 2.13 ] New England ’ 8.36 4.47 .08 3.49
South Atlantic ~-3.89 3.22 =09 1.46 : Mid-Atlantic o -.83 4.49 &t “ol "03
East-South Central ' _ ~-21.68 9.53 =06 5.17% o : East-North Central ~1.67 4.04 -.03 .17
Mountain ‘ : -6.26 4.00 -.05 2.45 o West-North Central .69 3.98 .01 .03
Pacific - =5.38 2.85 -.13 . 3.57 e South Atlantic = 9.80 5.47 .06 3.21
DECADE DATA COLLECTED - -2.60 o 1.29 -.07 &.04¥% . East-South Central - L.73 8.07 .01 .05 .
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3_1970'5) - : ‘ : _ - ' Mountain . 4.18 4.75 04 .78
: , ; ' | T v Pacific v ' 14.90 , 3.88 .32 14,75% : o
 #Significant at .05 level. | - T | | R ’ ?fﬁﬁ?egﬁTé,fgﬁﬁ?ﬁfE?‘lgyzo' s) ~1.08 . 1.19 =03 - »82 2
é;’ ’ R e . , ’ . _{:} *Significant at .05 level. AR ‘ , ‘ ’
) i
i
‘ Y




any 2o

w2

L e L

e —————

mt
&
. » )
Table 3-12
: Summary of Regression Equations:9
The Independént Impact of Alternatives to Probation on Each Definition of Recidivism
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected
Juveniles :
2 RE~ RE- IMPRIS./ IMPRIS./ - IMPRIS. /
¥ TOTAL FAILURE ABSCOND ARREST CONVIC. TECH. NEW CONV. EITHER :
PROBATION BASE
 wgmocxt  -12.63 17.17 8.82 -23.80 ~14.22 -8.88 ~22.67
PROBATION 1.89 10.61 15.19 4.12 — 2,60 10.13 11.20 w f
‘ 44 .33k 2.6 .34 33.37% 29.91%* .77 4,11% d !
: ' ! :
9.81 2.60 10.17 29.00 23.86 -.43 7.38 14.13 f
CROUE. HOME, 1.49 7.61 4.53 4.30 4.20 2.37 10.47 6.80 :
42.86% .12 5.03* 45.38% 32.09% .03 .50 4.31% ;
» v ?
kSignificant at .05 level. ki .
G \;
i
o ]:!
9Complete equations can be found in Appéndix J.
. 7
v 1 R . 8 .
- A v
4 1 '
_—Ne .




T gm0 -

estey

NONE

i i) )
Table 3-13
Summary of Regression Equations:10
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole on Each Definition of Recidivism
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected
Juveniles
2 RE~ RE~ IMPRIS./ IMPRIS./ IMPRIS./
F TOTAL FAILURE ABSCOND ARREST CONVIC. TECH. NEW CONV. EITHER
PAROLE BASE
WORK -23.86 -4.43 -30.51 -45.05 -20.65
RELEASE 3.71 25.07 7.46 6.53 ——— —— — 19.14
41.39% .03 16.73%* 47.65% 1.16
~7.04 =42.49 -8.90 ~7.62 25.42 ~-8.02 24.12 2.29
el 2.96 21.91 6.35 15.44 17.42 4.59 8.42 17.47
o 5.64% 3.76 1.97 .24 2.13 3.06 8.20% .02
-6.28 -16.56 ~25.81 -13.21 /
e g 7.39 12.46 19.43 e — 12.45 -— —
.72 1.76 1.77 1.13
PAROLE 4.11 -55.37 ~6.09 2.60 -.33 6.04 -54.73 -19.72
PROGRAM 1.92 46.91 4.66 17.25 11.78 2.60 6.31 5,03
' 4.60% 1.39 1.71 .02 .00 5.39% 75.25% 15.39%
NO 17.09 14.80 10.91
- 3.42 —-— —-— .10.37 13.48 — —— —_—

¥Significant at .05 level.

10Complete equations can

be found in Appendix J.
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: <M% i, o : L Table 3-14 \v”3 ‘ Table 3-15
‘The Overall Impact of Imnovative Correctional Treatment L Summarzlof Diifeienges intJugenile grzuPSBacggrgugd*Charazierigtics= ’
Withip the Context of Various Criminal Justice System Locations ternate Assignments Compared to Standard Intervention
Summary Regression Equation Datall, ‘ ’ i
: : . COURT SUPERV. CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION
Juveniles ¥ oa Shock Work Halfway Early .. Special ;
. 0 PROPORTION OF: Prob. PPC Study House - Release Parcle Maxout
(Compared to Bk ) ” ‘
e Stan. Prob.) (Coqpaned to Standard Parple)
) 5 . . . ) | .
Property Offense - © 1.D. N.S. 7} I.D. N.S. I.D. I.Do . I.D.
Court Supervision: . Multiple Convictions I.D. ++ ++ N.S. I.D. ' - I.D. I.D.
 Standaréd Probation ﬂ3‘38‘ 2.00 12,85% ; o .
* Shock Probation -14.57 7.33 - B.9O% White - N.S. | I.D. N.S. I.D. e —
Group Home, PPC -2.45 5 94 . “ .17 o -
| Average Age - + | ms. + I.D. ++ -
Correctional Supervision{ : : o . o . { -
.  Broken Family R °N.s. | "I,D. NoS. 1.D. 1.D. +
Lo Standard Parole 45 1.69°0 .07 ; Jﬁ) S : ' . ; : 5 ;
. : (. ! “Work Study : {(too few cases to pamputeﬂqugtion) | L, . - “
Halfway House - -10.34 12.04 74 H.S. Graduate . 1.D. -— +H N.S. I.D. I.D. I.D.
Early Release . (too few’c;ges to compute equatlon) ‘ ‘ o N = ) ) bt p
. Parole Programs o T8 © =495 - 3.38 2‘15r . ) R . . o ’ S
. No Supervision After Serving Maximum - 5.89 .51 4.51% H S.E.S. I.D. - A - I.D. I.D. 1.D.
Sentence Lo -7 o “ : e ) p
» 5 . A @ kj“'; o °. ;
Narcotics History N.S. . 'N.s. | I,Ds +° . I.D. N.S. I.D. - °
*Significaﬁt a£1.05 level. & ,; “
B! ‘ = g L\ ' it REY: !4:;
; . \ s o + = Specified alt@rnaﬁige:has a greatér proportion of ind§§iduals with the
| v E specified alternative. : : : oo
| ‘ ’ : W . L
| v - = Specified glternative‘has a smg11er proportion ofcindivﬁdualsJﬁith the
’ % N & specified alternative. s : . L
: & . B .6 . ) v . -
i e N:S. = No significant difference on this characteristic.
' L ; ) y o B ; R T.D. = Insufficieﬁtidafa tow§valuate diffgrences on this characteristic.
i ° ) M _— E s e
o waatie v oo fomt e dpintin 7. U T :
] 4:? lucomplete,eqpatlons can D? found in Appendix;J . \f C 12Complete T-test data can be found in Appendix I.
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.and administtative techniques.

CHAPTER 4

INNOVATIVE INTERVENTIONS

]

During the past 20 years a variety of additional resources have been

added to the mandated supervisory system discussed in Chapter 3. five primary

Bl

intervention strategies were identified in the literature: resources inter-

 ventions, social work interventions, psychotherapeutic and medical methods,

This chapter addresses the efficacy of these
modifica&ions~of the mandated system.

Although innovative intervention has traditionally been separated from
mandated i;tervent£6h, the distinction between the two is an arbitrary one.
In fact, many similarities exist. For examgleK }dmlnlstratlve 1nterventlons
such ;s intensive and reduced supervision are simply modifications of mandated

1)

probation or parole supervision. Other innovative strategies such as social

horkcor resource assistance, are added to the -existing supervisory system.
But similar to the mandated interventions,&ghey are also attempts to control
offender behavior. The main difference between mandated and innovative alter-
natives is a legal one. Whereas all offenders are:flaced within one of the
mandated inéerventions, innovative intervention is administered to only a seg-
ment of the offender population. It is necessary, therefore, to view innova-
tive treatment not in iﬁolation,_but réther as additional intervention admin-
istered within the cohtext of one of the mandated correctional interventions

discussed in Chapter 3.

Distribution of Treatment Modalities

Central to the issue of treatment efficacy is the assumption -that offe&ﬁ\

ders can be rehabilitated if the variables that underlle crimlnal behavior’?:s.g\y

4-1
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- Tables 4~1 and 4-2.

. 4-2

be identified and controlled, All of the behavioral science disciplines have

theories which éttempt to explain criﬁinal behavior in these terms. As a re-
sult of this multiﬁiicity of thepries, a number of treatment modalities, each
cpnsisting of separate but theoretically related interventions, have emerged.
Six major treatment modalities were identified in the literature we studied:
Resource interventions, which are based on theories that explain crime in terms
of blocked access to thé opportunity structure (Merton, 1968; Cloward and
Ohlin, 1961). Social work strategies, based on the notion that the social en-
vironment and peer group associations are the primary facilitators of criminal
behavier. The theory underlYiﬁg psychotherapeutic interventions is that psvcho-
emotional maladaptation is the taproot of crime. Many theories including Hogan

(1973) and Kohlberg's (1964) theories of moral development, Mead's (1934)

theory of shared meaning in group, Bandura.and Walter's learning theory (1963)

and Skinner's theory of behavior modification (1963) have contributed to this

modality. Medical methods focus on specific, medically related problems of

offenders, including drug addiction.

\‘XA

heavy emphasis on the mileau in which treatment occurs, utilize a comprehen-

Residential interventions, which pléce
sive treatment approach drawing from all the theories mentioned above. Only
administrative interventions such as reduced and intensive supervision, are
based more on the practical allocation of resources than to behavioral science

although various implicit theoretical links could be made to intensive

G

theory,
supervision.

The églatiye distribution of each treatment modality is presentedxgn
-For adults (15% of whom received some form ;f innovative
treatment), the majority of treatment strategies involve modificapion of the
‘ These include the administrative intérventions,

which were administered to 26% of those receiving added treatment, as well as

standard forms of supervision.

4
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i i i f Treatment Interventions by Treatment Modality’Classification . . ’ .
Distribution o M \S by Distribution of Treatment Interventions by Treatment Modality Classification

Adults

—
N i

Juveniles

N of N of
Groups Individuals
Resource Interventions
Financial Aid —_ ——
Job Training 30 2,865
Job Placement 17 1,716
Education 145 19,668
Vocational Training 16 3,172
Total 208 27,421 397
Social Work Interventions
Specialized Supervision 16 472
Non-Supervisory Assistance 22 2,044
Non-Professional Group Counseling 13 384
Contract Programming 6 177
Total 57 3,077 47
Psychotherapeutic Interventions
Individual Psychotherapeutic Assistance 21 1,070
Group Therapy 15 4,010
Behavior Modification 9 1,661
Total 45 6,741 9%
Reéesidential Interventions
Permissive Residential 133 10,915
Non-Permissive Residential 49 2,705
Special Prisons 46 4,147
Total 228

&4
[

17,767  25%

Administrative Intervéhtions

Reduced Supervision

N of N - of
Groups Individuals
Resource Interventions '
Financial Aid 28 9,610
Job Training 51 7,309
Job Placement 34 4,918
Education - 715 7,069
Vocational Training 139 9,856
Total 327 22% - 38,762
Social Work Interventions
Specialized Supervision 115 40,716
Non-Supervisory Assistance 121 7,619
Non-Professional Group Counseling 45 4,388‘
Contract Programming 30 1,380
Total 311 21% 54,103
Psychotherapeutic Interventions :
. Individual Psychotherapeutic Assistance 33 1,424
Group Therapy b4 75435
Behavior Modification = ———
Total 77 5% §,859
Residential Interventions
Permissive Residential 123 18,241
“Non~Permissive ‘Residential 59 11,546
Special Prisons 91 . 6,755
Total 273 17% 36,542
a
Adnministrative Interventions .
Reduced Supervision 101 27,905
Intensive Supervision 280 37,229
Total 381 267 . 65,134
Medical Methods » L
Total 93 6% 12,365
TOTAL N TREATED 1,462

215,765

Intensive Supervision 119 16,021 i
Total 119 16,021 23%
- Medical Methods S
¢ Total = - —
TOTAL N TREATED 657 71,027
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the social work strategies, which account for an additiqnal 21%. Various forms
of residential programs account for 17% of the treated groups and resource in-
terventions account for an additional 22%. ‘Medical and psychotherapeutic
methods account for the remaining treated groﬁps, comprising 6% and 5% of the
total, respectively.

For juveniles (31% of whom received some form of innovative treatment),
residential programs are most often reported in the literature and comprise
35% of the treated groups. Thirty-two percent'of fhe treated juvenile groups
received some form of resource intervention, and an additional 9% receiveq so-
cial work assistance. Administrative interventions account for 18% of the
juvenile groups that were treated, and the remaining ;Z received some’form of

psychotherapeutic intervention.

Analytic Procedurel

v

The purpose of our analysis was to assess the efficacy of each specific
intervention as well as each general modality in ordef to discern trends in
:tpé)effeqtiveness of .innovative treatment methods. The analysis proceeded
along lines similar to our analysis of the mandated alternatives, with the ex-~
céptioﬁ that the criminal justice location in which additional treatment was
administered was taken into account in the regreésion equations‘that were com—k
puted. As was the case with the mandated alternatives, each intervention was
analyzed in terms of its impact across the various outcome criteria used to
measure recidivism. ,fhe equations that were computed take the main factors we

found to be associated with .variation in the reported rate of recidivism into

8

f

1Y

“1For a more detailed description of the procedures used in this study
gee Chapter 2. ‘ ‘ ‘ i

)
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account; length of time in follow-up; the decade and geographic location where

“the data were collected; and the location of the group within the correctional

system.2 'While we were able to take these factors into account in isolating
the variation uniquely attributable to each treatment method, we were unable

to take the charactefistics of the individuals who comprise the groups into ac-
count in ghe regression equations because they are not reported often enough in
the literature. If the characteristics of individuals comprising the treated
and non-treated groups are different, and if these differences are related to
the probébility of recidivism, then the differences we found in the rate of re-
cidivism between treated and‘non—trgated groups could be attributed to this
fact as opposed to the intervention itsegﬁ. However, in our analysis of avail-
able background data we found no evidence to suggest that the differential as=-
signment of certain types of offenders to treatment donfounds the interpret~-
ability of the differences observed in the rate of recidivism between treated
and non-treated groups.3 Although we did find some differences between treated
and non-treated groups.in terms of their social and criminal histories, these
differences were slight. Furthermore, where differences did exist, they‘are

not consistent, at times suggesting that treated groups may have a tendency

° toward higher rates of recidivism, and on other occasions suggesting that

treated groups may be comprised of individuals possessing characteristics com-

‘honly thought to be associated with lower rates of recidivism. But perhaps

most importantly, we found that the characteristics commonly associated with

higher rates of recidivism were only slightly related to the probability of

o

@a ¢@Re1evant portions of the equations have been abstracted and included inf
the text of this report. Complete equations can be found in Appendix J.

i

3See Appendix H for details of our analysis of differences in composi-

" tion between treated and non-treated groups.

-

oz

L4



4-7

recidivism: groups comprised‘of individuals with multiple convictions, coming
from broken Eamilies, with less than a high school eéuCation, were only
slightly more likely to recidivate than groups ;oming from4Backgrounds com-
monly thought to be more favorable34 This evidence suggesté that the small
differehces we found between treated and non-treated grbups does not  substan-
tially effect the interpretation of our findings, which are presented on the

pages that follow,?

bThis issue of whether some offenders are more "at risk' than others is
related to the issue of offender amenability. The issue of amenability is pri-
marily concerned with whether or not certain sub-groups of offenders are par-
ticularly susceptible to treatment or can be matached to a specific treatment
s0 that treatment effectiveness can be maximized. . ,

The issue is complex for a number of reasons. First is the operational-
ization of the concept itself. Some theorists contend that the efficacy of
programs is largely contingent on the match between the programs and the indi-
viduals who are being rehabilitated. Unfortunately, attempts to determine
which offenders are amenable ‘to what treatment(s) have had little sucdcess. A
large part of the problem lies in the fact that if we could determine which of~-
fenders were amenable to treatment, we could also determine which treatments
"work." The National Research Council's Panel on Rehabilitation concluded that
the notion that some kinds of offenders could be treated under certain condi-

"tions (i.e. are more "amenable") has serious shortcomings in that being able to
g , g

differentiate between amenable and non-amenable offenders implies a theory of
criminal recidivism that has yet to be developed. : ;
The second problem with amenability is its application. Even if it were
possible to determine which offenders are amenable to what treatment, it is un-
likely that correctional institutions would have the resources Qo provide for
effective matching of individual offenders to individualized prd@rams. ~
This does not imply that‘the concept of amenability is unimportant, but
rather that until the concep® can be adequately measured, no assumptions about
which offenders are more amenable than others can be made. The possibility of

‘both amenable and non-amenable . offenders must be kept in mind in the assessment

of this research.

5Because there is aksiight relatiohéhip betweeﬁ the social and criminal
histories of individuals and the dinherent risk of recidivism, we have included
this information about the groups in the text of the report.
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‘ANALYSIS OF INNOVATIVE INTERVENTIONS FOR ADULTS
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RESOURCE INTERVENTIONS .

The resources interventions for adults, inciuding financial aid, voca-
tionai and job ££;ining, job placement and education, are designed to provide
offenders with the skills and personal.resources necessary to function produc-
tively within mainstream society. The theoretical justification for these in-
ﬁerventions arises from_the work of Merton (1937; 1968) and Cloward and Ohlin
(1961) , which suggests that crime is committed by individuals who are blocked
from the opportunity structure and in turn align themselves with deviant sub-
cultures. It is believed that by providing skills and resources to aid offen-
ders in becoming more productive members of the larger social structure, they
Wiii no longer have the need to cqmmit crime.

Fvaluations of the impact of thése interventions on recidivism have
largely been inconsistent and inconclusive. Early studies on the impact of
vocational and job training indicated that these treatments had little impact
on‘the rate of recidivism (Métthews, 1970), but a more broad based evaluation
of these programs concluded that vocational training could be effective if in-
situted properly (McDonnell, 1971). Job placement programs have frequently
been evaluated as having a positive effect on the rate of recidivism (Killin-

i

ger and Archer, 1974; National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1972) with

. one program designedﬁto provide education, vocational assessment and  job place-

ment for probationers reporting a recidivism rate of under 2 percent (Acqui~

- 1ano, 1972).

The impact of education on recidivism has generally been evaluated as

small and not significant (Lipton, et al., 1975), althougﬁ tﬁfre is some indi=-

cation that pérticipants in these programs tend to develop better academic

I5

4=9
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gkills. Financial aid has generally been evaluated as having the effect of

lowering recidivism when given to certain kinds of offenders (Lenihan, 1977;
Reinerman and Miller, 1973, 1975; Miller and Waldorf, 1973).

In many ways, our findings yield results similar to past evaluations.
Groups receiving financial aid or job placement progfams have consistently
lower rates of recidivism. Job training and vocational training are associ-
ated with both lower and higher rates of recidivism depending on how recidi-

vism is defined, and the location in which treatment was administered. Groups

- receiving education tend to be associated with higher rates of recidivism. Un-

der a number of conditions, however, there is sufficient inconsistency in the
data to preclude any firm conclusion about the efficacy of this intervention.

It appears that for adults who have been incarcerated, providing support
in the form of direct financial aid or assistance in finding gainful employment
can be effective in reducing the rate of trecidivism. However, as resourcdes be-
come less direct, the effect is less positive. A clear pattern emerges from
the analysis of these interventions: education, with the goal of long-~term
remediation appears least promising of all the resource interventions; voca-
tional}ﬁraining, which is more pragmatic and short-term oriented than educa-
tional rehabilitation, produces inconsistent results; job training, even more
specific and iﬁmediate in its approaches, produces slightly inconsistent but
generally favorable trends; and the direct provision of economic resources are
most successful of‘éli,

It should be recognized that skill development programs vary consider-
ably with respect to the skiils that are taught and the resources that are
applied to the task. Job training may be more effective than vocational train-
ing and education because it requires fewer resources.

The local, economic en-

vironment in which these resources are applied also needs careful consideration.

o
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Training offenders for vocations in which they are unlikely to find employment
may servé to frustrate raised expectations and result in a reversion to crimi-
nal activity. Further investigation of resource interventions should focus on
sorting out the complex interaction between skill development, program integ-
rity and the local economic environment. It sﬁbuld be recognized, however,
tﬁat any form of long-term skill development may not be a viable strategy.
Rather, the focus of correctional intervention might better be placed on as-
sisting offenders reintegrate into society through the provision of practical,

short-term, concrete resources.

The details of our analysis of each specific resource treatment follow.

(N,

=

e R

)
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FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

% A stipend similar to unemployment insurance is given to paroled offen-
ders for periods varying from 6 to 24 weeks after release from prison, in or-

der to ease financial strain during the transition back into the community.

‘ ~- Overall Impact: Groups receiving financial assistance are consistently
¥ E
associated with lower rates of recidivism than groups not receiving this inter-
vention. Lower rates of re-arrest (B=-21.99), re-imprisonment for a technical

offense (B=-14.05) and abscond (B=-10.04), are reported in the literature.

! Specific Location Analysis: This intervention has been studied only

| among groups that have been imprisoned and released to special parole programs.

Within this context, consistently lower rates of recidivism have been reported

(B=~5T12).

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Available data indicate that -

groups réceiving financial assistance tend to have a higher proportion of pro-

perty offenders than adult groups not receiving this intervention.

aeg
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{“ . . s, . £ . . Table 4_3 n R FE “ k:‘/{‘,— En \”j X . w7 ) ) : JOB TR.AINING
I ) ) Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments T o) j v ‘
: Across Definitions and Institutional Locationsb : . % ‘ _ ) B The purpose of this program is to provide offenders with marketable
N o, : . o - ) R < - ) ﬂf © . skills and work ewperience through on-the-job training, institutional work pro-
& \ -, FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE w- ZSQG{?upS ) ! grams, pre-job training, and sheltered employment, The goals of job training
: - A '\\ B i
are limited to teaching the basic skills related to job retention, such as
. B - e 3 P e = IO coopérétive work habits, rule adherence and deference to authority.
' o v : » o ’ A “ﬁ | Overall Impact: Studies of groups receiving job training have yielded
'GENERAL EQUATION ° o 1T © -6.56 2.37 7.63% . ’ L
) - ’ ‘ e : e w0 inconsistent results., There is considerable evidence to suggest that re-arrest
_ DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM o T ‘ ) ;x S A::y'; “g‘ . - rates and the rate of re-imprisonment for technical violations are lower for
Failure - 7 : : 4.21%. . - 6.59 S e : ' ‘
: _Abscond . ’ o -10.04 - 3.83 .. 6.86% . - S TN groups recelving this treatment (B=-22.33, B=-9.43, respectively). However,
: Re-Arrest ’ ’ -21.99 5.91, v 13.86% ) , oo o 7 ‘ :
: Re-Conviction . ‘ R S e : T P considerable’variability exists around these averages. When recidivism is de-
! Imprisonment (technical offense) ~14.05 » | 5.46 o 6.61% v ' - o Uy
. Imprisonment (new conviction) ‘ R S . ' 3 fined as abscond;. groups receiving job training are associated with higher
o Imprisonment (either new convic- . SIS ' L S P . ’ :
"'(WA ) tion or technical offense) ‘ 0 el e " ’ o R :~) , rates of recidivism (B=7.54).
) : , ‘ . LT . N ' N } L ‘ . U
o N o . . @ , ‘ e I Specific Location Analysis: This treatment has been administered pri-
7> INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION ~ AT S ‘ '
*  Standard Probation o . ] R . marily to groups that have been imprisoned and subsequently released to stan-
: o Shock - : R ' ‘ :
R AR Group Hpme, PPC T : : . N F dard parole, work study or halfway houses. The evidence indicates that groups
Standard Parole G TER e ‘ . o : . ‘
Work Release . ) S . ’ . receiving job training within the context of the halfway house have lower rates
- * Halfway House _ . . g . o v P ,
. . Early Release " ) N of recidivism than groups in this location not receiving this intervention.
) % Parole Program - ' g -9.12 . 3.11 8.60% | ;
- Maximum Senfence : - " o . ) —=Insufficient ‘evidence exists to determine the efficacy of this intervention
s me s b i 3 L when administered in other locations within the criminal justice system.
- | ~“*Sig§ifiC5ht ét‘.Og level. . ‘ ‘ Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for
; . ‘ : analysis.
\, v o
t .
5 . 6Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III E .
- C of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81.° : O
o : i 7 I g
\
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Table 4~-4

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments

Across Definitions and Institutional Locations?

JOB TRAINING -- 51 Groups

Early Release
Parole Program
Maximum Sentence

-10 . 49

B e F
GENERAL EQUATION .04 1.77 .00
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM )
Failure 16.29 - 12.9¢9 1.57.
Abscond 7.54 2.25 11.20%
Re-Arrest -22.33 10.54 4.49%
Re~Conviction 7.57 7.89 .94
Imprisonment (technical offense) -9.43 5.27 3.21
Imprisonment (new conviction) -1,22 3.69 A1
Imprisonment (either new convic- .22 4.33 .00
stion or technical offense)
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
Standard Probation -10.44 10.26 1.04
Shock
Group Home, FPPC
Standard Parole 4.45 3.64 1.49
Work Release 4.69 .10 1.31
Halfway House 4.49 C 5.44%

*Significant at .05 level.

e

7Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III

of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81.
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4 JOB PLACEMENT

Job placement programs teach basic job search skills and provide leads
for potential employment. Aléhough the ultimate goal is to find employment
for offenders, participation does mot guérantee a job.

Overall Impact: Groups receiving job placement are associated with con-

sistently lower rates of recidivism. This is primarily due to the consistently
lower rates of re-arrest reported for groups receiving this intervention (B=
-18.61) . i

Specific Location Analysig: Groups receiving job placement in the con- ‘

text of a halfway house are associated with much lower rates of recidivism
(B=-30.18) than groups not receiving this assistance. However,f%;oups receiv-
ing this treatment within the context of standard probation or paréle programs
have similar fates of recidivism tq”groﬁps not receiving this treatment.

Differential Assignment to. Treatment: Most of the data for adults re-

ceiving job placement is insufficient, and where sufficient data exists for

socio~economic status and race, no significant differences in background char-.
Q

acteristics were found between adults assigned to this treatment and other

groups of offenders in the criminal justice system.
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Table 4-5

|

, Analysis of Impaci of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Imstitutional Locations8

JOB PLACEMENT —- 37 Groups

B __e F
GENERAL EQUATION -7.71 2.02 14.52%
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure o
Abscond ' -7.17 ‘ 6.12 1.37
Re~-Arrest -18.61 3.90 22,72%
Re~Convictiaen 3.11 . 5.55 .31
Imprisonment (technical offense) ’
Imprisomment (new conviction)
Imprisonment (either new convic- -3.46 4,30 .65
tion or technical offense)
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION =
Standard Probation a 2.29 4.63 .25
Shock
Group Home, PPC
Standard Parole ez L QL o B2 1S 2.4: 3¢ *“
Work Release
Halfway House -20,18 5.03 36.00%*
Early Release '
Parole Program -.92 4.17 .05

Maximum Sentence

*Significant at .05 level.

O

8Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. '

I R TR SR T,

‘consistent impact on the rate of recidivism has been reported.

Y

‘ <
‘multiple offenders and non-whites and have a somewhat lower average age. In-
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VOCATIONAL TRAINING

Vocational training programs are designed to provide offenders with a
marketable skill such as automotive mechanics, carpentry and various machine
shop trades.

Overall TImpact: Studies of groups receiving vocational training have

yielded inconsistent findings. Groups receiving this assistance tend to have
higher rates of re-imprisomment for new convictions and higher rates of ab-
sconding, but consistently lower re-arrest rates. Other outcome criteria have

also yielded inconsistent findings.

Specific Location Analysis: Vocational training has been studied only
among groups that have been_imprisoned.and~subsequently released to standard

parole, halfway houses or work study programs. In each of these contexts, mo

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Adult groups assigned to voca-

tional training tend to have a much higher proportion of property offenders,

sufficient data for analysis exists concerning broken families, education,

class and narcotics history.




Table 4-6

Analysis of Tmpact of Specific TreatmenFs
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations

VOCATIONAL TRAINING -- 140 Groups

4-20

o

EDUCATION

“Fducation programs provide offenders with additional‘schooling in order

to facilitate social and economic re-integration into society. The level of

remediation varies from program to program, and includes remedial math and Eng-

. lish courses, as well as high school equivalency and college level courses.
B e
Overall TImpact: Groupk-xéceiving education have consistently higher
: .76 1.03 .54 rates of re-imprisonment for either a new conviction or a technical violation
GENERAL EQUATION
~ or absconding (B=9.1l6, B=28.54, respectively). Other outcome criteria yield
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM. ) . 6. 36 3. 34 lg & gg* : inconsistent results.
“Failure ; 18.21 4.65 . ~ .
.. Abscond ~-11.67 3.33 lg'gg* Specific Location Analysis: The impact of education has been studied
" Re-Arrest 9.71 . ‘ ‘
) . 14.85 . ,
Re-Conviction ) -.38 2.09 .03 . : - only among adults who have been imprisoned and subsequently released to stan-—
Imprisomment (technical o%fense) e 1,59 9.12% ; : .
Imprisomment (new conviction) 3.29 2.83 1.35 dard parole or work release programs, Groups receiving additional education
Tmprisomment (either new convic- :
(w‘ tion or technical offense) ( “) within the context of work release programs are associated with higher rates
‘ i of recidivism (B=12.19). When administered to groups on parole, groups receiv-—
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 8 » BEOUP
Standard Probation ' ing education have comparable rates of recidivism to groups on parole mot re-
Shock
Group Home, PPC 1.45 .92 2.49 ceiving this intervention.
Standard Parole 18.16 15.67 C1.34 ,
Work Release -5.94 9.88 .36

Halfway House

Early Release

Parole Program
Maximum Sentence

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Adult groups receiving education

have many more first offenders than adult groups not receiving this treatment.

In addition, they tend to be white, high school graduates, and come from a

higher socio-economic status, and are less likely to have any narcotics his-
*S§ignificant at .05 level.

tory than groups receiving otherrforms of treatment.

9Compléte data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III ‘ : o ‘
{zh of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81l.
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Table 4-7

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional LocationslO

EDUCATION -- 77 Groups

of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 8l. | | |

B e F
GENERAL EQUATION , ‘ 1.89 1.47 1.66
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure . _ 3.05 - 3.28 .87
~ Abscond : 28.54 4,67 37.27%

Re-Arrest
Re-Conviction : : :
Imprisonment (technical offense) -12.18 8.18 2.22
Imprisonment. (new conviction) -6.63 4.57 2,11
Imprisonment (either new convie- 9.16 3.65 6.31%

‘tion or technial offense) '
INSTITUTION LOCATION
Standard Probation

Shock

Group Home, PPC v . '
Standard Parole ; W64 ‘ 1.64 .15
_ Work Release | 12.19 442 7.60%

Halfway House ' :

Early Release

Parole Program
Maximum Sentence
*Significant at .05 level.

1°Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in P

art I1L
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SOCIAL WORK INTERVENTIONS

Social work strategies are based on the assumption that factors such as
the social environment and peer group assoclations are the primary facilitators
of criminal behavior (Mead, 1934; Sﬁtherland and Cressey, 1975). The focus of
social work intervention is to enrich the offender's environment in such a way
as to facilitate non~criminal behavior. Professional and non-professional
staff are assigned to offenders to help clarify their indiézdual needs and mo-
tivate them to behave in socially acceptable gsys. Non-supervisory assistance
and specialized supervision are designed to fo;ter a personal relationship be-
tween the offender énd a probation/parole officer or a community volunteer.
These programs‘frequently utilize counseling strategies aé well as pragmatic
efforts aimed at providing offenders with appropriate resources to facilitate
re-integration iﬁto the community. Non—professional group counseling provides
a forum for the dgvelopment of interpersonal skills and relationships and prob-
lem §olv1ng techniques. Contract programming attempts to‘invoive of fenders -
directly in determining the terms of their release with the hope of teaching
pffénders to assume reéponsibility for their actioms. .

| Prior studies of social work interventions have produced divergent find-
ings. Reviewing a program in Lincoln, Nebraska; Ku, et al. (1975) report that
thé utilizétion of paraprofessionals in social work capacities facilitated

iower rates of recidivism. Lewis, et al. (1974) and Cannon (1975) report some-

.what lower rates of recidivism for offendersyWho were Spcnsored’by‘a community

‘member. Convetselys an eValuation‘byixassebaum, Ward and Wilner (1971) sug-

gests that group counseling has no impact on the rate of recidivism. Lipton,

| et al. (1975) concur with the Kassebaum evaluation, and note little impact of

4=22
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(w j casework interventions on the rate of recidivism when administered within an
institutional or coﬁmunity setting.

’To some extent, the datakof this study reflect the inconsistencies cited
above. ' Groups receiving non—ﬁrofessional group counseling and non-supervisory
éssistance report béth higher and lower rates of recidiviém, depending on how
recidivism is defined and the context in which these intervengions afe adminis-
tered. However, contract programming and specialized supervision yield opti-
mistic outcomes: both these interventions are consistently associated with
lower rates of recidivism for adult offenders. .The trends also indicate that
all social work interventions have a positive impact when administered to of-
fenders who have been incarcerated, with the exception of non-professional
group counseiing which is ineffective in this context.

Givén these findings, the use of social work strategies for offenders
who have been incarcerated appears promising. Specialvconsiderations should
be given to contract programming because of its low cost aﬁd high effective-
ness, as well as to individualized problem solving assistance in the form of

specialized supervision for offenders returning to society.

i

4=24

NON-PROFESSTONAL GROUP COUNSELING

This treatment employs the use of non-professionals as leaders in coun-
seling groups. The dynamics of group interaction are utilized to facilitate
change in offenders' attitudes and behavior as well as to aid in the develop-
ment of interpersonal communication skills. The focus of the group may be
problem-solving or insight oriented, although unlike group therapy, there is
no emphasis on underlying subconscious motivation.

Overall Impact: Studies of groups that were administered non-profes-—

sional group counseling have yielded inconsistent results. Groups administered
this treatment have higher rates of failure and re-imprisonment for a technical
violation or a new conviction (B=30.29, B=19.37, respectively), but lower re-
arrest rates (B=—6.83). Therefore no firm judgment can be made about the effi-
cacy of this program for adqlts.

Specific Location Analysis: Groups receiving non-professional group

counseling within the context of standard parole are associated with higher
rates of recidivism (B=8.53). There is no significant difference in the rate
of recidivism between groups receiving this treatment in the context of the
group home and groups not receiving this treatment in this context. The ef-
fectiveness of non-professional group counseling has been studied too infre-
quently in the context of standard probation and special parole programs to
draw any conclusion.»

Differentiachssiggment to Treatment: We found that groups receiving

non-professional group counseling tend to have a much higher proportion of
property offenders, a somewhat lower proportion of multiple offenders, and
were significantly younger in age than other groups in the criminal justice

system.:
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Table 4~8

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional Locationsll

NON-PROFESSIONAL GROUP COUNSELING -- 45 Groups

B e F

GENERAL EQUATION 1.84 1.93 .90

‘\_\_;

ITION OF RECIDIVISM

gigiﬁre 30.29 9.40 10.39%
Abscond 5.04 4,06 1.54
Re-Arrest -6.83 5.53 9.24%
Re-Conviction 7.40 5.51 1.80
Imprisonment (technical offense) .89 5.58 .03
Imprisonment (new conviction) 8.58 5,53 2.41*
Imprisonment (either new convic- 19.37 5.59 11.99

tion or technical offense)
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
Standard Probation -15.77 14.66 1.16

Shock

Group Home, PPC 2.41 4.74 .26
Standard Parole 8.53 . 2.27 | 14,17%

Work Release

Halfway House

Early Release B ,

Parole Program 8.24 8.52 .93
Maximum Sentence

*Significant at .05 leval.

1lcomplete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part IIT
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 8l.
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+tently lower rates of recidivism (B=-7.54).

4~26

SPECIALIZED SUPERVISION

Specialized supervision is designed to foster a personal relationship

between the offender and a probation/parole officer or a community volunteer.

" This program frequently utilizes counseling strateglies as well as pragmatic

efforts aimgd at providing offenders with appropriate resources to facilitate
re~integration into the community. It is believed that becoming involved in a
one to one relatlonship with a person who is concerﬁed with his welfare the
offeﬁder will change his attitudes and "unlea;n" maladaptive behavioral pat-

terns,

Overall Impact: Groups receiving specialized supervision tend to be

associated with lower rates of recidivism than groups not receiving this inter-
vention. . This is primarily due to the consi%tently lower rates of failure
N

(B=-42.00) and re-imprisonment for a technical offense (B=-6.60).

Specific Location Analysis: Specialized supervision has only been

studied among adults who have been imprisoned. The program has been most ffe—
quently studied among adults released to parole programs. When administered
in this context, groups receiving this treatment are associated with consis-
Specialized supervision has been
studied too infrequently within the context of halfway houses and standard
parole for any firm conclusion to be drawn about its efficacy under these con~

ditions.

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for

analysis,

ir
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( Table 4-9
Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 12
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations
SPECIALIZED SUPERVISION -- 115 Groups
g B e ¥
*
GENERAL EQUATION ~-3.06 1.28 5.72
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure -42.00 15.41 7.43%
Abscond -2.24 3.13 .Z;
Re-Arrest —3.344 g.%g .65
Re-Conviction -7.88 2.54 6‘75*
Imprisonment (technical offense) -6.60 . -83
Imprisonment (new conviction) -1.80 l.gé .02
Imprisonment (either new convic- 1.69 12. .
(mg tion or technical offense)
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION "
Standard Probation 4¢/
Shock RS
Group Home, PPC
Standard Parole -.24 10.22 .00
Work Release
Halfway House ~16.07 15.74 1.04
Early Release .
Parole Program . -7.54 g.g; 10.;;
Maximum Sentence ’ 8.82 . .
*Significant at .05 level.
0
il
. 12complete data for each equation sumnarized here can be found in Part III
(;i of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81.
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' CONTRACT PROGRAMMING

This program utilizes a legally bin@ing agreement negotiated between the
offender and correctional authoritiesvﬁﬂat specifies the conditions for release
oﬁ parole. The contract is designed toymeet individual offenders' needs and to
féster a sense of responsibility through participation in the program’'s develop-

ment and implementation.

Overall Impact: Groups receiving contract brogramming are associated

with lower rates of recidivism. This is primarily due to the consistently

lower reported rates of failure (B=~9.91) and the lower rates of re-imprison-

‘ment for technical violatioﬁ§2?3=-26.42).

Specific Location Analysis: Contract programming has been studied only

among adults who have been imprisoned and released to either halfway houses or

~ standard parole supervision. Within the context of standard parole supervision,

éroups receiving this program are associated with consistently lower rates of
recidivism when compared to groups on standard parole not receiving the program.
When this intervention is administered within the context of a halfway house,
groups receiﬁing this treatment also tend to be associated with lower reci&i—
vism rates. However, there is too much variability around this average for

this finding to be statistically stzble.

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists except

for property offenders, race and age where no significant differences were
found between those groups assigned to contract programming and other adult

groups not receiving this treatment.
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Table 4-10

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatmehts
Across Definitions and Institutional Locationsl3

4

CONTRACT PROGRAMMING -- 30 Groups

B e F
GENERAL EQUATION -11.54 2425 26.36%
B

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM ) NS
Failure -9,91 4,96 3.99%
Abscond ‘ ‘ o
Re-Arrest . -6.19 8.75 56
Re~Conviction 10.90 755 2.08
Imprisonment (technical offense) -26.42 1.07 13.98%
Imprisonment (new conviction) o
Imprisonment (either new convic- ' —

. tion or technical offense) - =
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
Standard Probation -

Shock i

Group Home, PPC .
Standard Parole -12.75 s 2472 21,95%

Work Release . :
Halfway House -9,13 5.06 3.25
Early Release
Parole Program

Maximum Sentence .

*Significant at .05 level.

, 13complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. '

4730

NON-SUPERVISORY ASSTSTANCE

Non~-supervisory assistance programs utilize citizen volunteers to assist
offenders in developing the skills and personal contacts needed for successful
re-integration to the community. Volunteers may assist offenders in locating

housing, obtaining employment and in providing the emotional support needed

during the offender's transition to free society.

Overall Impact: Studies of groups receiving non-supervisory assistance

have yielded inconsistent results. When recidiviém is defineéd as re-arrest
and imprisonment for a technical offense, groups receiving this treatment are
associated with lower recidivism rates (B=-11.64, B=-10.04, respectively).
However, when recidivism is measured as failure or abscond, groups receiving
this treatment are associated with higher rates of recidivism (B=13.31, B= ¢
11.09, respectively). Other outcome criteria,‘although not statistically sta-

ble, also yield inconsistent findings.

Specific Location Analysis: This program has been administered in a

wide variety of settings within the criminal justice system. When adminis-—
tered in the context of standard probation, groups recéiving ﬁon—supervisory
assistance are assoclated with consistently higher rates of recidivism (B=
13.71). There is a tendency for gréups receiving this intervention on parocle
after imprisonment to have lower rates of recidivism than groups that have

been imprisoned and have not received this interventiop. However more research
along these lines is necessary before any firm conclusion about this program's

exficacy in the context of parole can be drawn. =

Differential Assiggpent to Treatment: Insufficlent data exists for &

analysls.
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Table 4-1l

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Imstitutional Locationslé

NON--SUPERVISORY ASSISTANCE —- 127 Groups

B e F
y |
GENERAL EQUATION | » &:§§%;ZS | 1.15 .06
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure ‘ 13.13 5.39 . 6.10%
Abscond © 1.09 1.70 42,35%
Re-Arrest , -11.64 3.31 12.37%
Re-Conviction -8.70 5.02 3.00
Imprisonment (technical offense) -10.04 3,01 11.11%
Imprisonment (new conviction) -4.52 2.68 2.86
Imprisonmeént (either nmew convic- 2.87 3.05 .89
tion or technical offense) “
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION , ‘
Standard Probation 13.71 4,24 10.45%
Shock ‘ '
Group Home, PPC . v
Standard Parole -2.89 1.85 S 2.45
Work Release s .66 5.20 .02
Halfway House -5.70 3.06 3.47 -
Early Release : ‘ : : iy
Parole Program - -6.54 4.19 2.43

Maximum Sentence i ~6.37 - 7.75 .67

*Significant at .05 level.

1400mplete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part IIT
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 8l. ¢ :
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PSYCHOTHERAPEUTIC INTERVENTIONS

Psychotherapeutic interven;ions, including individual psychotherapy and
group therapy are based on the assumption that offenders commit crime as a re-
sult of a psycho-emotional maladjﬁstﬁent. Many theories including Hogan (1973)
and Kohlberg's (1964) theories of moral development, Mead's (1934) theory of
shared meaning in groups, and Bandura and Walters' (1963) learning theory have
contributed to this rationale. The utilization of individual and group therapy
interventions is based on the premise that offenders will be able to change
their antisocial behavior if they can explore the experiences, feelings and un-
coﬁscious motivations behind their criminal acts within a therapeutic environ-
ment . * |

Prior evaluations of psychotherapeutic interventions have yielded incon-
sistent results. Lipton, et al. (1975) concluded that there was no conclusive
evidence to support the efficacy of these techniques, and noted that when deal-
ing with "non-amenable" offenders the result may be to raise the rate of reci-
divism. . Others, howe;ér (Carney, 1971; Jew and Clanhou, 1972; Jew, Kim and
Mattocks, 1975), have cdhcluaed that psychétherapeutic interventions can be
effective with»péftain kindiaof offehders, uﬁder certain conditions.

Ou; findings 1end nofsupport to the notion that psychotherapeutic¢ inter-
ventioncis effective;in lowering the rate of recidivism for adult offenders.
Psychotherapy and‘groﬁp therapy are consistently associatéd with higher rates
of recidivism, regardléés of how recidivism is defined and where the treatment
was administered; ‘ | ‘

B

Given these findings, the pppgrammatig usélof analytically oriented

<y

psychothenapeutic techniques for adult offenders needs to be reassessed. Not

4-32
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only are these program costiy, but the evidence suggests they may be detrimen-

tal. Although it cannot be ascertained whether this effect is directly attri-

butable to the therapy techniques per se or is a consequence of inadequate re-

souices, lack of program integrity, or inaccurate theoretical assumptions, so

little support exists for the efficacy of these programs, their continued use

does not appear warranted.

o

()
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INDIVIDUAL PSYCHOTHERAPY

This strategy involves‘the development ofva one to one rélationship be-
tween an offender and a professional therapist; "It is believed that within a
therapeutic relationship the offender will be able to explore the experiences,
feelings and subconscious motivations that are at the root of his antisocial
behavior, and be encouraged to test more socially adaptive coping mechanisms.
Unlike psychotherapy in a conventional setting, offenders have no input in the
selection of a psychiatrist or psychologist. |

Overall Impact: Groups receiving individual psychotherapeutic assis-

tance are consistently associated with higher rates of recidivism. This is

primarily due to the substantially higher reported rates of re-imprisonment

for either a technical violation oxr a new conviction (B=15.58).

Specific Location Analysis: Individual psychotherapy has only been

studied among groups who have been imprisoned and subsequently released to
standard parole supervision. - These groups are assoclated with much higher
rates of recidivism (B=17.17) than groups on standard parole that have not

received this treatment.

Differential'Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for

analysis.
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Table 4-12

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments

Across Definitions and Institutional Locationsld

PSYCHOTHERAPEUTIC INDIVIDUAL ASSISTANCE -- 33 Groups

GENERAL EQUATION

18.95

2.33

66.16%

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM

Failure

Abscond

Re—-Arrest

Re-Conviction

Imprisonment (technical offense)

Tmprisonment (new conviction)

Imprisonment (either new convic-
tion or technical offense)

I

8.47
30.96

15.58

'8.04
15.31

2.57

1.11
4.09%

36.70%

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION -
Standard Probation
Shock
Group Home, PPC
Standard Parole
Work Release
Halfway House
Early Release
Parole Program
Maximum Sentence

17.17

2.02

72.35%

*Significant at .05 level.

15complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part IIT

of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 8l.

)
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GROUP THERAPY

Group therapy, which includes group psychotherapy and small group inter-
actions, utilizes the dynamics of the group to facilitate change in attitudes
and behavior, as well as to foster the development of interaction skills. The
group may utilize a psychd—social orientation or focus on practical problem
solving.

Overall Impact: Groups receiving this form of therapy are associated

with higher rates of recidivism than groups not receiving this intervention.
Adult groups receiving group therapy have consistently higher rates of re-
imprisonment for either technical violations or mnew convictions (B=7.36).

Specific Location Analysis: Group therapy has been studied only among

groups that have been imptisoned and subsequently released to either standard
ﬁarole or special parole programs. Although too few groups have been studied
within the context of special parole programs to make a firm judgment about
the efficacy of this treatment within this context, those groups in group

therapy under standard parole supervision have consistently higher rates of

recidivism compared to groups on parole not receiving this intervention (B=

4.48).

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data for adults re-

ceiving group therapy exists, with the exception of race. It was found that
groups receiving group therapy were‘far more likely to be white. However,
since this characteristic is not related to the rate bf recidivism for adults,
one would not expect any difference between groups receiQing group therapy and
pther gfoups in relation to the probability of recidivism based on differential

assignment of offender types.

///
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Table 4-13

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments

Across Definitions and Institutional Locationsl6

GROUP THERAPY -~ 50 Groups

s R T

GENERAL EQUATION

4.64

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure ’

Abscond

Re-~Arrest

Re-Conviction

Imprisonment (technical offense)
Imprisonment (new conviction)

Imprisonment (either new convie-

tion or technical offense)

-6.34
10.04

10.42.
3.87
7.36

[
.
w
~J

2.38

7.52% !

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
Standard Probation

Shock

Group Home, PPC
Standard Parole

Work Release

Halfway House

Early Release

Parole Program
Maximum Sentence

4.48

-1.96

1.66

6.71

6.06 ]

*Significant at .05 level.

Py

.70

ADMINISTRATIVE INTERVENTIONS

The two administrative interventions for adults, intensive and reduced
supervision, are based on opposing strategies and rationales. Reduced super-
vision, which involves a reduction in the number of contacts between probation/
parole officers and offenders, or an increase in the number of offenders as-
signed to a supervision officer, is based on the belief that less supervision
will not have an detrimental effect on the rate of criminal recidivism. The
advantage of such a strategy is lowered cost of offender supervision. Con-
versely, intensive supervision increases the contact between probation/parole
officers and offenders, and hence, raises the cost of supervision. Underlying
this intervention is the belief that by providing more personal support and
resources to offenders, the rate of recidivism will be reduced.

Prior studies of these strategies have reached differing conclusioms.
Lipton, et al. (1975) and Greenberg (1977) report that reducing caseload size
has little overall impact on the rate of recidivism. In fact, Greenberg sug-
gests that’smaller caseloads are associated with higher levels of technical
violations arising from closer supervision of offenders. Other evaluations
(Jordan and Sasfy, 1974; Sasfy, 1975) suggest that reduced caseloads may be
helpful in the reduction of crimiﬂal behavior, but the efficacy of such inter-
vention is contingent upon how well offenders' needs are met by the increased
supervision. |

The data in this study provide little support for the effectiveness of

reduced caseloads: adult groups receiving intensive supervision were associ-

ated with consistently higher rates of recidivism, except when administered, in

I ¢

the context of special parole programs..

i

b3
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Reduced supervision yielded inconsistent results. Rates of recidivism
were reported as being both higher and lower for groups receiving less super-
vision, depending on how recidivism was defined and the criminal justice sys-
tem location in which the intervention was applied.

These findings point to several directions that evaluation of these in-
terventions should take. bf special interest is the reduction in the rate of
recidivism for offenders administered intensive supervision within the context
of a parole program, which may mean that additional resources are necessary if
intensive supervision is to be effective. The conflicting data regarding re-
duced supervision suggests further evaluation on a research by research basis,
comparing the impact of this intervention on different outcome criteria.

Since no evidence exists to support the general efficacy of the inter-

ventions, their continued use should be carefully monitoredf
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INTENSIVE SUPERVISION

Intensive supervision is an administrative intervention that increases
contact between probation/parole officers and offenders. By reducing the case-
loads of probation/parole officers, it is believed that stronger relationships
can be deyeloped between the offender and his Supervising officer, facilitating

both greater security and increased sensitivity to offender needs.

Overall Impact: Groups receiving intensive supervision have consis-
tently higher rates of failure and re-imprisonment for new convictions (B=11.66,
B=5.33, respectively).

Specific Location Analysis: Intensive supervision has been studied

among adults sentenced to probation, as well as those imprisoned and subse-

quently released to standard parole supervision or special parole programs.

- Groups receiving intensive supervision on either standard parole or probation

are associated with consistently higher rates of recidivism (B=14.13, B=4.56,
respectively), when compared to groups in these locations not receiving this
intervention. However, when administered within the context of special parole

brograms, groups receiving intensive supervision have consistently lower rates

of recidivism (B=-8.31)..

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Adult groups receiving intensive
supervision tend to be property offenders, with a low proportion of multiple
offenders. With respect to social background, these groups tend to come from

a slightly higher social class and are also slightly younger.
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Table 4-14

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional Locationsl?

INTENSIVE SUPERVISION -~ 283 Groups

B e F
GENERAL EQUATION 3.92 .79 24.43%
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM -
Failure 11.66
Failure | : 4.13 7.98%
Re-Arrest 2,12
Re~Conviction .62 é'Z; 1-3?
Imprisonment (technical offense) 2.13 2.02 1.11
Imprisonment (new conviction) 5.33 1.37 15'13*
Imprisonment (either new convic~ ~-1.92 5.76 ‘ll
tion or technical offense) ‘ )
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATICN
Standard Probation 4,56
andar . 1.18 ) 15.02%
Group Home, PPC
Standard Parole 14.13
Work Release 3.4 16.92%
Halfway House
Early Release u
Parole Program -8.31 2.55 10.63%

Maximum Sentence

*Significant at .05 level.

17 compl
plete data for each equation summarized here can b d i
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 8l. ' nbe found in Pare LIl
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REDUCED SUPERVISION

Reduced supervision is an administrative decision to decrease the amount
of contact that the supervising officer has with some offenders, thereby allow-
ing for greater contact with others. Supervising officers assess offenders in
their caseload and make a determination concerning which offenders are least
likely to recidivate. Offenders deemed less at risk are required to report to

their correctional officers less frequently than offenders under standard

supervision.

Overall Impact: Studies of groups receiving reduced supervision have

yielded inconsistent results. When recidivism is defined as re-arrest, groups

receiving reduced supervision have jower rates of recidivism (B=-17.01). How-

ever, when recidivism is defined as re-~imprisonment for a new conviction,
groups receiving this intervention have consistently higher rates of recidi-

vism (B=9.82).

ﬂSpecific Location Analysis: Reduced supervision has been studied among

groups sentenced to both probation and imprisonment and subsequently released

tn standard parole, work study or special parole programs, Groups receiving

reduced supervision on standard parole are associated with higher rates of

recidivism when compared to groups receiving standard parole supervisioﬁ (=

5.55). When administered within the context of a parole prbgram, reduced

suﬁervision has little or no impact on the rate of recidivism. Widely diver-

gent findings are reported when this intervention is given to adults on work

study programs.

pifferential Assignment to Tréatment: insufficient data exists for

analysis.
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Table 4-~15

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments

Across Definitions and Institutional Locationsl8 :

- REDUCED SUPERVISION -- 101 Groups

_B e 3

GENERAL EQUATION 5.25 1.21 18.76%

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM

Failure

Abscond -3.15 4.67 .46

Re-Arrest -17.01 4,85 12,32%

Re-Conviction ~7.40 6.59 1.26

Imprisonment (technical offense) -,99 2,06 .23

Imprisonment (new conviction) 9.82 1.20 66.57%

Imprisonment (either new convic-
tion or technical offnese)

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION

Standard Probation N -4.67 4.62 1.03
Shock,

Group Home, PPC ~ .

Standard Parole 5.55 1.35 16.82%
Work Release -8.61 8.39 1.05
Halfway House )

Early Release
Parole Program. -, 64 3.46 .03

Maximum Sentence

*Significant at .05 level.

7
/]
i

18Complete data for each equation summarized

of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81.

here can be found in Part III
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RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

ﬁééidential programs are multifacted treatment oriented strategies that
are administered within the context of group homes, halfway houses, training
schools and special treatment oriented prisons. ‘Many programs offer comprehen-
sive diagnostic services, education and vocational training as well as follow-

up and after care services. Although all residential programs are designed to

treat the offender in a comprehensive fashion, the specifics of each program
vary ‘depending on the underlying philosophy of the facility. Non-permissive

residential programs focus®on strict discipline; permissive residential pro-

grams address individual offender needs; special prisons provide a therapeutic

E

environment in a secure institutional setting.

Insofar as residential programs are designed to reduce the rate of re-
cidivism, they have not been successful. ;groups igcarcerated in special treat-
ment oriented prisoné are consistently associated with higher ratéé of recidi-
vism. This is true whether the group had been sent to the facility for short-
term diagnostic services and then released to probation supervision, or whether

the group was incarcerated and subsequently released to parole supervision.

Groups assigned to non-secure residential facilities in the community

are associated with both higher and lower rates of recidivism, depending on .

how recidivism is defined. For example, groups in permissive and non-permis-

siye programs have higher rates of technical violations but tend to have lower

rates of re-arrest.
Given thesehfindings, the use of residential facilities for adults as

presently constituted should be re-assessed. This assessment should focus on

4-44




2

4=45 4-46 w :

such issues as the impact of placing offenders in close proximity to one an- &m) . v SPECIAL PRISONS

other, the high rate of staff turnover and the nature and extent of resources Special prisons are designed to provide specialized treatment for offen-

rovided for these facilities.
P - ders in a secure setting. The services that are provided varies among institu-
E ‘d tions, but generally include education and vocational training, intensive coun-

seling and systematic follow-up.

Overall Impact: Groups incarcerated in special treatment oriented pri-

sons are associated with higher rates of recidivism than groups incarcerated
in standard facilities and subsequently released'té parole supervision. Stu-
diés have reported higher rates of abscond, re-conviction for new offenses and
re-imprisonment for new convictions (B=14.06, B=11.79, B=13.24, respectively).
Other outcome criteria produce littie difference in the rate of recidivism be-

¢ tween groups incarcerated in treatment oriented prisons and those in other

s types of facilities. .
() 0

Specific Location Analysis: Groups in special prisons have only been

- studied while under standard parole, and within this context, these groups are
"associated with higher rates of ‘recidivism (B=7.42) when compared to groups on

i ' | ' j \standard parole that received no additional treatmeht,

: o “ = '

u E ‘ o & Differential Assignment to Treatment: Adults assigned to special pri-

: i B . ‘ '
sons tend to have a somewhat lower proportion of multiple offenders. Differ-

ences also exist for race, age, broken families and education. Adults assigned
to special prison tended to be white, somewhat younger, to have a higher pro-
(- portion of persons from broken families, and are less educated than adults in

= ‘ other forms of treatment.

PR
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Table 4-16

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional Locationsl9

SPECTAL TREATMENT ORIENTED PRISON —- 91’Groups

\K | (;j
. i
= " b

B e F

_GENERAL EQUATION | | 6.23 1.28 23.84

INITION OF RECIDIVISM
giﬁlﬁre -2.78 6.57 .18
Abscond ’ 14.06 2.15 42.69%
Re-Arrest ' - 3.79 2.96 1.64L
Re-Conviction 11.79 4.41 7.15%
Imprisonment (technical offense) -8.23 6.66 1.52*
Imprisonment (new conviction) - 13.24 1.96 45.55
Imprisonment (either new convic- -2.27 4,20 .29

tion or technical offense)
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
Standard Probation

Shock :

Group Home, PPC ‘
Standard Parole ¢ 7.42 1.15

41.41%
Work Release i '

Halfway House

Early Release

Parole Progranm
Maximum Sentence

*Significant at .05 level.

19Complete data for each equation summariied here can be found in Part III
of Appendix J, Tables 63 Eo 81. ‘
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PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

-Permissive residential programs are offered within the context of group
homes, halfway houses and other non-secure residential facilities. Programs
emphasize the matching of services to individual offender needs. These pro-
grams are based on the philosoﬁhy that a non—punitiﬁe environment promotes less
aggression and greater cooperation; discipline in these facilities is lax; lit-
tle attempt is made to directly control offender behavior,

Overall Impact:

Studies of groups in permissive residential programs
produce inconsistent results. When recidivism is defined either as failure or

abscond, groups in permissive programs tend to have higher rates of recidivism

" (B=14.31, B=14.17, respectively). However, when recidivism is measured as im-

prisonment for a technical violation, groups residing in permissive facilities
are associated with lower rates of recidivism (B=-10.87). Other outcome cri-
teria, while not statistically stable, also yield inconsistent findings.

Specific Location Analysis: Groups assigned to permissive group homes

and halfway houses have comparable rates of recidivism to groups placed in
other types of community,residential facilities. Offenders in work release
programs residing in permissive residential facilities tend to have lower i
rates of recidivism, ﬁgwever, there is considerable variability in the find-
ings geported thus far. There is no significant difference in the raté of re-
cidivism between groups in these programs that were followed on standard parole
and groups on p;rolehthét were followed while incarcerated in non-residential
faciliﬁies.- ) |

Differential Assipgnment to Treatment: Adults assigned to permissive

residential treatment tend to have a much higher proportion of both high school
graduates and individuals coming from broken families than adults assigned to

other locations. ¢

e AM el



R

e A

! . e e S SRR S
4-49 4-50
| Table 4-17 { ) NON-PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS
A Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments ‘ |
AC?OSS Definitions and Institutional Locations20 Non-permissive residential programs are offered within the context of
group homes, halfway houses, and other non—secureyﬁééidential facilities. The
PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES -- 125 Groups philosophy behind these programs is to teach offenders to take responsibility
for their actioms: discipline is strict, rules are explicit, and offender be-
B e —E havior is carefully monitored.
EOUATTON 4.26 1.24 11.85% ‘ - g -Overall Impact: Studies of groups in non-permissive residential pro-
CENERAL EQ ‘ k | grams have ylelded inconsistent results, although the trend is towards higher
giiiﬂizION OF RECIDIVISM 1431 553 6.69% é rates of recidivism for groups in these programs. When recidivism is defined
abszzzist B i;:ég i:gg 63:;2* % , as abscond, groups in non-permissive programs have higher rates of recidivism
§5;2222i32§2n(techni;al offense) -lg:g% , g:gé lé:ég* u/i o (B=5.l§). With the exception of re»imprisonment for a technical violation,
%mpi%:gzﬁzzt Ezizhzznziitigﬁiic‘ :2:82 g:gg é:gg ;‘ ‘ ' all other outcome criteria aré also associated with higher rates of recidivism,
miiin or technical offense) : % if) although these findings are not statistically stable. o
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION " o | N Specific Location Analysis: No stable differences or consistent trends
) St;ﬁdaid Probation - o oo were found between groups in non-permissive residential facilities and those
o GrgsdeSZ:;lch ‘ ‘ g:ig g:g% | 1:32 ‘; receiving other forms of interveﬁtion. Groups assigned to group homes and
tﬁgigéREIEizZe A‘ ‘Gzié ’g:gg i l:gg; , ; ' : halfway houses that utilized non-permissive programs had similar outcomes to
gzrlgaggleaiz | : ' u‘ IR SR groups in these facilities that did not have non-permissive programs. There
rORT AN : : v
MaiggzméSe;tince U is no significant difference in the rate ofkrecidivism between groups in these
» ‘ | ‘programs that Wers followed on standard parole and groups on parole that were
*Significant at .05 level- C ) e **% . ‘:; B ‘incarcerated in n&n—rgsidential facilities. Groups in non-permissive residen— ‘
: 0 ? tial facilities that are concurrently in work release programs tend‘to have »km
) lower rates of recidiviém, however, groups in these facilities on parole pro-
L ‘ - grams tend to have-higher rates. However, neither of these findings are sta-
20complete data for each equatién summarized here”can~be fodhé in Part III %k ‘ “ tiSCicélly stable.
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 8l. . ‘ ’ | * - : ‘ - ; {:) Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for
? h analysis.
( |
- gy " o
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Table 4-~18

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutiomnal Locations21

NON-PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES -- 61 Groups

B e F
GENERAL EQUATION 4.90 1.69 8.43%
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure 9.51 9.85 .93
Abscond 5.12 2.06 6.20%
Re-Arrest '
Re-Conviction ?
Imprisonment (technical offerise) ~5.76 3.08 3.50
Imprisonment (new conviction) 6.39 4,16 2.36
Imprisonment (either new convic- 10.91 5.82 3.51
tion or technical offense) ‘
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
Standard Probation
Shock
Group Home, PPC 7.61 5.78 ; 1.74
Standard Parole ~.18 3.10 .00
Work Release -12.51 8.70 2,06
Halfway House -2.76 3.68 .56
Early Release
Parole Program 16.08 8.48 3.59

Maximum Sentence

*Significant at .05 level,

21Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part;II}
of Appendix J, Tables 69 to 81.

Y
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MEDICAL METHODS

This treatment strategy offers assistance to offenders who have problems
that can be treated medically. Medical methods include a variety of strategies
including drug therapy, antabuse therapy and plastic surgery, and therefore the
efficacy of this modality is difficult to assess as a whole.

Lipton, et al. (1975) report that only when medical methods are combined
with other forms of intervention can some reduction in the rate of recidivism
be noted. The data of this study suggest that the impact of medical treatment
varies depending upon the way recidivism is defined and the location in which
treatment is administered.

Care should be taken in the interpretation of these

findings because of the wide variety of methods included in this treatment

modality.

Overall Impact: Studies of groups receiving medical treatment including

the drug therapies yield inconsistent findings. Groups receiving these treat-
ments have higher rates of failure and re-imprisonment for either a new Sonvic—
tion or technical violations (B=11.43, B=12.25, respectively).- However, when
recidivism is defined as re-conviction for a new offense, groups receiving

medical methods have consistently lower rates of recidivism (B=-11.31).

Specific“Location Analysis: Medical methods have been studied among

groups sentenced to both probation and imprisonment. When administered to
groups on probation, this treatment appears to have little impact on the rate

of recidivism. When administered to groups that have been imprisoned and sub- |

sistently higher rates of recidivism (B=13.76). Within the context of special

4-52
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sequently released to standard parole, medical methods are associated with con-
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parole programs; medical methods appear to have 1itt1e'or no impact. In half-
way h&uses, the impact appears slightly positive, but with wide variability in
the outcome. Groups that served their maximum seﬁtences and received medical
treatment have been studied too infrequently for any conclusion about the effi-
cacy of this treatment for these offenders to be made.

Differential Assiggmént to Treatment: Adults receiving medical treat-

ment tended to have a much lower proportion of property foenders and‘a much
higher proportion of individuals with some narcotics history. 'Insufficient;
data exists for multiple offense, race, broken families and edﬁcétion, and no

significant differences were found regarding age and socio-economic status.

T SR A
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Table 4-19

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations22

MEDICAL METHODS -~ 105 Groups

B e F
GENERAL EQUATION 8.50 1.21 49.,22%
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure 11.43 2.75 17.32%
Abscond 2.51 3.10 .65
Re-Arrest 6.86 4.76 ) 2.08
Re-Conviction -11.31 3.22 12.30%
Imprisonment (technical offense) ~5.74 8.21 .49
Imprisonment (new conviction)
Imprisonment (either new convic- 12.25 4.64 6.98%
tion or technical offense)
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
Standard Probation -,10 2.36 .00
Shock
Group Home, PPC
Standard Parole 13.76 1.91 51.80%
Work Release ;
Halfway House 2.38 13.53 .03
Early Release ‘
Parole Program 3.29 3.27 1.01
Maximum Sentence -5.,53 11.63 .23

*Significant ae~705‘level.

22complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part IIT
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. :
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OF INNOVATIVE INTERVENTIONS FOR JUVENILES

1

RESOURCE INTERVENTIONS

The resource interventions, including vocational and job training, job
placement and education, are designed to provide offenders with the necessary
skills and resources to function adequately within mainstream society. The
theoretical justification for these interventions arises from the work of
sociologists such as Merton (1937, 1968) and Cloward and Ohlin (1961) , who
claim that crime is committed by those who are blocked from the opportunity
structure. By providing ékills and resources to aid offenders in becoming“
productive members of the larger society it is believed they will no longer
have the need to commit crime.

Lipton, et al. (1975) suggést‘that vocational training programs for
juveniles may have some effect on lowering the recidivism rate;‘particularlyv
when offenders are provided with a readily marketable skill. Other studiés‘

indicate that job training and vocational training have no direct impact om,

recidivism, but do‘improQa employability. The lack of strong success for

these programs is often attributed to improper implementation "(Ohlin, Miller

and Coates, 1977). The data concerning the efficacy of education for juven:
iles is also mixed. The Providence Educationél Center in St. Louis found that -
education was associated with lower rates of recidivism fo; ju&enileioffenders.
Other studies (Califotrnia’Youth Authority, 1974; Lipton, et al., 1975) ﬁpundﬁ
tpat although education raised skill level, it hadxho impact on the rate of
recidivism. . “

Overall, our findings do not provide evidence for the efficacy of re-

source interventions for juveniie-offenders. With'thé exception of job

n : 4-56
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training, which is consistently associated with lower rates of recidivism, none
of the other resource strategies appear to have a strong impact on the rate of
recidivism. Groups receiving education are associated with both higher and
lower rates of recildivism, depending on the outcome criterion used, although
there is some indication that additional educational resources may be effective
when administered within the context of work/study programs. Vocational train-
ing also yields inconsistent reéults; the variability of the findings precludes
any firm conclusion about the efficacy of this intervention at the present
time. There is some indication that juvenile groups in job placement programs
are associated with higher rates of recidivism, but there is insufficient data
upon which to draw any firm conclusion about the impact of this intervention
for juvenlle offenders.

In lieu of these findings, a careful re-assessment of the strengEh and
integrity of the resource interventions is recommended. Skill development
programs vary enormously with respect to the skills that are taught and the
resources that are applied to the task. Job training may be more effective
than vocational training and eddcation because of the more limited scope of
thé program. The economic environment in which thgse resources are applied
also needs»to be taken into aééount. Training juveniles for jobs or vocations
that do not exist may serve to frustrate raised expectations resulting in a
reversion to criminal activity. Placing juvenile offenders in job placement
programs when there are no jobs or when the only availaﬁle jobs are menial in
nature may Lave the same effect. Further investigation of resource intefven—
tions should focus on s&rting out the compi%x interaction between skill devel-.

opment, program integrity and the local economic environment.

[¢]

)
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JOB TRAINING

The purpose of this program is to provide offenders with marketable
skills and work experience through on~the-job training, institutional work pro-
grams, pre-job training and sheltered employﬁent. The goals of job training
are limited to teaghing the basic skills related to job retention such as
cooperative work habits, rule adherence and deference to authority.

Overall Impact: Juvenile groups in job training programs are consis-

tently associated with lower rates of recidivism compared to groups not receiv-
ing this resource. Studies of groups in this program report much lower rates

i i , /‘; : w
of re-arrest (B=-13.24). Other outcome criteria are also/a#sociated with lower
i

rates of recidivism, but considerable variability around these estimates exists.

Specific Location Analysis: Job training has been studied among groups

on standard probation, in group homes, as well as on standard parole and in
special parole programs. When administered within the context of standard pro-
bation supervision, groups receiving job training are associated with consis-
tently lower rates of recidivism (B=-16.82). Within the context of the group
home, however, groups receiving this resource tend to have higher recidivism
rates. However, considerable variation exists around this tendency.

Groups receiving job tréining within the context of special parole pro-
grams tend to be associated with lower rates of recidivism, although there is
considerable variability around this estimate. When administered to groups on
standard parole no impact can be attributed to this intervention because of

5

the extent to which the program has produced variable results.

Iy
3

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Juvenile groups given this treat-

ment tend to have a much higher proportion of non-whites and were slightly
older than the juvenile sample in general. Insufficiéﬁ&qdata exists for.all
other background characteristics to further evaluate d%%ferential assignments

to this treatment.
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JOB TRAINING -- 30 Groups
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Table 4-20

27
Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional LocationsZ3

¥

B e F

GENERAL EQUATION -9.51 3.47 $7.50%
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure ~10.73 15.96 45
Abscond 1.43 11.58 01
Re~Arrest -13.24 4.72 7.87%
Re~Conviction
Imprisonment (technical offense) -8.14 9.91 .68
Imprisonment (new conviction) -1.80 13.25 .02
Imprisonment (either new convic-~ -23.76 - 17.64 1.81

tion or technical offense)
[INSTITUTTONAL LOCATION
‘Standard Probation ~-16.82 4,86 11,94%

Shock

Group Home, PPC 7.69 10.08 .58
Standard Parole 3.09 9.31 .11

Work Study

Halfway House':

Early Release :

Parole Program -13.82 7.36 3.53
Maximum Sentence

q
*¥Significant at .05 level. |
‘23Complete data for each equation summarized heFe can be found in Part IIT

of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100, -
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JOB PLACEMENT

Job placement programs teach basic job search skills and provide leads
for potential employment. Although the ultimate goal is to find employment
for offenders, participation does not guaraﬁtee a job.

Overall Impact: Juvenile groups in job placement programs tend to be

asééciated with higher rates of recidivism. When re-conviction for a new of-
fense is used as the outcome criterion, groups in these programs tend to reci-
divate more often than those not receiving this resource. However, there is
so much variability around this tendency that no firm judgment can be made

about the efficacy of this resource for juveniles.

Specific Location Analysis: Groups in job placement programs have been
studied within the context of the group home as well as in speciél'parole pro-
grams. While in both instances groups receiving this intervention tend to
have higher rates afwfecidivism than groups nop recei;ing this resource, too
much variability exists and too few studies have been reported to make any

firm judgment about the impact of this resdtrce for juveniles.

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for

Frs
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Table 4-21

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional Locat10n324

JOB PLACEMENT -~ 17 Groups

B e
GENERAL EQUATION 15.63 4,84
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure
Abscond
Re-Arrest ’
Re-Conviction - 11.13 10.02

Imprisonment (technical offense)

Imprisonment (new conviction)

Imprisonment (either new convic-. -1.28 - 13.13
tion or technical offense) ¥

INSTITUTIONAIL LOCATION
Standard Probation |
Shock ; L

Group Home, PPC & “11.13" ©10.02
Standard Parole ' ~

Work Study

Halfway House

Early Release

Parole Program ' 3.95 11.39
Maximum Sentence

*Significant at .05 level.

24Complete ! data for each equation summarized here can be’ found in Part III i

of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100.

0.
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VOCATIONAL TRAINING -

VOCationalktréining‘prog;ams qre;desigped to provide offenders with. a
marketable skill’sueﬁlas automotive mechanics, carpentry and various machine

shop trades.

Overall Impac*'f Studies of Juveniles rcﬂeiving voratlonal tralning re-

port 1ncons{stent ‘indings. The rates of re~conviction and re—imprisonment

for a technlcal v1ola;ion tend to be lower among groups rece1v1ng thls form of
intervention, Fowever remimprlsonment for either a new conv1ction or a tech-

nical violation tend to be higher. Substantial variabillty existis around all

of these estimates. ; T

Specific Location AnalysiS' Groups receiving this interventlon have

- been studied on both standard probation and standard parole. In both instances,

the variability of reported findings precludes any firm conclusion about the
efficacy of thie form of intervention for juveniles.

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for

analysis. ' .
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U Table 4-22 | =

Analysis of Iﬁpact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional LocationsZ5

VOCATIONAL TRAINING --— 16 Groups

B e F
GENERAL EQUATION 5.58 , 4.44 1.58
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure
Abscond
Re=-Arrest
Re-Conviction -20.79 10.75 3.74
Imprisonment (technical offense) ~12.90 9.53 1.83
Imprisonment (new conviction) 5,59 - 6.00 .87
Imprisonment (either new convic- 10.64 6.58 2,61
tion or technical offense)
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION v ‘
Standard Probation ' , 12.83 7.66 2.88
Shock ' .
Group Home, PPC ‘ , '
Standard Parole -2.89 5.78 .25
Work Study :

Halfway House

Early Release

Parole Program
Maximum Senterice

*Significant at .05 level.

™

25Compiéte data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part 11T
of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100.
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EDUCATION

Educational programs provide offenders with additional schooling in or-
der to facilitate socilal and economic re-integration into society. The level

of remediation varies from program to program and includes remedial math and

.. English courses as well as high school equivalency and college level courses.

IS

Overall Impact: Studies of juvenile groups receiving educational assis-

tance report inconsistent findings. When recidivism is defined as failure, the
data indicate that groups receiving education are associated with lower rates

of recidivism (B=-15.33). However, when recidivism is defined as imprisonment

for a technical offense, groups receiving education have higher rates (5=16.87).

Other outcome criteria also produce inconsistent results.

Specific Location Analysis: This intervention has been studied among

groups on both probation and parole. Groups receiﬁing edﬁc;tion on both stan-
dard probation and within the context of a group hoﬁe, are”éssociated with -
slightly higher rates of recidivism than their non-treated counterparts. How-
ever, there is substantial variability around these eétimaﬁés andvnp‘firm judg~-
ment regaréing the effiéacy of education under these conditions cad be méde..‘
Groups receiving education on standaré parole supervision tend to have
lower rateshof recidivism than gfoups not receiving this resource, but the
variation around this tendency is so high that no conclusion can be drawn from’

the experienceirepotted thus far.

Groups in work study programs that receive additional educational re-

)

sources are consisténtly associated with lower rates of recidivism, This find- ..

J)

ing is especially significant as groups on work study geﬁgrally have lower 7

rates of recidivism overall, suggesting that additional educational resources

i

can further enhance an already positive situation.
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(. : Differential Assignment to Treatment: Juvenile groups given education

as a form of treatment generally tend to have a much higher proportion of high

school graduates than the juvenile sample in general, Eifher insufficient

data or no significant difference was found for all other background charac- ;

teristics.:
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Table 4-23

'Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations26

EDUCATION -- 145 Groups

B e F
GENERAL EQUATION .61 2.20 .08
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure -15.33 7.78 3.88%
Abscond ‘ -2.34 5.28 .20
Re-Arrest T -1.12 4.87 .05
Re~Conviction
Imprisonment (technical offense) 16.87 5.31 10.09%
Imprisonment (new conviction)
Imprisonment (either new convic-— -15.91 8.40 3.59
tion or technical offense) :
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION ~
Standard Probation , 2.09 5.07 W17
Shock A
Group Home, PPC 4.04 6.68 .37
- Standard Parole -6.43 7.37 .76
Work Study -13.41 5.07 6.99%

Halfway House

Early Release

Parole Program
Maximum Sentence

*Significant at .05 level.

26Cofﬁplete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part IIT
of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100.
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SOCIAL WORK INTERVENTIONS

Social work interventions are based on the assumption that social re-
sources and peer groups are the primary facilitators of criminal behavior.
The objective of social work intervention is to help offenders use their per—
sonal and social resources in such a way as to facilitate re-integration to
the community. Non-supervisory assistancehand specialized supervision are de-
signed to foster a personal relationship between the offender and a parole/
probation officer or a community volunteer. These programs often include in-.
dividual counseling, as well as pragmatic efforts aimed at providing offenders
with appropriate resources to help solve the problems they encounter. Ndn-
professional group counseling provides a forum for the developméﬁt ofAinter—
personal skills and relationships and problem solving techriiques. Contract
programming attempts to involve an offender directly in determining the terms
of release in the hopes of teaching him or her to assume responsibility for
their actions. 13 A -

Historically, studies ofJ;ocial work strategiesqgor juﬁeniles have
yielded inconsistent results. In an overall review of studies utilizing case-
work, Romig (1980) concluded that ‘''casework was not effective in the rehabili- %
tation of delinquent youth." 1In a study of Guided Group Interaction conducted
by McCord (1973) mno dverall differences were found between juveniles recelving

this freatment and juveniles who did not, although when juveniles were re-

convicted, the new crimes tended to be less serious. There is some indication
that comprehensive programs aimed at meeting a host of offenders' needs, may : §
have some beneficial impact on the rate of recidivism (Higgins, 1974; Baker,

et al., 1976).

4-67
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The model of utilizing non-professionals and ex-offenders in the super-—
vision of offenders has also been reported as having promising results. A num-
ber of evaluations suggest that at the very least, the utilization of para-
professionals is no more likely to produce higher rates of recidivism than the
use of professional casework personnel (Beless, Rest and Pilcher, 1973; Scott
and Bennett, 1973; Scott; 1975).

The findings of the present study indicate that overall, the social work
strategies have not been effective in lowering the rate of recidivism. Groups
receiving specialized supervision, non-professional group counseling, and con-
tract programming tend to be associated with higher rates of recidivism than
juvenile groups not receiving these interventions. Non-supervisory assistance
is the only social work intervention that appears to yield any positive re-
sults. When administered within the context of standard parole, juvenile
groups receiving this assistance were associated with lower rates of recidi~
vism than groups not receiving such aid. There is alsc some indication that
non-supervisory assistance may be helpful for juvenile groups on standard pro-
bation and in group homes. However, when @dfiinistered to juveniles within the
context of shock probation, groups receiving non-supervisory assistance tend
to be associated with higher rates of recidivism than groups within this con-
text that did not receive this assistance. This findings is especially impor-
tant because this intervention produces negative results in a context that is
generally favorable.

Given these findings, the social work interventions presently in use
for juvéﬁile offenders should be re-assessed. This is particularly true for
those administered to juveniles sentenced to probation, as no positive impact
of social work strategiles has been reported in this context. Further evalua-
tion of these interventions should focus on the differential impact on juven-

iles who have been incarcerated and those on probation.
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NON-PROFESSIONAL GROUP COUNSELING

This treatment employs the use of non-professionmals as leaders in coun-
seling groups. The dynamics of group interaction are utilized te facilitate
change in offenders' attitudes and behavior as well as to aid in the develop-
ment of interpersonal communication skills. The focus of the group may be
problem solving or insight oriented, élthough unlike group therapy, there is
no emphasis on underlying subconscious or unconscious motivation.

Overall Impact: Groups receiving non-professional group counseling are

consistently associated with higher rates of recidivism. When either re~
imprisonment for a technical violation or abscond is used as the outcome cri-
terion, groups receiving this form of counseling are reported as having higher

rates of recidivism (B=11.32, B=18.50, respectively).

Specific Location Analysis: Studies of groups receiving non-profes-
sional group counseling have been reportedvonly for groups on sténdard parole
supervision. When administered to juveniles within this context, groups re-
ceiving non~professional group counseling tend to be associated with higher
rates of recidivism (B=13.41).

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for

analysis.

! :
s
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Table 4-24

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutionmal Locations2?

NON-PROFESSIONAL GROUP COUNSELING -~- 13 Groups

GENERAL EQUATION 16.02 5.12 9.78%

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure
Abscond ' 18.50 6.71 7.59%
Re~Arrest
Re~Conviction
Imprisonment (technical offense) 11.32 5.57 4,12%
Imprisonment (new conviction)
Imprisonment (either new convic-
tion or technical offense)

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
Standard Probation
Shock
Group Home, PPC
Standard Parole 13.41 4.19 5.82%
Work Study
Halfway House
Early Release
Parole Program
Maximum Sentence

*Significant at .05 level. : ' o

;27Comp1ete.data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III
of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100.
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(' : ‘ SPECIALIZED SUPERVISION

Specialized supervision is designed to foster a personal relationship
between the offender and a probation/parole officer or a communitycxolunteer.
This program frequently utilizes counseling strategies as well as pragmatic
efforts aimed at providing offenders with appropriate resources to facilitate
re-integration into the community. It is believed that becoming involved in a
one to one relationship with a person who is concerned with his welfare the
offender will change his attitudes and "unlearn" maladaptive behavioral pat-—

terns.

Overall Impact: Juvenile groups receiving specialized supervision are

associated with consistently higher rates of recidivism. When recidivism is
measured as abscond, groups receiving this a$sistance have much higher rates

C;] of recidivism (B=24.63) than groups not receiving this treatment. When either

re—~arrest or re-imprisonment for a technical violation is used as the outcome

criterion, juveniles receiving specialized supervision also have higher rates
of recidivism although in both of these instances there is substantial varia-
tion around the average.

Specific Location Analysis: Specialized supervision has been reported

only for groups on standard probation. When administered within the context
of standard probation, groups receiving this intervention are associated with

higher rates of recidivism (B=15.55) than juveniles receiving standard proba-

tion supervision.

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for

analysis.

D R T p—
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Table 425

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional LocationsZ28

SPECIALIZED SUPERVISION —- 16 Groups

B e F

GENERAL EQUATION 17.33 4,48 14.97%
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure
Abscond 24,63 6.73 13.40%
Re-Arrest 2.71 7.12 .15
Re-Conviction
Imprisonment (technical offense) 8.52 8.11 .31
Imprisonment (new conviction)
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense)
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION =
Standard Probation 15.55 4.01 15.06%*

Shock

Group Home, PPC
Standard Parole

Work Study

Halfway House

Early Release

Parole Program
Maximum Sentence

*Significant at'.ogflevel.

7

28complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III
of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100.
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CONTRACT PROGRAMMING

This treatment utilizes‘a'legally binding agreement negotiated‘between |
the offender and éorrectional authorities that specifies the conditions for re-
lease on parole. The contract is designed to meet individual offenders' needs
and to foster a sense of responsibility through participation in the program's
devélopment ;nd implementation.

Overall Impact: Only six juvenile groups have been reported as having

recelved contract programming. These groups report consistently higher rates
of re-imprisonment for a technical violation (B=14.56),

Specific Location Analysis: The effect of contract programming has been

reported for juveniles only within the ‘context of the group home, where the
average rate of recidivism for those receiving this intervention is consis~
tently higher (B=39.18) than other groups in this context not receiving this

intervention.

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for

analysis.

W
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Table 4-26

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations29

CONTRACT PROGRAMMING -~ 6 Groups

GENERAL EQUATION 14.14 7.50 3.55

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure
Abscond
Re~-Arrest
Re-~-Conviction
Imprisonment (technical offense) 14.56 ‘ 7.58 3.57
Imprisonment (new conviction)
Imprisonment (either new convic-
tion or technical offense)

AN

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION \\
Standard Probation

Shock

Group Home, PPC 39.18 14.31 7.50%
Standard Parole

Work Study

Halfway House

Early Release

Parole Program
Maximum Sentence

*Significant at .05 level.

2900mplete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III
of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100.
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NON~SUPERVISORY 'ASSISTANCE

Non-supervisory assistance programs utilize citizen volunteers to assist
offenders in developing the skills and personal contacts needed for successful

re-integration iato the community. Volunteers may assist offenders in locating

housing, obtaining employment and in providing the emotional support needed
during the offender's transition to free society,

Overall Impact:

Studies of juvenile groups receiving non-supervisory
assistance have yielded inconsistent findings. When recidivism is defined as

abscond, groups receiving this intervention are associated with ‘higher rates

of recidivism (B=16.91). However, when recidivism is measured as re~imprison~

ment for a technical violation or re-conviction for a new offense, groups re-
ceiving this intervention are associated with lower rates of recidivism (B=

~-25.26, B=-26.37, respectively).

Specific Location Analysis: Non-supervisory assistance has been re-

ported for groups on both standard probation and its alternatives as well as

for groups on standard parole. When édministered to juveniles on shock proba-

tion, this form of assistance is associated with higher rates of recidivism

(B=28.44). This finding is particularly significant in lieu of the fact that
groups receiving shock probation teﬁd to be associated with much lower rates
qf recidivism than groups assigned to standard probatibn. The tendency isg’
similar for groups receiving this interveﬁtion on standard probation or within

the context of a group home, although insufficient research has been conducted

to draw firm conclusions about the efficacy of this treatment in these con—

texts.

[,
4
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When administered to juvenile groups on standard parcle, this interven-

tion is associatedkwith lower rates of recidivism (B=-24.76), suggesting that

this assistance may be beneficial for juveniles who have experience incarcera- .

tion in a secure facility.

Insufficient data exists for

Differential Assigmment to Treatment:

analysis.

ol
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Table 4-27

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations30

~ NON-SUPERVISORY ASSISTANCE -- 22 Groups

B e F
GENERAL EQUATION 12.41 3.81 10.59%,
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM .
Failure ‘ 25.94 19.86 1.71.
Abscond v 16.91 8.01 b 47%
Re-Arrest . : k -2.04 : 12.71 9.82*
Re~-Conviction = -26.37 8.36 6.62*
Imprisonmernt (technical offense)  -25.26 9.82 .
Imprisonment (new conviction)
Imprisonment (either new convic— f%§,84 10.19 2.73
tion or technical offense) i
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION | o
Standard Probation 3.16 5.13 '8 .
Shock 28.44 6.74 17.80
. Group Home, PPC 22.28 19.14 %.gg*
Standard Parole -24.76 . 9,02 .

Work Study
Halfway House
Early Release
Parole Program
Maximum Sentence

*Significant at .05 level.

30Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III

of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100.

PSYCHOTHERAPEUTIC INTERVENTIONS

' Psychotherapeutic interventions, including iﬁdividual psychotherapy,
group therapy and behavior modification are based on the assumption that offen-
ders suffer from emotional or psychological maladaptat@on. Many theories in-
cluding Hogan (1973) and Kohlberg's (1964) theories of moral development,
Mead's (1934) theory of shared meaﬁing in groups, Bandura and Walter's (1963)
1earning théory, and Skinner's (1968) theory of behavior modification have
contribdted‘t9’this rationale. The programma;ic apﬁigcation of individual and
group therapy interventions to offenders is based on the premise that offen-
ders will be able to modify their antisocial behavior if they can.explare the
experience, feélings and unconscious motivations behind their criminal acts
within a therapeutic environment. Behavidr modification differs from these
approaches in that it focuses on changing the behavior without expidring the
underlying motivations at its root.

Evaluations of the psychotherapeutic interventions for juveniles have
provided little consistent evidence for the Efficacy of these interventions.
Lipton, et al. (1975) found that individual psychotherapy did not have a con-
éistent effect on the rate of recidivism, but pointed out that prograﬁmatically
oriented‘ésychotﬁerapy was more effective than a psychoanalytic approach. 1In
addition, gbth Lipton, et al. and Mohron suggest that exposing non-amenable
offenders to psychotherap& mﬁy have the unanticipated effect of raising the
rate of recidivism. Lipton, et al. also suggest that group therapy for juven-
ile offenders is no more effective in lowering the rate of recidivism than

N .
standard institutional intervention. sy

4~78
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; (*3 \ There is some evidence, however, that behavior modification techniques @f”) INDiVIDUAL PSYCHOTHERAPY

may be effective in lowering the rate of recidivism for juvenile offenders

' is st y inv d £ ti i -
(Jessness and Derisi, 1972; Cohen and Filipczak, 1971) . This strategy involves the development of a one to one relationship be

tween the offender and a professional therapist. It is believed that within a

Our findings are relatively consistent with those mentioned above. We
) ‘ therapeutic relationship an offender will be able to explore the ex eriences
found no evidence to support the efficacy of individual psychotherapeutic as-= P P P P ?

. . . s . v : <. feelings and subconscious motivations that are at the root of his antisocial
: sistance for juveniles. In fact, juvenile groups receiving psychotherapy were

. - ] . . e . . . behavior and be encouraged to test more socially adaptive coping mechanisms.
consistently associated with higher rates of recidivism, supporting the mnotion

i Unlike psychothera in a conventional settin offenders have no input in the
! that this intervention may be harmful under certain conditionms. The data on Psy Py & P

‘ v , selection of a psychiatrist or psychologist.
groups in group therapy is insufficient to draw any conclusion about this pro- pay psycholog

Overall Impact: Groups receiving individual psychotherapeutic assis-

gram's efficacy for juveniles, but the data that does exist suggest that group

. . . . tance are consistently associated with higher rates of recidivism. For the
therapy has an inconsistent impact on the rate of recidivism. Although we have ‘

. . . . three outcome criteria reported in the literature (abscond, re-imprisonment
little stable data on the effect of behavior modification for juveniles, the ‘ P ( ? P

’ . . X _ . S i for a technical violation, re-imprisonment for either a new conviction or a
§ data that does exist suggest that juvenile groups receiving this treatment are f ;

. (- technical violation roups receiving individual psychothera yield higher
associated with lower rates of recidivism than groups not xeceiving this treat- ‘ t _) )» group & pey 28 &

i ‘ . : recidivism rates. Althoﬁgh there is variation around these averages, the trend
| ment. ; o

| for each definition i ds higher rat juveni i
i Given these findings, the programmatic use of analytically oriented o each definition is towards higher rates for juvenile groups recelving this

, ‘ ; fnﬁervention.
§ psychotherapeutic techniques with adjudicated youth does not appear to be an
. Specific Location Analysis: Psychother: been studied for juvenil
5 effective method of reducing the rate of recidivism. These programs are costly / speeitic Location Analy sychotherapy has be studied for juvenile
: and there is evidence to suggest they may be detrimental. Although it cannot // groups on standard probation and in group homes as well as for groups on stan-
: . ‘ . ) / '
I3 Va
! : be ascertained whether this effect is directly attributable to the therapy : dard pargle supervision. Groups on standard probation recelving psychotherapy
; : | ‘ ; N o = is t: imi-
. techniques per se, or is an indirect consequence¢ of inadequate resources, lack are assoclated with hiEth rates of recidivism (B=19.99). This trend 1s smi
| £ 1 ;. - dard le or withi
; of program integrity, or inaccurate theoretical assumptions, so little support lar for groups receiving this intervention on standard parole o hin the
; ’ ) N , ’ ontext of a group home, However, too h variation exists around the re-
; exists for the efficacy of these programs thaﬂ continued use does not appear context of a group home, However, too muc Ou‘ €
( i - ‘
| warranted ﬁ ported recidivism rate for groups in the latter locations to draw any firm con-
i’ : . /’.:’f B : i
oy S ’ t : ditions.
AR Behavior modification deserves continued research and evaluation. The J clusions about its efficacy under these conditions
o ‘ o / ’ ‘ : Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists fo
: . short-term emphasis on specific behavioral changes appears to be a more reason-— lu CILLS 0 ~rearments r
i (‘ : L {:) analysis.
; ‘;_ able goal than the long-term psychologiral rehabilitation of offenders. malyel
! :
3
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Table 4-28

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments

Across Deflnltions and Institutional Locations3l

PSYCHOTHERAPEUTIC INDIVIDUAL ASSISTANCE —-- 21 Groups

N

B e F

GENERAL EQUATION 14.79 3.&9 14.45%
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure
Abscond 8.77 5.99 2.14
Re-Arrest 'E
Re~Conviction .
Imprlsoi ent (technical offense) 12,79 8.11 2.49
Imprlso \\ nt (new conviction)
Imprlsonmenty(elther new convic- 5.41 6.02 .81

tlon or thhnlcal offense) , (ﬂ

) - -

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION ’ .
Standard Probation 19.99 8.98 4,96

Shock

Group Home, PPC - 21.92 13.58 7 2.61
Standard Parole 8.22 5.07 ) 2.62

Work Study
Halfway House
Early Release
Parole Program
Maximum Sentence

*Significant at .05 level.

3 «lComplete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III

of Appendlx J, Tables 82 to 100.

O

rates of recidivism.
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GROUP THERAPY

/ﬁ

Group therapy, which includes group psychotﬁerapy and small greup inter-
actien, utilizes the dynamic of the group to facilitate change in attitudes
and behavior as well as to foster the development of interaction skillgi The
group may utilize a psycho-social orientation or focus on practical problem
solving. |

Overall Impact:

consistent results.

Studies of juvenlle groups in group therapy report in-

Wheﬁtrecidivism is defined as re-imprisonment for either
a technical violation or a new conviction, there is a tendency for groups re-
éeiviﬂg this treatment to be associated w;th lower rates of recidivism. When
outcome is defined as re-imprisonment for a technical offense or as abscond,
groups receiving this treatment tend to have higher’tates of recildivism. There
is substantial variebility around all these tendengies and no conclusive judg-

{r

ment about group therapy can be made.

Specific Location Analysis: The effects of‘group therapy have been re-

ported for juveniles in group homes and for groups that have been incarcerated
and subsequently released to standard parole supervision. Groups administered
group therapy within the context of standard parole tend to have slightly lower
. However, the variability around this average is large

and thus no impact can be attributed to this treatment.

Groups rgeeiv;ng group. therapy in the context of a group home are asso-
ciated with higher rates of recidivism than groups in group homes not receiving
this treatment. Again, however, wide variation exists around the rate of reci-
divism precluding any conclusion about the efficacy of this treatment ‘for

juveniles. ” e

Insufficient data exists for

Differential Assigmment to Treatment:

analysis.
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Table 4~29

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments

Across Definitions and Institutional Locations32

GROUP THERAPY -~ 15 Groups

GENERAL EQUATION

.11

4.59

.00

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure '
Abscond

Re-Arrest

"Re-Conviction

Imprisonment (technical offense)
Imprisonment (new conviction)

.~ Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense)

5.50

9.25

-17.08

11.48

4.79

11.76

.23

3.73

2,11

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
Standard Probation

Shock

Group Home, PPC
Standard Parcle

Work Study

Halfway House

Early Release

Parple Program
Maximum Sentence

14.82
~3.05

11.30
5.71

1.72
.29

*Significant at .05 level.

a

s

5

; 32complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part TIT
. of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100, )
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e ' BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION

Beh%#i;r modification utilizes positive and negative rewards to rein—
force appfopriate behaviﬁr while discouraging ﬁaladaptive tendencies. The
specific detalls of behavior modification programs vary considerably, however,
they all share the underi&ing premise that soc¢ially desirable behavior can be
learned through positive reinforcement.

For example, in "token economies,"
P

offenders earn or lose "points" that can be translated into the "purchase" of

- 1tems or privileges based on the extent to which they adhere to institutional:

rules.

Qverall TImpact: Too few studies of juvenile groups receiving behavior
modification have been reported in the literature to dréw:any firm conclusion
Zbout the ef#icacy of thié intervention. From the information that haé;been
repérted thus far, beﬁavior‘modification is generally associated with lower
rates of recidivism. When~recidivism is defined as rgeimpriéonment for either
a géchnical violation or a new con#iction, groups receiving behavior modifica~"
tion are assoclated with substantialiy lower rates of recidivism kB=—26.45).‘

However, there is considerable variation around this average.

Specific Location Analysis: Studies of behavior modification have been

reported for juvenile groups on standard parole as well as on speclal paroie

programs. In both of these locations, groups receiving behavior modification

are associated with lower rates of recidivism. Vériation around this trénd,

hoqgver, is substantial and further research:is nieeded before any judgment can r

be made about the efficacy of this form of treatment, | oy

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for

analysis.
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Table 4-30

 Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatment
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations33

BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION ~-- 9 Groups:

GENERAL EQUATION

-8.35

5.90

2.01

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM

Failure

Abscond

Re-Arrest

Re~Conviction

Imprisonment (technical offense)

TImprisonment (new conviction)

Imprisonment (either new convic-
(m; tion or technical offense)

2.40

~26.45

5.32%

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
Standard Probation
Shock
Group Home, PPC
.. Standard. Parole gl
W&rk Study
Halfway House
Early Release
' Parole Program
Maximum Sent?nce

~2.72

-17.10 .

8.04

10.81

.12

2.48

*Significant at .05 level.

(?’

33Complete data for each equation
of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100. -
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ADMINISTRATIVE INTER.VENTIONS34

-

Intensive supervision is primarily an administrative intervention aimed
at feducing the‘caseloads of probation énd parole officers. It is believed
such a strategy_Will allow for closer contact between probation ;nd parolé of=~
ficers and offenders, translating intoc more adequate services to offenders,
aimed: at reducing the rate of recidivism.

Prior studies 6f this strategy have expressed some optimism. Lipton,
et al. (1975) conclude that intensive supervision for juvenile offenders re-
duces the rate of recidivism. Perlman (1972), reporting on intensive super-
vision forvjuveniles on probation, also cites lower rates of re-arrest and
other violations. Other studies report little or no impact of intensive super-
vision on the recidivism rate {(California Youth Authority, 1974) andAsuggest
that small caseloads may result in higher levels of technical violations re-
sulting from the additional surveillance (Greemberg, 1877).

qu déta indicate that intensive supefvisioﬁ has an inéonsistent impact
on the rate of recidiviém. Groups receiving this supervision in the context
of shock probation tend to be a§sociated with lower recidivism rates. Howevér,
in thg contéxt‘of standard proﬁa;ﬁon,yintensive supérvision is associated with
higher rates of recidivism. V

It appears théi simply reducing caseloads is insufficient’insofar as

the aim.of intensive supervision is to reduce recidivism. However, when addi-

tional resourcesuare‘inclqud‘as in the case of special pardle programs, this

‘sion is reported here.

34studies of reduced supervision wexe not found among those collected dur-
ing the course of this research. Hence only the impact of intensive supervi--

y
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form of intervention is more effective. Further evaluation of this interven-
tion should be pursued along these lines.

Overall Impact: Studies of groups receiving intensive supervision yield

inconsistent results. Groups receiving intensive supervision report higher
rates of failure (B=13.26). Other outcome criteria y;eld inconsistent results.

Specific Location Analysis: Intensive supervision has been studied/for

groups on both probation and parole. Within the context of standard prob giﬂ€&¥ﬂ
groups receiving intensive supervision are associated with higher rates of\;e—
cidivism (B=5.78). When administered to groups on shock probation, intensive
supervision is associated with lower recidivism rates (B=-15.09). QThis is es~
pecially significant in light of the fact that grodﬁs receiving shock proba-
tion are generally associared with lower recidivism rates eveﬁjgz?g?é addi-~
tional treatment is administered. |
<

Groups that were incarcerated and released to special parole programs
and groups serving maximum sentences that received intensive supervision tend
to have lower rates of recidivism. However, there is considerable variability
around these tendencies.

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Juveniles assigngd'to intensive
%3 : N

‘ AN
supervision tend to be property offenders, non-white, and tend net to come

from broken homes. Insufficient data exists for the proportion with multiple
offenses, education and socio-economic status, and no significant difference
was found for age and narcotics history between juveniles assigned to this

treatment and juvenile groups generally.

pus
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“Table 4-31

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatment
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations35

INTENSIVE SUPERVISION -- 119 Groups

B e F

GENERAL EQUATION 8.21 1.93 18.12%
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM
Failure 13.62 5.15 6.99%
Abscond 3.06 3.99 .59
Re-Arrest -5.69 5.25 1.18
Re~Conviction
Imprisonment (technical offense) -2,57 3.27 .62
Imprisonment (new conviction)
Imprisanment (either new convic- -6.12 11.25 .30

tion or technical offense)

" INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION

Standard Probation 5.78 2.47 5.50%
“ Shock -15.09 - 117 - 6.59%

Group Home, PPC
Standard Parocle

Work Study

Halfway House

Early Release

Parole Program -7.97 4,20 3.60
Maximum Sentence -5.89 4.51 1.70

*Significant at .05 level.

35Cdmplete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III

of Appendix J, Tubles 82 to 100.
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RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Residential programs are multifaceted treatment oriented strategies ﬁhat
are administered within the context of group homes, halfway houses, training
schools and special treatment oriented prisons. Many programs offer comprehen-
sive diagnostic services, education and vocational training as well as follow-
up and after care services. Although all residehtial programs are designed to
treat the offender in a comprehensive fashion, the specifics of each program
varies depending on the underlying philosophy of the faecility. Non-permissive
residential programs focus on strict discipline; permissive residential pro-

grams address individual offender needs; special prisons provide a therapeutic

environment in a secure institutional setting.
e N
A

Y

(7? - Insofar as residential prog fms are designed to reduce the rate of re-
cidivism, they have not been succejaful. Groups incarcerated in special treat-
ment oriented prisons are consiste\[iy associated with higher rates of recidi-

vism. This is true whether the grou\§has been sent to the facility for short

ferm diagnostic services and then released to probation supervision, or whether

0

the group was incarcerated for a longer .p
\

leased to parole supervision. Groups ;ggigqeémtﬁ non-secure residential fa-
cilities in the community are associated with bgth higher and lower rates of
recidivism depending on hq& reciéivism is defdined.

- Given these findings, the programmatic use of residential tréatment fa-
cilitiés for juveniles should be re-evaluated. This assessment should focué
on such issues as the impact of placing offenders in close pfoximity;tbvone
another, the high raﬁb4of staff turnover aﬂd the éxtent and nature of the re-

sources provided.

- 4-89
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~ SPECIAL PRISONS

Special prisons are designed to provide specialized treatment and diag-
nostic services for offenders in a secure setting. The nature of the services
that are provided varies among institutions, but generally includes education

and vocational training, individual group counseling and systematic follow-up.

Overall Impact:

Studies of groups in special prisons report higher
rates of failure (B=36.53) and abscond (B=24.63). Other outcome criteria also

tend to be associated with higher recidivism rates, although these data are

not statistically stable.

Specific Location Analysis: Juveniles sentenced to special prisons have

been studied while under both probation and parole supervision. Groups on
standard probation that were detained in speciél prisons prior to supervision

are assoclated with higher rates of recidivism (B=8.95) than groups on standard

kprobation not receiving this intervention. Similarly, groups in parole pr-

grams sentenced to special prisons are associated with higher rates of recidi-

vism (B=9.80) than thelr non-treated cnunterparts:

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Groups receiving this treatment

slightly higher average age than other groups. Insufficient data exists

for all other characteristics.
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Table 4-32

ol

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments
Across Definitions and Institutional Logations36

k]

SPECIAL PRISON -- 46 Groups

B e F
"GENERAL EQUATION 8.71 2.80 9,71%
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM - ) :
Failure 36.53 11.63 9.87%*
Abscond 24,63 6.73 13.40%
Re-Arrest
Re-Conviction ‘
Imprisonment (technical offense) 3.48 4.50 .60
Imprisonment (new conviction) '
Imprisonment (either new convic-— 9.07 6.56 1.91
tion or technical offense) ~
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
Standard Probation 8.95 3.55 6.35%
Shock = '
Group Home, PPC :
“Standard Parole -1.52" 9.05 .03

Work Study -

‘Halfway House

Early Release :
- Parole Program - - e B B0l hfnen oy By omminn
Maximum Sentence ' '

*Significant at .05 level,

[
e ‘

\ 36Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part IIT

" of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100.

.
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~ have been studied within the context of probation and parole.

. residential programs are
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PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Permissive residential programs are offered within the context of group
homes, halfway houses and other non-secure residential facilities. Programs
emphasize the matching of services to offender needs. These programs are
;ase& on the philosophy that-a non-punitive environment promotes less aggfes- '
sion and greater cooperation: discipline in these facilities is lax, little

attempt 1s made to directly control offender behavior.

Overall Impact: Studies of groups in permissive residential programs
yield inconéistent results. When reci&ivism is defined as re-arrest, groups
in these programs are associated with lower rates of recidivism (B=-11.80).
When imprisonment for a technicaluviolation is used as the outcome criterion,
g;oups in these programs are associated with higher‘rates (B=15.92). Other
definitions, although not statistically stable, also reflect this inconsistent
trend.

Specific Location Analysis: Groups in permissive residential programs

Juveniles fol-
lowed on standard parole who have been detained in institutions with permissive

ssociated with higher. rates of recidiviem (BR=

a5 SLE ) FE YR 2z Lt R - v v HESRES s

A2)
N &

than juvenile groups assigned to standard parole supervision. Permissive pro-
grams administered to groups on shock probation or in group homes and halfway
houses yield inconsistent results.

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Juveniles assigned to this treat-

ment tend to be slightly blder than juveniles not assigned to these programs.
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Table 4-33 p

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments

Across Definitions and Institutional Locations37

PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL -- 139 Groups

Early Release
Parole Program
Maximum Sentence

” /B ' = E
GENERAL EQUATION 8.90 ]“ - 1.82 23.81%*
DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM i
Failure ~-14.68 . 15.35 .92
Abscond 9.44 5 5.91 2.55
Re-Arrest -11.80 P 4.42 7.13%
Re~-Conviction | =4.70 : 6.51 .52* )
Imprisonment (technical offense)" 15.92 2.79 32.54
Imprisonment (new conviction) -3.47 18.78 - .03
Imprisonment (either mew convic- 3.83 4,14 .86
tion or technical offense) .
INSTITUTIONAL LOGATION //
Standard Probation 7
Shock féé.%§ 6.?0k .??'7
Group Home, PPC Fo2.73 7.23 L14
Standard Parole ° - 10.43 .59 lﬁ.Zéf
Work Study : : ;
Halfway House s+ 9.19 7.30 1.59

*Significant at .05 lgyel.
P \\
‘ Kot

7

w7

¥

/. 4 : :
/37complete data for each equation summarized hére can be found in Part III

Y
i/
#

{:} of /lspendix J, Tables 82 to 100.
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J”NQN-PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

i
- Loan st
[ v

Non-permissive residential programs are offered within the context of

grougkhomess‘haifway%hgyses and other non-secure facilities. The programs are

. '
designed to assist offenders in learning how to take responsibility for their

actions. Discipline is strict, rules are explicit, and offender behavior is
al s

carefully‘mohitored.

Overall Impact: Studies of groups in non-permissive residential pro-

grams yield inconsistent results. When recidivism is defined as imprisonment
for a technical violation, groups in non-permissive residential programs are
associated with much higher rates of recidivism (B=33.11). Other Qutcoge cri-
teria produce highly variable findings.

Specific Location Analysis: Groups in non-permissive residential pro-

i

grams have been studied in the context of probation and parole. When adminis-
tered within group homes, groups in non-permissive programs are associated with
higher rates of recidivism (B=17.37). Within the context of parole, however,

groups in these programs are associated with comparable rates of recidivism

when compared to groups on standard parole supervision.

Differential Assignment—to-Treatment: Juvenile groups assigned to this

“treatment tend to have a higher proportion of multiple offenders and a much

higher proportion of whites, Insufficient data exists for all other béckground

iy

characteristics except property offenses and education, where no significant

differeiices were found.
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' i s : : . Table 4-3 i :
. ~ Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments !
: ‘ Across Definitions and Institutional Locations38
2
H \\ o
NON-PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL -- 49 Groups 4
B e F
GENERAL EQUATION 5.55¥ ©2.67 4.25%
‘DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM - .
Failure 10.36 10.87 .91
Abscond : - -11.63 10.76 1.17 P
Re-Arrest | ' -17.86 11.35 2,43 AEPENDIX A
' Re-Conviction ., o e -6.91 © 8.65 .64
; Imprisonment (technical- offense) 33.11 7.64 18.80%*
Imprisonment (new conviction) ; ’
| Imprisonment (either new convic-~ ‘ .36 3.45 .01 STUDIES SUMMARIZED IN THISS RESEARCH
(« . tion or technical offense) N
b ) 4 : 5N N
, ()
- INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION
! Standard Probation !
. Shock ‘ ; X
Group Home, PPC - ’ , 17.37 8.34 4.33% ; \
, Standard Parole : o 2.36 3.41 .48 ‘ N
? Work Study ‘ ol s )
s I Halfway House . , e R N ——— - i e - o i i T
4 Early Release
ﬁ_ ~ Parole Prpgram
i Maximum Sentence - o ‘
*Significant at .05 level. @
57
:; (&) 4 L
% S
- 38Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III ;
- ‘é:.j of Appendix J, “Tables 82 to 100. ! N L .
. ‘ hS ; This Bi\b}iography contains a ¢omplete listing of all coded studies.
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