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F.OREWORD 

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 Lip,ton, Martinson and Wi1ksrTbe Effectiveness 

of Correctional Treatment (1975). That book's impact, however, seems to have 

been predominantly negative. Its implication that "nothing works" discouraged 

many persons in both practice and research from trying either to reform offen-

ders -'or to enhance our knowledge on this subject. 

Now Louis Genevie, Eva Margolies and Gregory Muh1in have used inn ova-

tive methods and diligence to move us forward to a new landmark. Their ana1y-

sis of Trends in the Effectiveness of Correctional Intervention should be 
o 

tremendously constructive in its influence. It demonstrates that some correc-

tiona1 practices indeed work, often those which are least costly, and some-

time~i!, those that are traditional rather than new. Furthermore, its data shot.; 

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 questions. The most important, 

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

studies thus far would significan t1y modify their conclusions? To answer (~~his 
r) 

'question well we must first know what kind of theory would markedly advance 
.:--

our under~tanding of correctional effectiveness and its achievement. 

ix } 
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A useful general theory on the causes of all crime or of all recidivism 
'-l 

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 likely to be valid if they 

are deduced from widely confirmed general principles of the behavioral sciences. 

c But successful application of these theories to recidivism reduction also re-

quires some familiarity with the usual administration 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 Skinner) is that behavior 

which proves gratifying tends to be repeated in circumstances like those in 

which it was gratifying. A second principle (especially identified with Skin­

ner) is that when such behavior is suppressed by punishment, it will probably 

recur whenever the punishment ceases or can be tolerated unless, in the mea~-,\ I.) 

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 little in legitimate pursuits re-

quire both prolonged removal from crime and appreciable success in legitimate 

conduct to alter their recidivism rates greatly. The fact that the juvenile 

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

,cords than the probati,oners probably explains their higher recidivism rate. 

The contrast in prior record between adult parolees and probationers was less 

pronounced, which may account for their more similar outcomes un4er supervi-

sion. However, we can infer from relevant theory anq research tha~the incar­

ceration experience that makes parolees differ Irom prob~tioners may enhance 

the recidivism of some parolees and reduce that of others. 
) 

---------.~--~ 

. x:t 

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

too recently to be included in this survey, a distinctive index of recidivism 

reduction was used. The subjects were male delinquents in Chicago who aver­

aged eight prior arrests. When, the impacts of various types of penalties 
I> 

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 compar.ing his total '" 

arre$ts during his last year of freedom before the penalty to his nureber of 

~s n ex 0 success varied di-arrests during. a one-year followup period. Th' i d f 

rectly with the length of the offender's incarceration or other removal from 

the Chic~go area; 'there was least suppression of lawbreaking for those released 

on probation to the neighborhoods of ~heir prior delinquency. 

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

s conc us ons are consistent with the authors an.swer their critic"s well. It 1 i 

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 four-year postparole followup if they 

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 

true of so~called neurotic delinquents, those with appreciable ties with non­

criminals. (These crucial differences for contrasting types of offenders and" 

the postparole confirmation of this study's parole-period results are ignored 

in Lerman's 1975 critique.) A penal confinement adds proportionately less 

criminalization to youths who already have long arrest records than to those 
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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 o~ their delinquent life­
'I,' 

, , , 

styles. On the other hand, the mere threat of confinemeht seems to stop crime 

by youths with less prior lawbreaking success and more bonds with conventional 

persons. 

These conclusions on contrasting impacts of correctional confinement 

according to prior delinquent enculturation might also be derived from the 

fundamental principle 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 customs 

in the world, but also for delinquent and criminal subcultures. Thus, future 

research should be designed to test hypotheses frq!!l elementary behavioral 

science on the probable different impacts of correctional treatments on of-

fenders who contrast on theoretically rel'evant variables. 

A second lesson from elementary theory (and common sense) is that any 

training or other potentially influential intervention can be effective only 

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

in a study not included in this volume because it focused on cost-effective-

ness rather than recidivism, economist Gilbert McKee (1972, 1978) found that 

the state's investment in training prisoners paid for itself in their in-

creased postrelease tax payments and their decreased need for unemployment 

compensa,tion and family support, but only on two conditions: They had to re­

ceive at least 1,000 hours of training, and the training had to be in auto 

repair, welding or other mechanical or construction trades, rather than in 

the laundry and shoe repair fields tqat officials promote,d to serve the ,in­

stitution's needE;i. McKee al~o found that the longer the' time between the end 
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of the training in prison and the inmate's release, the lower the postrelease 

earnings, which argues against the adml.·nl.'stratl.'ve t' f prac l.ce 0 moving prisoners 

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 h 'd tifi d h b ave l. en e t e est 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 
University of Southern California, 1983 
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,JREFACE 

This report is the result of an analysis of the experience of over 

12,000 groups of juvenile and adult offenders reported in 555 studies of 

criminal recidivism. The purpose of the study is to pinpoint trends in the 

correctional "treatment literature that would be useful in identifying new 

directions for efforts aimed at reducing crime among released offenders. 

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 work ~rOUld 

not be mistaken for definitiveness. Definitiveness is an illusion. qur work 

is, of necessity, flawed and incomplete. As a summary of existing literature, 

we are 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 to stimulate thinking and future research efforts. Thus, 
_-_-~~_~_-C_'\---"-'-"=-= _ 

our findings, which are summarized in Chapter 1, should not be vie~~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 explQratory~ too 

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

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

precise definitions or directions. 

If tnere'is a single most important message underlying the findings, 

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

xiv 

) 

J 
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that will effectively change offenders. The programs that we found to be ef­

fective 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. And experience with these programs 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 research and management is needed, one 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 be 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 correctiona: 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 there 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 wilderness, with a few 

faint trails~to 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 t~chniques. Even more frus­
trating is the fact that no clear direction for improving correctional 
intervention strategies has emerged from s~aries of the research de­
signed to evaluate the state of the art. The "nothing works" conclusion 
reached by Bailey (1966), Lipton, Martinson and Wilks (i975), Greenberg 
(1977) and most rec.i!ntly, 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 probationers 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 interventions, 
including specialized supervision and contract programming are a!so 
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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 assocl.at:d 
with higher rates of recidivism. The same is true for all gro~p livl.~g 
arrangements including group homes, non-permissive and permissl.ve resl.­
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 
1\ 

BACKGROUND 

From the beginning of the American. experiment, t::he notion that criminal 

offenders are deserving of, and amenable to rehabilitative ,efforts has been 

the starting point of corrE~,~tional 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 correctional efforts, largely closed 

the door on the debate concerning the plausibility of rehabilitation per se. 

Rather, the f9cUS 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 the assump-

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

scientific scrutiny. In 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 j.solationist 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') 
isolationist model. It should be noted that the relative effectiveness of 
these programs was never tested. 
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been enacted over the past 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 well as 

the 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 correctional treatment programs was slight, 

inconsistent and questionable (Bailey, ~966; 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 consider the possibility that rehabilitative efforts as pre-

sently implemented were not effective ill 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." 

After two hundred years, the era of blind faith had come to an end. 

Serious questions about the effectiveness of rehabilitative efforts could no 

longer be ignored. The "nothing works" doctrine which emerged from the Lipton, 

et al. report sent a wave of doubt through correctional institutions across the 

United States. Some ;researchers were quick to jump on the "nothing wQrksit 

bandwagon, while others (Adams, 1977; Jesness, 1975) vehemently challenged the 
, 

conclusion, criticizing the methodology employed in summariz~ng the literature, 

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

certain kinds of offenders, und,er certain conditions. 

I.J 
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Attempting to put a. cap on the deba~e, the National Research Council 

commissioned a panel of dist~#guished scholars to study the available evidence. 

In its first volume~ssued in 1979, the panel affirmed the conclusions reached 

by the Lipton, et al. report, stating: "Lipton, Martinson and Wilks were rea-

sonably accurate .and fair;in their appraisal of th~ .. rehabilitative literature," 

and that "the entire body of research: appears to justify only the conclusion 

that we do not now know of any program or method of rehabilitation that could 

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

Acaqemy of Science, 1979). ,. 

~he Present Research: A Statistical Synthesis of the Literature 

As the conclusion that "nothing works" permeated the correctional sys-

tem, those responsible for"policy decisions have been thrown into a quandL'Y. 

Although it has become increasingly cJ:ear that they could not continue program 

development along the same lines ~s in the past, no clear direction for improv-

ing correctional intervention emerged from the billions of dollars spent on 
Ii 

programs and their evaluation. Experimental research, while conclusive, had 

led to'-a---dead end:-when-nothing worKs';'--what is left' to be done? 

In the absence of experimental evidence to provide direction for policy 

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

mine whether any !!ends in the efficacy of various forms of intervention could 

be identified using non-experimental data. 

It was not the purpose of this sJ:udy to substitute for expe.rimental 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-
Co 

tion of the null hypothesis, the most likely outcome as there is little empirl.-

cally verified theory upon which to base program development. In the absence 
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of verified theoz-y, it is useful to analyze available sources of information 

in order to narrow 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 designed to provide such direction in the interim by pin-

pointing trends in the efficacy of intervention e£!:orts by comparing the aver-

age rate of recidivism across groups receiving various forms of mandated and 

innovatj.ve interventions. The main findings of the study .• including an analy-

sis of the trends that emerged during the course of the research, a~e 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-

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

tion, probation and incarceration followed by paroley as well as several man-

dated alternatives to these interventions. Chapter 4 deals with the efficacy 

of the innovative treatment strategies that have been administered within the 

context of the mandated programs. The material included in the appendices 

serves as documentation for the statistical information summarized in the text 
t::< 

of the r~port, 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 9f correctional intervention: 

those mandated by state law, and innovative programs added to the mandatedsys-
I> ' 

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 ~resented 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 .~re associated with neither higher nor lower average rates of re­

cidivism when compared to those supervised in the community: there is no dif­
~ 

ference in the overall recidivism rate between adult groups on probation and 

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-coo-

victed or re-imprisoned for a new offense. .~ 
~. 

" This pattern suggests"that the difference between probationers lnd 
c \ 
< n '\\ 

parolees is related to the manner in which they Irre re-processed by the ,1I"rimi-, r , . 
nal justice system once they have been detected committing additional cdlme. 

It cannot be concluded, therefore, that probationers or parolees commit n~ore 

or less crime; the overall rate of recidivism is almost identical, suggesting 
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that a new image of the relative risk associated with probationers and parolees 

is needed. Probati.Qnet"s can no longer be viewed as offenders whose risk to the 

community is significantly tower than parolees. It may be true that a large 
,. 

proportion of persons sentenced to probation are less serious offenders who are 

unlikely to commit additional crimes. But it 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 de,terred 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 

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

Parole and Mandated Alternatives 

Although no firm evidence concerning the impact of incarceration exists, 
C' 

there is strong evidence indicaiing that'supervisIon after release is a criti-

cal .'~omponent of correction efforts •. Individuals released without supervision 

after serving their full sentence tend to have much higher rates of recidivism 

than offenders plac~d on any form of standard supervision, suggesting that the 

current trend toward 'the elimination of parole supervision needs to be recon­

sidered. Although iii;' is not possible to determine for sure why such 'offenders 

have the highest rates of ,recidivism (offender~ serving maximum sentenc~ may 

be the most incorr~.gible, ai~d .more likely to recidivate regardless of supervi­

sion)"; the absence of supervision per se may be the underlying determinant of 

the higher :rates of recidivism reported for these offenders. But ir:respec,tive 
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of the reason why, the d'}ta suggest the need for the supervision of offenders 

after release from prison. 

Findings elucidating the form such supervision should take suggest that , 

standard parole supervision is as effective as any of the mandated alternatives 

that have been developed over the past two decades. Overall, early release, 

~york release and special parole programs do not produce lower 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 parole depending on how recidivism is defined; groups assigned to 

parole programs have consistently higher rates of recidivism. These findings 

Ii 
suggest that standard supervisory techniques are difficult to improve upon in 

a programmatic fashion given the present level of theoretical development in 

the behavioral sciences and the limitation of resources allocated for the im-

plementation of such programs. 

Similarly, manipulation of caseload size appears to have little consis-

tent impact on the rate of recidivism. Groups receiving intensive supervision 

are associated with high~ rates of recidivism except when receiving such super-

vision within the context of parole programs, suggesting t~at intensive super­

vision may only be effective when combined with additional resources. Reduced 

supervision, on the other hand, is associated lvith both higher and lower rates 

of recidivism, depending on how recidivism is defined. These findings indicate 

that the superyision bf offenders is a vital component of the correctional sys­

tem, but that changes in the intensity of standard supervision have not proven 

more effective than standard caseload practices. 

1-8 ( , 
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Probation and Mandated Alternatives 

Similar to parole supervision, standard probation supervision was found 

to be the most effective means of intervening 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 ldth 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 standard probation practices are the most 

effective means presently known for the supervision of persons sentenced to 

probation. 

INNOVATIVE INTERvENTION PROGRAMS, 

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

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

process of re-integration into the community. Providing economic resources 

such as financial aid and job placement or soc:f,al 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
\ 

teredo In addition, all the social work interventions with the excep~ion of 

L-_______________ .;;.;;;;....;.;;..;..;.;..;.;,.-~ ___________ ol... ___ .;:"....;...__'__oii __ ~' .... "L, ... '~"", .... -="" .. -' .... ' .. '-'='-=-=-'-"",-""-... ---''' ... '~---~-~-------...----"~---"'--:....,...----"-~-------~~~-------~-~--------~----~----,----
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non-professional group counseling are effective when administered to groups 
.) 

that have been incarcerated and subsequently placed on parole. 

Conversely, programs aimed at the long-term rehabilitation of offenders 

appear not only to be ineffective, but possibly harmful. All forms of psycho-

therapeutic assistance as well as education were associated with consistently 

higher rates of recidivism. Similarly, multifaceted treatment programs includ-

ing special treatment oriented prisons, group hom~s 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 promisin& of all the re-

source int,erventions; vocational training, which is more p'ragmatic and short-

term oriented than educational rehabilitation, produces inconsistent results; 

job training, with even,more specific and immediate goals, p\oduceS slightly 

inconsistent but generally favorable trends; and the direct provisien of eco-

nemic resources is most successful ef all. 

Lo~;;;'term_rehabilitative efferts aimed at changing an offender's char-

acter may be an unreasonable geal within the context ef the criminal justice 

system given the present level ef theeretical development in the behavioral 

sciences, the difficulty in pregrammatic implementation ef such techniques, 

and the level of funding available fer leng-term efforts. Offenders need im-

media~e concrete assistance in'order to. successfully return to society. The 
(-] 

goals of correctional progra.ms, therefore, should be short-term and pragmatic 
{) 

in nature. 

Ij 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. The effect of incarceratien 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 likeliheed ef 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 sup~rvised 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 interventien sheuld 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 ~hould be considered for offenders who have been in-

carcerated. 

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

changing the character of personality of offenders should be eliminated. This 

dQ.~s not mean that strategi~.s 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-

divism~ 

1;.5.~nsofar as gre.?p living arrangements (group homes, halfway houses 

and special treatment oriented prisons) are aimed. at reducing recidivism, these 
1,\ 

strategies should be re-appraised. 
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6. Priority should be given to in~~easing the effectiveness of standard 

supervisory practices. As the alternati~.;s to standard parole supervision have 

not been shown to be more effective than, standard intervention, the allocation 

of resources to these alternatives should be re-assessed. Similarly, 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 America overflowing there is a ten-

dency for administrators and st~te 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. 
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JUVENILE FINDINGS 

MANDATED INTERVENTION 

Parole vs. 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 subsequently placed on parole are associated with signi-

ficantly higher rates of recidivism than juveniles on probation. 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 to 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 
", 

solely to these differences. 2 Regardless of the factors underlying the higher 

rates of recidivism for jQveniles who have geen:incarcerated, this finding 

underscores the importance 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 

2See Appendices G and H for details regarding the impact of background 
characteristics on the rate of recidivism. 
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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 crim~¥al activity 

after release to parole. 

Parole and Mandated Alternatives 

The need for supervision is also reinforced by the finding 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. Parole 

programs and halfway houses produced inconsistent results, yielding recidivism 

rates that were either higher or lower than groups on standard parole, depend-

ing on how recidivism was defined. Too few studies have been done of juveniles 

in early release p~ograms 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 intensity of supervision also appears to have little 

positive impact on juvenile offenders who are incarcerated and released to 

parole supervision. Groups that were administ~red intensive supervision after 

release have c:;onsiderably higher rates of rec~!Uvism than groups released to 

s~andard parole. Although the effect of incr~sed surveil~ance may, in part, 
'~\)' I~\' 

account for this increase, it is unli~elY that' this is the only reason for the 

increased rate of recidivism observed among groups administered intensive 

supervision. 

These findings suggest that standard parole ,. supervision is dif'ficult to 

improve upon in a programmatic fashion giv~n the present level of theoretical 

1-14 

development in the behavioral sciences and the limited resources allocated for 

implementation of alternative programs. 

Probation and Mandated Alternafives 

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 probation supervision. '~ Juveniles 

receiving shock probation (a brief period of confinement followed by release 

to standard probation) are associated with much lower rates of recidivism than 

juveniles sentenced to standard probation. In addition, when the period of 
" ' 

detention is followed by intensive supervision on probation, the effect is an 

even 10'l17er rate of recidivism. 

Group homes, the other mandated alternative reported in the literature, 

did not fare as well. Groups sentenced to group homes are consistently asso-

ciated 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 PROGRM1S 

With few exceptions, neither short-term re-integ:ative nor long-~erm 

rehabil,:i.tative interventions have been effective for juveniles. Little evi­

dence exists for the efficacy of resource interventions as presently adminis-

"' teredo "With the exception of job training which is consistently aSSOciated 

with lower (Fltes 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-

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-professional group counseling and contract 

programming tend to be associated with higher rates of rec!divism than juvenile 

groups not receiving these interventions. Non-supervisory assistance is the 

only social work intervention that appears to yield 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 

under certain conditions. The information for groups receiving group therapy 

is insufficient to draw any f~rm conclusion, but the data that does exist sug-
Ii 

g'est that group therapy has a~~ inconsistent impact on the rate of recidivism. 

Although little stablel) data on the effect of behavior modification for 

juveniles exists, the data reported ,thus far in the literature suggest that 

juvenile groups receiving this treatment are associated with lot.;rer rates of 

recidivism than groups not receivingtbis treatment. 

Group living arrangements, wnich inelude a multiplicity of intervention 

strategies, were also found to be ineffective insofar as th~ir purpose is to re­

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

I 
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to probatio11-, were associated with h' h ~g er 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 res It ' u s po~nt in the direction of early and firm intervention, such 

as shock probation, 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, th e 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 shouz(a focus on tightly t t d ~----s ruc:ure , work oriented programs designed to 

instill discipline, self-control and bas{c • skills needed to enter the labor 

force. 



( ... 

)' 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

sideration in the determination of whether to detain an offender. As there is 

some evidence to suggest that incarceration effects the tikelihood 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 supervised 

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

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 period'\of incarcera­

tion (shock probation), follO\~ed by intensive supervision on pro~~tion after 
'" i release. This strategy results in the lowest rates of recidivis~. for juyenile 

groups, suggesting that an immediate and firm response to juvenil~s after their 

initial cont~ct 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 
t! 

programs. 
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DISCUSSION 

This research represents the first comprehensive statistical survey of 
:..''{ 

the effectiveness of correctional intervention. Past summaries of the evalua- " 

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

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 ah~ays in the desired direction. 

A number of strategies show promising results for adults.' Short.:..term 

resource oriented programs sucn' as financial aid and job placement f,lD well as 

social work interventions such as specialized supervision and contract program-

ming seem effective in lowering the rate of recidivism. In addition, ,~ith the 

exception of non-professional group counseling, social work strategies appear 

effective for adults when ~dministered after offenders have been incarcerated 

and placed on parole. Conversely, lbng-term rehabilitative efforts aimed at 

changing the character of o\enders are not only ineffective, but are consis­

tently associated with higher rates=o't" recidivism. Other programs yield inc on-= Q ' 
sistent 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. With 

the exception of job training, work study and shock probation, no programs were 

found to be more effective in 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 effective after 

1-18 
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incarceration), and special treatment oriented prisons are all associated with 

higher rates of recidivism for juveniles. Other treatments yield inconsistent 

results. 

These findings provide clear, positive direction for correctional policy. 

The programs found to be 'effective singularly and in concert cart form the basis 

of a more efficient, effective correctional system. At the same time, the 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. The possibility cannot be ignored that programs designed to lower the 

rate of recidivism can have the opposite effect, as well as no effect at all. 

The notion that correctional intervention can produce undesired res"lts 

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 afterre-

lease. Some forms of innovative treatment have been observed to have similar, 

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 changing 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. An understanding of these issues, which are discussed be-

low, coupled with knowledge of the programs that have proven effective, can· 

provide a sound, realist.ic basis for future correctional efforts. 

1.,\ 
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The Enormity of the Task ot 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 patterns 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 

re~.ent review by the :National Institute of Justice. "They are likely to be un-

employed or only partially employed, disproportionately of minority group sta-

~us, undereduca~ed, 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 encounter tests 

of such treatments as group counseling, training for probably non-existent 

jobs, and wilderness experience does not impress one with the likelihood of 
(j , 

change." (National Institute of Justicce, .1978) 

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

cially in light of the level of existing theory in the behavioral science;;, 

discussed below. 

Prese'nt Level of Theoretical Knowledge 

Theoretical development in the behavioral sciences is in its infancy. 

Presently, numerous theories exist purporting to explain the causes that under­

lie criminal behavior. Psychologists emplOy concepts such as moral development 
c 

(Hogan, 1973; Rohlberg,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, 1961) and anomie (Merton, 1937, 1968). 

Social psychologists turn to the role of family, school and community to ex-

plain criminal behavior (Hirschi, 1969). In contrast, economists emphasize 

personal 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 crime. If 

a program is based on a theory that identifies the causes elf crime and their 

interrelationships, 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 bi:lsed on a theory that only partially or in-

correctly specifies the causes of criminal activity, such a program will in all 

likelihood be ineffective. 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 the causes of crime and their interrelationships, we can reason-

ably expect both positive and negative outcomes 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 implications 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 
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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 for 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 behavior. Although theories 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, duration and frequency of 

treatment is a prere~uisite for the development of effective programs. Without 

such assessments, it is not possible to determine whether treatments are inher-

ently ineffective or whether they have not been implemented adequately. A pro-

gram that has been evaluated as ineffective may yield positive results if it is 

implemented with greater intensity. 

Estimating the strength of treatment ·.~.ecessary to produce the appropri-

ate change is an important prerequisite for effective program 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 resources might preclude the im-

plementation 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 particularly 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 placement of offenders, higher levels of 

anger and frustration resulting in a return to criminal activity might result 

when the expectations raised by the program Were not fulfilled. 
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,RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

gram assessment. Carefully controlled experiments yield the best form of in-
',' 

formation. However, given the present theoretical development in the beha-

vioral sciences, the use of experimeEtal 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 

theory" •. hypotheses that are drawn from existing (heory are likely to be proven 

incorrect through experimentation. This results in a series of researches 

that confirm the null hypothesis, leading to a "nothing works" conclusion, a 

crude'"but generally accurate characterization of the results of experimental 

work in corrections. In effect, the best that can be said for the 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. Surely 

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 generate frustration among policy makers. ,,' It seems reasonable to ask if 

there are any alternatives that might be more li~ely 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 sum~ of money involved in any major 

research effort., 

~----------------------------------------------------------~--~--~~----~--~~~~~--------~------~------------~--~----~~~~---~~~-~--~~=-~--~-.--------~---,-~~, ~--~~' ---
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In place of the experiment we recommend the application of multi­

variate statistical techniques to surveyor longitudinal data for the purpose 

of identifying relevant factors in predicting recidivism. Efforts aimed at 

identifying the factors that predict recidivism will do more to build theory 

than 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 positive 

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-experiments could be performed within the 

scope of a single research. And if the 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 acros's research efforts (especially if we were to manage some 

semblance of standardization), we might be able 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 sound theoretical 

direction. In the final analysis, of course, the true experiment, with mul­

tiple controls, is the best way to test theory, but in the very early stage 

of theoretical development that we find ourselves, what is required is more 

attention to cle,ar, accurate description an,d less to testing incorrect the,ory. 
.~' 

In essence, we need a lot mor~ fieldwork before we can return to the experi-

mental laboratory, more fully informed and better able to devise experiments 

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

DaVinci 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 ~,mportant step in 
" \', 

focusing and coordinating future research efforts. The development of re-

search standards for individual 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 behavior. Until more reliable measures of crime are developed, 

theoretical progress 'is unlikely as the factors which underlie criminal 

activity cannot be fully determined. 

In order to m,easure 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 

should be reported. 
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4. Standards for data collection should be established which include 

a set of indicators pinpointed as being potentially 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 

Q 
is necessary to know the details of the program. Unfortunately, sufficient 

detail concerning program design and the method of program monitoring are not 

provided by many investigators. 

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

duced inconsistent findings should be undertaken. 
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Rate of Recidivism: 

Added Treatment: 

Split Sentencing 

Rate of Recidivism: 

Added Treatment: 

Group Home 

SUMMARY~- ADULTS 

PROBATION/PAROLE COMPARISON 

Overall: no 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 

PROBATION VS. ITS ALTERNATIVES 

Inconsistent 

Resources rarely applied 

Rate of Recidivism: Higher 

Added Treatment: Resources not effective 

PAROLE VS. ITS ALTERNATIVES 

Halfway Houses 
" I;., 

Rate of Recidivism: Generally higher; definition inconsistent 

Added Treatment: Lower rates 

Work Release 

Rate of Recidivism: Inconsistent 

Added Treatment: 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 ra tes,· 

Higher 

Insufficient data 

INNOVATIVE PROGRA}IS 

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 effec,tive after incarceration 

Associated with higher rates of recidivism 

Inconsistent, or associated with higher 
rat~s of recidivism 

Reduced and intensive supervision inconsis- (;i 

tent 
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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 -- JUVENILES 

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 

Higher 

No impact 

PAROLE VS. ITS ALTERNATIVES 

No impact 

Lower than other paroled groups 

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: 
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Inconsistent 

No impact 

Insufficient data 
0' 

Insufficient data 

Higher compared to those groups supervised 

Higher rates when administered treatment 

INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS 

Generally ineffective, inconsistent or as­
sociated with higher rates of recidivism, 
with the~cePtion of job training 
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Introduction 

CHAPTER 2 

METHODS OF PROCEDUREI 

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 

of the published literature cnd a request for information from relevant sources 

in the criminal justice information system, such as research universities and 
/-

state qorrectional agencies. 2 ThiITxl'vestigation resulted in the location of 

555 documents containing information about the rate of recidivism on over 

12,000 groups of released offenders. The documents that were collected repre-

sent a, variety of studies and reports including experimental and quasi-experi-

rnental research, prediction studies, reports of evaluation studies and offi-

cial state reports. 

After these doeuments were compiled, information about the rate of reci-

divism among groups of released offenders ~vas abstracted. Frequently, studies 

reported information for more than one group. A group was considered eligible 

for inclusion in the sample if it containe~ 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. In 

addition to the information required for inclusion, other relevant information, 

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

lRobert MartitlSon and Judith Wilks should be c~edited with the ,innovative 
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 In all, over 10,000 groups of adult offenders and more 

1 ff d r sented Thl.'s translates into than 2,100 groups of juveni e 0 en ers are rep e • 

more than tw~ million individuals. 

Analytic Procedure 

In order to examine trends in the efficacy of mandated and innovative 

correctional intervention, three prim&ry 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 w~re made between the rate of 

recidivism among groups receiving one of the mandated alternat:i.ves 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 criminal justice locations 

that did not receive innovative treatment. 

Because of the variety of ways that recidivism has been studied,and re­

ported in the literature, direct comparison of the average rate of recidivism 

among intervention strategies was not possible. Recidivism is defined in 

groups are fo'llowed for varying lengths of time, and several different ways, 

the research spans 'Wide geographic areas and time periods. In our preliminary 

analysis, we found that these factors directly affect the magnitude of the re-

'di i d need to be taken into account before comparisons ported rate of recl. v sm an 

of intervention modalities can be made. Details of our analysis of these fac-

tors can be found in Appendix D. A summary of our findings and the way that 
(;. 

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

3See study codebo'ok (Appendix B) for a complete list of information ab~ 
stracted on each group. 
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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 r&te 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 account, comparison of treatment or interven-

tion outcomes ~.;rou1d not be meaningful. Treatments using a definition like re-

conviction would have lower rates of recidivisnl than those using re-arrest, by 

virtue of the point in the criminal justice process where the measurement is 

taking place and'not the iwpact of treatment. Consequently, we analyzed each 

definition of rec~divism separately for each intervention program studied. 

Average effects across definition are reported, but these should be interpreted 

with caution, as we often found,that while some interventions are associated 

with consistently higher or lower rates of recidivism, the treatmentsi.;re 

studied often produced inconsistent trends, sometimes associated with higher, 

other times with lower rates of recidivism. 

As operational definition was found to have a 

. " /\' ported rate of recidivism, it was taken into ao('(dount 
~ 

large :ia:npact on the re-

in our analyses of both 

~ " mandated an~ innovative forms of 1nterventl.on. In addition to operational defi-

nition, length of time in follow-up, geographic location and decade in wh(~ch 

the study was conducted were also found to impact on the rate of r,ecidivism and 

consequently had to be taken into account in analyzing trends in the effective-

ness of correctional programs. These important factors were taken into 
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account through the use of regression analysis, the details of which are noted 

below. 4 

Stqtistical 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 greate::r interpretability of 
., ») 

the co-efficients pr,oduced by the equations: wheu""tJ'i~aependent 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 identifiea'~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 froul 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 
the rate of recidivism can b~, found in Appendix D. 

" 

i 
I 

... *-...----

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 methodological requirements 

should be excluded from the analysis. The "exclusion of studies based on 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 researchers. Even 

studies that appear to be "better" studies often have major flaws that only 

knowledge of the researchrcould pinpoint. 
\~ 

Problems associated 

with data collection, for example, which often affect the quality of a re-

search, are rareJy 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 tne group was abstracted and 

the :reported rate of recidivism. Any distinc.tions between I~good" and ilbad ll 

studies left the overall tre~ds we found unchanged. In addition, while there 

() may be some justification for establishing criteria for the inclusion of 

2-5 
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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. 

2. Generalizability of the Sample 

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 

]("ecessarily represent an unbiased cross-section of the programs and correc-

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

programst:tt~t are evaluated to Jh~. t;otai' number of programs that have been im­
'~, 

plemented is unknown. Therefore,. our sample is limited to the reported re-. 

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 t!tat 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 

do not necessarily reflect the true prevalence of criminal activity. However, 

in and of itself, the error that results from the discrepancy hetwee.n official 

response and offender behavior does not invalidate conclusions concerning the 

relative effect of programmatic intervention, assuming that error in detection 

of offender behavior relative to the actual behavior is randomly distributed 

across all programs that have been evaluated. 

! 
1'\ 
I 
I 
! 
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In many ways, the problems of measuring recidivism reflect the difficul-

ties of detecting and measuring criminal behavior. Until criminologists reach 

a consensus as to how to measure crime, measuring recidivism will be plagued 

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

offenders~re considered recidivists for violating conditions of probation or 

parole, even though these behaviors may not be infractions of the criminal code. 

In addition, infractions that constitute technical violations vary among offen-

ders on probation and parole, as well as between various state jurisdictions. 

Another problem in measuring recidivism is the assessment of the seri-

~'~) ousness of the recidivist f s offense. Although the issue of seriousness is one 
""'-" 

o 

that perm~ates the ,vhole 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 'vh:;, was originally convicted for assault with 

a weapon may be committing crimes generally deemed less serious after experi-

encing treatment. Such a reduction in s~riousness would not be detected by 

current measurement techniques. 

4. Long-Term Outcomes 

The data do not 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 proportion 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 
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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 subjects 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 only be made concerning the experiences 

of groups in various correctional and treatment settings in the criminal jus-

tice system. 

6. Comparability of Comparison Groups 

In addition to lack of information concerning the seriousness of the 

recidivist's offense, the backgrouna 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 data on the rate of recidivism, 

coupled with an analysis of the extent to which these characteristics are dif-

ferentia11y distributed among comparison groups. Although our analysis indi-

cates that there is little relationship between these characteristics and re­

cidivism (see Appendices G and H for details), ideally these characteristics 

should be taken into account in the regression equations. 

7. Limitations of Regression Analysis 

While we believe that regression analysis is the best statisica1 proce-

dure for the analysis Qf 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 the best prediction of the impact of a particular program, given past per-

farmance. However, it is possible that the average performance may obscure 

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. 



CHAPTER 3 

PROBATION, PAROLE AND THEIR ALTERNATIVES 

The purpose of this chapter is to assess the relative effectiveness of 

probation, parole and their mandated alternatives. Two primary correctional 

systems presently exist in the United States: probation supervision for offen-

ders whose crimes do not warrant incarceration, and incarceration and subse-

quent parole supervision for offenders who have been convicted of more serious 

criminal ac tivi ty. In the pas't two decades, several alternatives to these sys-

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

ij standard probation supervision, an individual sentenced to probation may be 

sent to a group home or-receive a split-sentence sometimes kno'vn as i'shock" 

probation, which involves a brief period of incarceration folloHed by place-

(, ment on standard probation supervisiort. Similarly, individuals ~vho have been 

incarcerated may be placed in halftvay'houses, work release programs, or spe-

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

sian. Others may be released from c{)nfinement before the completion of their 

minimum sen~ence and subsequently placed und~r standard parole supervision. 

Still other offenders, who are rE~quired to serve their maximum sentence, are 

released with no supervisio~ at all. 

Two goals underlie this system of control and supervision of criminal 

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

found guilty of crime are usually required to serve time under state supervi-

sion in either a prison, jail or other type ,of residential facility, or under 
'\ 

supervision in the 'community. By restricting the freedom of .offenders, correc-

tional systems increase the safety of the community, and provide a sense of 
( '''. ., ,... 

The second goal of corrections is to restitution for law-abiding citizens. 
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facilitate the rehabilitation and reintegration of offenders into mainstream 

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

which they have been convicted. 

The objective of these correctional systems is to control human beha-

vior, very much like the innovative treatment programs discussed in the next 

chapter. The main difference between the ttvo is a legal one: all convicted 

offender1? are required by latv to serve time under one or another form of super-

vision, whereas only a portion of the offender popUlation receives additional 

treatment. Understanding the dynamics of this treatment system begins tvith 

understanding the relative effectiveness of the main correctional systems for 

supervising offenders in the community, probation and parole, the focus of 

this chapter. 

~$.Eibution of Groups Hithin the Correctional System Locationl 

Our data indicate that the majority of groups that have been studied 

\Vere under either standard probation or standard parole supervision. For 

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

lowed within the context of parole or its mandated alternatives. and 1,470 were 

studied on probation and its alternatives. 

lThe distribution of groups presented in this section ~eflects the way 
offenders have been s.tudied, not 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% ot the groups reported 
in the literature are followed w~1le on probation. This means that our sample 
cannot be construed as directly representative of the correctional system, but 
rather of tlleresearch that has addressed system efficacy which has focused 
more heavily on persons Who have. been incarcerated. At the same time, it 
should be noted that despite the tendency to study what are commonly consi­
dered "more serious" criminals, the '!number of adult groups on probation totals 
1,305, representing 280,000 individuals and should be cOQsideredadequate for 
comp.arative purposes.'· 

.. , 
.,' 
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Table 3-1 

The Distribution of Juvenile and Adult Groups 
Across Correctional System Locations 

CORRECTIONAL SYSTEH 
LOCATION 

Court Supervision 

Probation 

Split Sentence 
i.e. Shock Probation 

Group Homes 

Correctional Supervision 

Imprisonment/Parole 

Work Study/Release 

Parole Program -
other than standard 

Maximum Sentence -
release without parole 

Totals 

% 

34.5 

5.6 

11.5 

38.2 

1.2 

1.9 

0.3 

4.9 

1.9 

JUVENILES 
N of N of In-

Groups dividuals % 

742 124,050 13.0 

121 10,325 0.6 

248 26,475 0.7 

821 136,225 74.5 

26 1,975 2.1 

41 2~000 2.6 

6 150 0.5 

106 14,850 4.5 

41 2,600 1.5 

2,152 318,650 

ADULTS 
N of 

Groups 

1,305 

65 

66 

7,467 

214 

263 

49 

449 

151 

10,029 

N of In­
dividuals 

282,225 

18,550 

9,675 

1,170,800 

38,325 

36,875 

I,' 
13,300 

96,625 

35,625 

1,702,000 

) 

(~) 

o 
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Seventy-five percent of adult groups were followed within the context of 

standard parole supervision, two percent were studied after completing their 

maximum sentences 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 halrt .... ay 

houses, work release programs or special parole programs. Fifteen percent of 

adult groups ,-lere studied within the context of probation. Thirteen percent 

were assigned to standard probatioh supervision, and two percent were assigned 

either to a group home or received a split sentence. 

Of the juveniles, approximately fifty-six percent of the 2,152 groups 

\oJ'ere followed tvhile on probation, with thirty-five percent assigned to standard 

probation supervision, ttve1ve percent to group homes, and six percent to shock 

probation. Forty-seven percent of the juvenile groups w'ere follm .... ed after 

being incarcera ted and released to parole or one of its alternatives: thirty-

eight percent Wt;i!re followed t.;rithin the context of standard parole supervision 

after confinement in a training school or reformatory; seven percent \vere re-

leased to special parole programs, halhray 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 explained in Chapter 2, simple comparisons of the average rate of 

recidivism across tbe various locations of the correctional system are not in-

tetpretable. Definitions of recidivism vary, as does length of time in fo11ow­

up and the time periochduring 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 eomputed thereby 

allowing for the estimation of the relative increase or decrease in the rate 

of recidivism attributable to each correctional system locaion, taking other 

relevant factors into account. First, a general equation including all correc-

tional locations (dichotomized) was computed in order to compare the relative 

rate of recidivism between probationers and parolees. Then using standard .pro-

bation and standard parole supervision as the base of comparison, equations 

were computed separately 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 groti'ps assigned to probation and parole, and if these differences are 

related to the probability of recidivism, ~\hert direct comparisons bet\veen the 

two groups would not be valid. Although sufficient background data 'l7ere not 

available to include background characteristics in the equations, sufficient 

information did exist to make a reasonable judgment as to whether cODlffionly 

cited background characteristics differentiate between parolees and proba-

tioners and whether or not these characteristics are important determinants 

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

3See Appendix E for details. 
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of crinlinal recidivism. Our findings, reported in detail in Appendix G, indi-

cate that while substantial differences exist between the social and criminal 

backgrounds of parolees and probationers, these differences are only slightly 

related to criminal recidivism, and therefore a~p. not likely to be subs tan-

tively important in interpreting the findings, \"hich are presented belml7. 

L-__________________________________ ~.~"_.:.... ___ ~'=_ ................. ;;,:" .......... --....; _____ ~...,;\:!o..d.~ ...... ~ ___ '__ ___ ~~~ ______ ~ __ ~ ______ ~_...J....'"_____~ ___ ~~ ___ ~~ _________ ~ ____________ _ 
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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 
i' 

to whom they are assigned. There may also be additional restrictions placed 
c; 

on offenders that are related to their criminal activities. For instance, of-

fenders ,lith alcohol abuse problems may ,be required to refrain from drinking; 

offenders with psychiatric problems may be required to seek psychiatric care. 

Parole supervision is sim1.1ar 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.? Offend~rs are required to report on a regular basis to their 

parole officers \7hose responsibility includes e1,1puring that the conditions of 
"','; 

parole are not violated. These conditions may include prohibiting contact ~vith 
c 

certain individuals, maintaining employment or obtaining assistance from vari-

ous social service agencies. 

Rate? of Recidivism: Overall, adult groups assignE)~g, t~ standard parole 

have comparable rates of recidivism to groups assigned to probation. However, 

the relative impact of parole and probation supervision on the rate of recidi­

vism varies depending on how recidivism is defined. 4 Adult groups assigned to 

" parole have lOHer" rates of recidivism than groups on probation when recidivism 

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

(B=-lO.08, B=-7.58, B=";5.69, respectively). Ho,o1ever, when recidivism is 

4See Appendix D for details about the 
on the reported rate of recidivism. 

definition c 



.\ 

defined as abscond or imprisonment for either a technical violation or a ne\17 

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 parole 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 probation. 

Social characteristics also differentiate between adul~s on probation 

and parole. Adult groups who were incarcerated and subsequently paroled tend 

to have a slightly higher proportion of individuals from broken homes (34.2%) 

than those on probation (30.9%); a lower proportion of high school graduates 

(25.5% compared to 32.2% for those on probation); a lower proportion of indivi­

duals with drug use history than those on probation (.13%, .21% respectively); 

and a slightly higher average age (27.8 years to 25 ~2 years for those on proba­

tion) • 

Discussion: The data 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 
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is almost identical. This finding suggests 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 

~ower than parolees. In fact, the groups are equally dangerous. It may be 

that a large proportion of persons sentenced 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 just 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 present time we have no reliable way of differentiating be-
o 

tween these two types of offenders. 

Nor can \17e reliably separate the "h rd d'(\ i' 1 h a ene le"cr m~na \17 0 views prison 

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

c'=paroled offender who has been deterred from further crimJ.·nal .. b n act~v~ty y the 

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

a means of r, ,educing or not red i id' . h uc ng ,rec ~v~sm; at t e present time it appears 

that in some cases it probably does limit further criminal activity '17hile in 
(/ 

an equal number of other .cases it does not. 

In effect, we cannot rely on research evidence at this time to determine 

if incarceration is helpful or harmful to the society or if probation is appro­

priate or not. The effect of incarceration on adult offenders, therefore, 

should fiat be a major consideration in determining whether or not to send an 

adult offender to prison. Since the aggregate impact is negligible, the cost 
;~\ 

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 as "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 offenders to the reality of imprisonment. It is believed that of-

fenders who have experienced incarceration will be subsequently more 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 findin~s. When recidivism is defined as re-arrest, groups 
" 

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

vism (B=-30.66). However, ~oJhen 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). 

Impact 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 a somewhat lower proportion of individuals convicted of at least 

one pri9r offense compared to adults assigned to standard probation. The pro­

portion of whites is higher for adults assigned to shock probation, when com­

pared to standard probation. In addition, the proportion of individuals coming 

from broken families who were assigned to shock probation is lower than the 

proportion from broken families assigned 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_j~ntervention. Adults on shock probation also tend to have a 

lower socio-economic status rating than adults on standard probation. 

Discussion: Given the inconsistency of these findings, no fjxm judgment 

about the efficacy of shock probation for adult offenders can be made. ~urthe~' 
research focusing on the differential impact of this intervention on different 

outcome criteria is needed. 
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GROUP HOMES (PARTIAL PHYSICAL CQ.STODY) 

Group homes are small residential facilities used 1~:'t~arilY as an alter-

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

ally leave the faCility daily to attend school or to go to work. Group coun-

seling and other services are often provided within the framework of these fa-

pilities. The rationale behind these homes is to provide an alternative to 

imprisonment while at the same time exerting more direct control over offenders 
, () 

than can be exercised under standard probation supervision. 

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

sistent1y higher rates of recidivism than adult groups assigned to standard 

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

a technical violation or a new conviction, groups assigned to group honles have 

higher average recidivism rates than adults assigned to standard probation 

(B=7.90, B=21.06, respectively). 
r,7 

Impact of Additional Treatment: When additional treatment is adminis-

ter~d within the context of the group home, there is no 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 

receive additional treatment. 
,:1 

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

a higher proportion of individuals convicted of mUltiple offenses, a greater 

proportion of whites pnd high school graduates, and a slightly lower average 

age than adult groups assigned to standard probation. 

Discussion: Insofar as group homes are designed to reduce the r~te of 

recidivism,'it appears they have not been successful. Given the finding$ of 

" 
the present study, the use of group homes for adults should be re-evaluated. 



( 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 operate, the 

benefit derived is open to serious question. 
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HALF\\lAY HOUSES 

The halfway house is a community based residential program for 
Ii. 

on parole. The purpose of the progr.am is to establish a smooth transitio~i from 
it 

total institutionaliza tibn to the nearly complete freedom of 'parole. The Ibver-

age stay ranges from several days to several months, and offenders are oft;'en 

administered additional services such as job training, job plac,ement and ~Iduca-

tion. Halfway houses vary consid~rably in terms of the specific programs j: that 

ii 
!I 
1/ 

are instituted to residents. 

Prior evaluations of 11a1f,,,ay houses for adults have produced incon!ris-

tent results. In a study of eight far-ilities in Ohio lower rates of rec~lbiVism 
, I 

for residents were reported. However, there ,"as also a 17 perc~nt in-pr1Igram:: 

failure rate. Lipton, et a1. (1975) report lower rates of recidivism inl/some 

I pre-release guidance centers, but higher rates in others. 

" 
Rate of Recidivism: Overall, adult groups assigned to halfway htses 

have higher rates of recidivism than groups assigned to standard parOle/11super­

vision. When recidivism is defilled as failure, abscond, re-arresf or rj-impri­

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

higher rates of recidivism (B=19.5l~ B-IO.5l, B=7.S3, B=13.SS, respectively). 

Only when 

lation or 

recidivism is defined as re-imprisonment for either a technical vio­
I 

a new conviction, do groups released to halfway houses have !tower 
i~ 

rates of recidivism t~an groups assigned to standard parole (B=-9. 51) .Ii 
II 

Impact of Additional Treatment: Adult groups receiving additi~)nal 
II 

treatment within the context of the halfway house have lower average i~ates of 
'I 

(l 

recidivism than groups in halfway houses that did not receive additiJhal treat­
il 
II 

"I

II ment (B=-8. 53) • I 
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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 'vere given no additional treatment. Given the expense 

of operating these facilities, their continuation should be carefull~ assessed. 
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WORK RELEASE 

Work furlough or release involves the daily release of offenders from 

confinement for the purpose of going to work in the community. A por,tion of 

offenders' earnings are frequently contributed to pay for room and board in 

prison. Offender~ ,vear street clothes and utilize public transportation to 

travel to their place of employment, and return to confinement after work. 

Prior evaluations of '17ork release have reported inconsistent findings. 

For example, Bass (1975) reP9fts comparable rat,as of failure for adult felons 

ina California work release program. However, 'vhen in-program failures were 

taken into account, participants were associated with higher rates of recidi-

vism. Stanton's (1974) evaluation of a program jln New York City, however, 

S~lOWS that 68 percent of adults participating had no arrests and did not ab­

scond during the period of follow-up. Jenkins, et a1 (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 pro-

grams yield inconsistent results. When recidivism is defined as re-arrest, 

groups assigned to work study have higher average rates (B=8.95). However, 

when re-conviction or re-imprisonment for either a technical violation or a 

new conviction is used as the outcome criterion, groups assigned to work study 

programs have lower r?tes of recidivism (B=-8.87, B=-16.29, respectively). 

Impact of Additional Treatment: Groups on work study that were admini~­

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 g'raduates, a somewhat higher proportion 

If 
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of individuals with a higher socio-economic rating, a some"tvhat 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 10"t17er 

rates of recidivism for SOme outcome criteria. 
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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. iVhen the out-

come criterion is abscond 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=-l3.36. 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 early release tend to have a 

higher proportion of non-whites and individuals who come from broken families 

than groups assigned to standard parole. They are slightly"6lder, and have a 

somewhat higher average socio-·economic rating than groups assigned to standard 
<) 

parole. 

Discussion: The inconsl,stent research findings reported for groups that 

are released early suggests that this program should be monitored very care-

fully and used with considerabl,e caution. Although it has administrative and 

cost benefits, its impact on the rate of recidivism cannot be firmly evaluated 

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 r,fltes of recidivism than adults on standf~~ parole. 
jJ It 

When re-arrest, re-imprisonment for a technical violation or re-impv~sonment 

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=l6.68, B=3.28, B=6.40, respectively). 

Impact of AdditioEal Treatment: Groups that were administered addi­

tional treatment l07ithin the context of a parole program have lo\.;rer 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 lO\ver average 

age than groups assigned to standard parole. They 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 umbrella for an array of innova­

tive treatment strategies, no specific conclusion about the eff~,cacy of these 

b d We can conclude, however, that the res~,I,rces expended programs can e ma. e. J 
on these programs 'has not been effective. This may be due to the nature of the 

programs or becausle insufficient resources have been allocated to the task. 
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GROUPS SERVING MAXIMUM SENTENCE AND RELEASED WITH NO SUPERVISION 
"'! 

Offenders in this category are released to the community with no super-

vision after having served the maximum sentence allow'ed 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=lO.8l). This finding is con-

sistent across all definitions of recidivism reported in the literature. 

Impact of Additional Treatment: The data suggest that 'l1hen additional 

treatment is administered to groups serving maximum sentences, there may be 

some decline in the rate of recidivism. Ho,,~ever, this finding is not stable: 

too few groups have been studied and more research is needed before drawing 

any firm conclusions. 

Group Composition: Adult groups that served maximum sentences and were 

released }vith no supervision tend to have a slightly higher proportion of in-

dividuals with some narcotics history~ and a slightly higher socio-economic 

rating than groups assigned to standard parole. Other background characteris-

tics for this group have not been reported frequently enough to draw any con-

clusions. 

Discussion: The consistently higher rates of recidivism reported for 

groups rele!aE'ed from pri.c;on and not subsequently su,pervis~d in the community 
~ ~ 

s\lggests that this is not a viable way of dealing 'With, offenders who have been 

c\ incarcerated. State laws should be amended to allow Lor the sllperv;i.sion of 

persons required to serve their full sentencE,':$ after release . 
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REGRESSION EQUATIONS USED IN THE ANALYSIS 
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Table 3-2 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Correctional System Location 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 

ADULTS -- ALL GROUPS 

Multiple R .65 
.43 
.43 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 11.89 

74.00) (Constant = 

B 

26.59 
.45 

18.85 
10.07 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

.55 

.36 

.58 

.67 
Imprisonment (technic,a1 offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

6.47 
14.64 

.36 

.45 
tion or technical of~)nse) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to no supervision) 
Probation 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole after Imprisonment 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

-10.16 
--17.53 

...,4.28 
-10.38 
-10.74 
-4.84 

-11.29 
-10.58 

.19 

1.04 
1.82 
1.81 
1.01 
1.30 
1.28 
1.98 
1.16 

.01 

BETA 

.43 

.01 

.29 

.13 

.18 

.31 

-.22 
-.09 
-.02 
-.29 
-.10 
-.05 
-.05 
-.14 

.19 

F RATIO 

2361. 28* 
1.54 

1048.39* 
225.44* 
331. 48~~ 

1065~-59* 

94.91* 
92.85* 
5.58* 

106.21* 
68.71* 
14.24* 
32.66* 
82.77* 

546.38* 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) ~~~~~~~~~----~ _________________________ .J ________________________ _ 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. -& Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic. 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960'8; 3=1970's) 

*Significant at .05 level. 

5.65 
-2.24 
-.77 

-2.62 
-3.48 
-2.44 

.34 
1.08 

-4.96 

.89 

.65 

.60 
• (SO 
.57 
.72 II 

.66 

.52 

.32 

';) 

.06 
-.04 
-.02 
-.05 
-.09 
-.03 

.01 

.03 

-.13 

40.08* 
11.73* 
1.62 

18.78* 
37.57* 
11..57* 

.26 
4.30* 

240.30* 

") ~ " ",~ 
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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 
.29 
.28 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 14.17 

64.20) (Constant = 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Comric tion 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 

i} East-South Central 
Mountain ,', 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=(1960; 2=1960'8; 3=1970'8) 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

23.81 
-4.62 
11.95 
10.13 

2.59 
4.69 

-7.11 
8.52 

-.57 

4.90 
-7.31 
-1. 76 

-11.96 
-1.54 
"'2.61 
14.63 
1.69 

-4.25 

o 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

1. 78 
1.60 
1.58 
1.64 
1.51 
1.93 

2.34 
2.39 

.03 

6.49 
2.04 
1.58 
2.74 
1.85 
7.35 
4.09 
1.43 

.96 

BETA 

.40 
-.10 

.27 

.23 

.06 

.08 

-.01 
.11 

.05 

.02 
-.12 
-.04 
-.15 
-.02 
-.01 

.09 

.05 

.13 

F RATIO 

177 . 92)~ 
8.35* 

57.13* 
38.11* 

2.97 
5.92* 

4.22* 
12.69* 

.57 
12.87* 
1.24 

19.01* 
" .69 
.13 

12.82* 
1.39 

19.59* 
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Table 3-4 

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 
R Square 

.69 

.47 

. 47 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 11.23 

82.43) (Constant = 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arr~st 

Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisolunent (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(re1at.J;ve to standard parole) 
Work study 
Parole Program 
Ea..:ly Release 
Halfway House 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.~. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-N0xth Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960'8; 3";1970'8) 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

26.50 
1.18 

19.79 
7.02 
6.63 

15.85 

.23 

.75 

.30 
6.67 

10.93 

• 22 

5.15 
-1.26 
-1.38 
-2.45 
-3.84 
-2.51 
-.82 

.30 

-5.68 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

.56 

.35 

.68 

.85 

.35 

.45 

.81 

.62 
1.63 

.81 

.99 

.01 

.89 

.69 
• 66 
.63 
.60 
.72 
.68 
.·57 

.35 

. 
BETA F RATIO -

.42 2203.92 

.03 11.13 

.26 859.56 

.07 67.95 

.19 355.41 

.35 1222.16 

.00 .08 

.01 1.47 

.00 .03 

.07 68.05 
~09 128.48 

.23 708.44* . 

.06 33.81 
-.02 3.27 
-.03 4.35 
-.05 15.14 

~. -.10 41.08 

~ -.04 12.05 
:/ -.00 .00 

.ot .27 

-.14 270.62 
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Table 3-5 

, Summary of Regression Equations: 5 
Thejindependent Impact lof Alternatives to Probation on Each Definition of Recidivism' 

ControH;.ing fOlli Length of 'rime in Follow-Up, Geographic Location and Decade Dat.a Collected 
. , . 

PROBATION 

"SHOCKle 

PROBATION 

GROUP HOME, 
PPC 

B 
e 
F 

TOTAL 

BASE 

":1.47 
2.34 

.39 

9.53 
2.37 

16.21 

*Significant at .05 level. 

Adults 

RE-
FAILURE ABSCOND ,. ARREST 

-11. 78 -30.60 
20.11 6.71 

.34 20.82* 

10.51 7.90 3.91 
9.52 2.03 12.96 
1.22 15.17''< .09 

I 

,i , 
5Comp1ete equations dan be fpund in Appendbc. J •. 

Ii 

RE­
CONVIC. 

-8.69 
4.55 
3.66 

4.58 
4.83 

.90 

IMPRIS./ 
TECH. 

8.06 
11.40 

.50 
., 

3.21 
12.22 

.07 

IMPRIS./ 
NEW CONV. 

35.40 
8.56 

2>-7.11* 

5.62 
10.40 

.292 

IMPRIS./ 
EITHER 

.18 
4.69 

.00 

21.06 
7.85 
7.19* 

VJ 
I 

N 
00 
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I Table 3-6 ~ 
H 

Summary of Regression Equations:6 " ~ The Indep'Emdent Impact of Alternatives to Parole on Each Definition of Recidivism i 
Controlling flpr J~ength of Time in Follow-Up. Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected I Adults 

\\ 

=---oJ!' 
I 

-. - 1/ 

! B 
RE- RE- IMPRIS./ IMPRIS./ IMPRIS./ e TOTAL FAILURE ABSCOND ARREST CONVIC. TECH. NEW CONV. EITHER ~ F 

i 
I 
j PAROLE BASE r 

,. ,-
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* w 

I 
N 7.63 19.51 10.51 7.83 -5.55 13.88 -2.58 -9.51 1.0 , HALFWAY 

HOUSE .75 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 10.7' .. * .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* .42 9.26* 

NO 10.81 12.19 13.35 16.37 9.32 5.30 30.15 
SUPERVISION .96 17.17 5.47 2.93 3.07 .90 5.86 125.64* .50 5.96* 31.15* 9.19* 34.66* 26.51* -

" *Significant at .05 level. ~I 
u 

1,1 

6Comp],ete 
~ 

equations can be found in Appendix J. 
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Table 3-7 

. '7he Overall Impact of Innovative Correctionlil Treatment 
W~th~n the Context of Various Criminal Justice System Locations 

Summary Regression Equation Data7 

Adults 

B e -

Court Supervision: 

Standard Probation 2.96 LOS 

F 

7.57* 
Shock Probation 
Group Home, PPC 

(too fe\oJ cases to compute equation) 
.35 3.90 • 01 

9orrectional Supervision: 

Standard Parole 3.52 .50 
Work Study 

49.75* 
• 37 2.91 .02 

Halfway House -8.53 4.13 4.26* 
Early Release 
Parole Programs 

-.54 3.58 .02 

No Supervision After 
-4.S6 1.68 8.39* 

Sentence 
Serving Maximum -6.22 5.11 1.4S 

*Significant at .05 level. 

= 
7Complete equations can be found in Appendix J. 
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Table 3-8 

Suuuuary of Differences in Adult Group Background Characteristics: 
Alternate Assignments Compared to Standard InterventionS 

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION .COURT SUPERV. 
Shock Ivork Halfway Early Special 
Prob. PPC Study 

(Compared to 
House Release Parole PROPORTION OF: 

Stan. Prob .) 
(Compared to Standard Parole) 

Property Offense ++ N.S" N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Multiple Convictions +t + LD. 

White ++ N.S. N. S • 

Average Age N.S. N.S. + 

Broken Family N. S. N.S. ++ N.S. 

Ii.) 
H.S. Graduate ++ ++ N.S. + 

H.E.S. LD. + + + + 

~arcotics History I.D. LD. + N.S. + 

KEY: 

+ = Specified alternative has a greater proportion of individuals with the 
specified alternative. 

o 

= Specified alternative has a smaller proportion of individuals with the 
specified alternative. 

N.S. = No significant difference on this characteristic. 

I.D. = Insufficient data to evaluate differences on this characteristic. 

8Complete T-test data can be found in Appendix I. 

Maxout 

N.S. 

N. S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

I.D . 

N.S. 

+ 

+ 
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\ PROBATION/PAROLE ANALYSIS 

Juvenile probation and parole supervision entails the supervision of 

offenders in the community by probation and parole officers. The specific 

terms of probation vary from offender to offender, however, all probationers 

are required to report on a regular basis to the probation 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 required to refrain from drinking; offenders 

with psychiatric problems may be required to seek psychiatric care. 

Parole supervision is similar to standard probation except that the of-

PROBATION, PAROLE AND THEIR ALTERNATIVES 
fenders who are being supervised have previously been incarcerated. A parole 

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

JUVENILES Offenders are required to report to their parole officers on a regular baSiS, 

whose responsibilities include ensuring that the conditions of parole are not 

violated. These conditions may include prohibiting e<:mtact with certain indi-

viduals, maintaining employment or obtaining assistance from various social 

l\ service agencies. 

Rate of Recidivism: Juvenile groups assigned to standard parole have 

substantially 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 rates of recidivism than 

" 
their non-treated counterparts (B=3.38). Juvenile groups receiving additional 

treatment in the context of standard parole have comparable rates of recidivism 

o to groups not receiving added intervention. 

3-32 
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Group Composition: For juveniles, wd' found few stable differences in 

background characteristics bet'tveen those on parole and those on probation. In 

terms of criminal history, the only difference found is in relation to the pro­

portion of multiple'offenders: 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 

with respect to age, broken families and narcotics history. Juveniles who were 

incarcerated and subsequently paroled are slightly older than those assigned to 

probation (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 

parolees to .15 for probationers). I)., 

Discussion: Our findings indicate that juveniles that have been incar-

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 infer:t;ed that the incarceration of 

juveniles per se is responsible for higher rates of recidivism among these 

groups. Furthermore, the available background d(~ta 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-

tial sentencing of high risk offenders to incarceration accounts for all the 

differen~e in the rate of recidivism between these two groups. 

These findings point to the importance of planning for the supervision 

and after-care of juveniles who have been incarcerated q~d suggest that caution 

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

least, it is unlikely that incarceration ser~es to lower the rate of recidivism, 
o 

and it may playa role in raising it. 

,1 
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ALTERNATIVES TO STANDARD PROBATION FOR JUVENILES 
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SPLIT SENTENCING 

Split sentencillg, sometimes referred to as "shock" probation, involves 

a brief period of .incarceration followed by placement on standard probation. 

For juveniles, such incarceration maybe detention in a secure facility, camp 

or training school. The rationale behind this intervention is to deter further 

criminal activity by exposing offenders to the reality of detention. It is be-

lieved that offenders who have experienced incarceration will be subsequently 

more amenable to the s~pervision of probation officers. 

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

substantially lower average rate of recidivism than juvenile groups assigned 

to standard probatio~ (B=-12 .63). The impact of shock probation is significant 

when recidivism is defined as re-arrest, re-imprisonment 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 codtext 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). 

Group Composit.ion: 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 enough 

to draw any conclusions •. " 

\ 
i 
I 
I 
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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 t~e poten-

tially debilitating effect of long-term incarceration. 

o 
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i: 

( 

c 

3;\38 
''')i/o.>' 

gROUP HONES 

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

tenced to probation. They f 1 1 are requent y ocated in urban areas. Group homes 

lack tight security, and offenders are generally free to leave the facility to 

go to school or wOTk. 

The staff rarely consists of professional personnel; it is not unco~mon 

for group homes to be run by a husband and wife team ~vho 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 recJ..·dJ.."vl.."sm. Th t f e sta e a Ninnesot,a, how-

eve,r, reports less optimistic results, T.?J.."th les!:.: th w _ an twenty percent success~ 

fully completing the program and a thirty-three percent recidivism rate. 

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

sistently hig:her average rates of recidivism than J"uvenJ..'le groups assigned to 

standard probatJ.."on. ~~en r c'di" "d fi d wu e J.. vJ..sm J..S e neas,abscond, re-arrest, re-con-

viction for a new offense or imprisonment for either a technical violation or 

a .TI, ew conviction, juvenile groups assigned to r "h h b , g oup" omes ave su stantially 

higher rates ,of recidivism (B=lO.17, B=29.00, B=23.86, B 14 3 ,= .1 , 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

istered additional treatment and juveniles in group homes that did not re~eive 

additional treatment. 
! . 
I 

o 
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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 \o,1i th 

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 constituted 

for juvenile offenders should be re-assessed. ,Although there is considerable 

variability in the quality of the homes and their programs, many homes are in­

adequately funded and have high 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 crimina.l methods 

and ideologies. 

As these homes are used frequently in dealing 'tvith juvenile offenders, 

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

vism should receive priority attention. 

1...-__________ "----_-..:.......-........::..'> _____ ....3.....' 't...-.;..o,h-....;... .• ________________ ~~~_"_4 ~~~ __ ~ _____ ~ ___ _ 
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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-

signed to standard parole supervision (B=-23.86). The impact of work study is 

paFticularly significant when recidivism is defined as abscond or re-arrest, 

with juvenile groups assigned to work study having substantially lower average 

rates of recidivism (B=-30.51, B=-45.05, respectively), compared to juvenile 

groups on stariCIar,d parole. 

I}Tlpact of Aqqitional Treatment: Additional treatment is rarely adminis-

tered to juveniles in work study programs, thus its impact cannot be evaluated. 

Group Composition: Juvenile groups assigned to work study tend to have 

a much higher proportion of mUltiple offenders. They also have a much higher 

proportion of high school graduates ar~d a somelvhat higher socio-economic rating 
'I il 

than groups assigned to s talldard 'parol~~. 

" Discussion: ,As work study is the only pre-release alternative to stan-

dard parole that is consistently associated with lower rates of recidivism for 

juveniles, it should be considere'd as a ,basic element in 

carcerated juvenile offenders. 
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HALF\vAY 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 imprisoned pr&paring 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 't"ho 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). Ho\l7ever, 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 half'tvay houses have significantly higher t:ates of recidivism (B;24 .12) . 

There is a tendency for groups assigned to halfway houses to ha'(fe lower rates 

of failure anq lower rates of re-imprisonment for a technical violatiotl. l:\oN-
''', \, 

ever, the margin of error around these estimates is high, precluding a firm 

conclusion about the impact of halfway houses on juvenile offenders. 

Impact o~ Additional Treatment: Insufficient research exists on the im-

pact of additional treatment in the context of halhlay 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 • . :' 

Group Composition: Juvenile groups assigned to halfway houses tend to 

have a sorn:ewhat higher proportion of individuals with some narcotics h,istory'" 

a higher average age and a lower socia-economic rating than juvenile groups on 
\\ 

standard parole. 

\ . .. .. , 

() 
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Discussion: Given the inconsistency of our findings concerning halfway 
\ 

houses, no overall assessment of their efficacy c.an be made. Continued moni~ 
taring and evaluation of these facilities is warranted , 

been reported. 

r.::; 

as some success has 
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EARLY RELEASE 

'\ 

Early release is an administrat;ve . .... ~nterv~ntion whereby juveniles who 

have been confined are released to parole supervision prior to the completio~' 

of their sentences. The rationale behind tho is' iJ program ~s that no benefit will (\ 

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

Rate of Recidivism: Overall, juvenile groups assigned to ~arly release 

have a lOi.;r~r average rate of recidivism than juvenile groups on standard parole. 

vlliile this finding is consistent across definitions of recidivism, these find-

ings are not statist,_, ically stable as too little resea'·ch has J.. been reported. 

Impact of Additional'Treatment: Additional treatment is rarely adminis-

tered to juvenile groups that are released early. 

Group Composition: Insufficient data exists for analysis. 

piscussion: Insufficient research has been d con ucted on'early release 

to make any final judgment about ~ts impact on the rate of recidivism for ju-

veniles. 

early do 

.The data ~hat does exist is encouraging as juveniles who are released 

not appear to have significantly higher rates of recidivism than ju-

veniles serving their full sentences. 

ranted. 

Further study of this program l.S war-

,'- :"" -\ « h 

i 
t 
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PAROLE PROGRAMS 

Juvenile offenders released to parole programs are administered a wide 

variety of diagnositc and treatment services, including ed~\:ational and career 

development programs, couns,~ling, job training and job 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 10,V'er rates of recidivism depending on how recidivism is 

defined. t~en re-imprisonment for a technical violatic~ is the outcome cri-

terion, groups assigned to parole program~ have higher rates of recidivism 

(B=6.04)~ Howe-yer, W'hen recidivism is defineq, as re-imprisonment for a new 

" convi;ction or re-imprisonment for either a new conviction or a technical vio-

lation, groups in parole programs have m'Jch lower rates of recidivism (B=-54.73, 

B=-19.72, respectively) than groups assigned to standard parole supervision. 

Impact of Add~al Treatlfient: There is no significant difference in 

the rate of recidivism for groupS :i.n parole prdgrams that .,r,eceived additional 

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

ment. 

Group Composition: Groups assigned to parole programs have a higher 

proportion of whites and a higher average "age than juvenile groups assigned to 

standard parole. 

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

about the efficacy of applying additional resources to the parole supervision 

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

specific focus on the nature of available services is necessary. 1n light of 

<:> these findings, further reeearch focusing on the nature and extent of resources 

______ ~-~~·~·· .. · .. ···c._~· _.. . .., 
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available and how these resources are utilized in each program is warranted. 

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

problem of juvenile crime. Careful attention should be paid to the nature and 

extent of those resources if they are to prove useful. 

(J 
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{ ) GROUPS SERVING MAXI}IDM SENTENCE AND RELEASED WITH NO SUPERVISION 
D 

Offenders in this category are released to the conununity with no super-

vision after having served the maximum sentence allowed by law. 

Rate of Recidivism: Juvenile groups that are incareerated and released 

with no supervision have higher average rates of failure than juvenile groups 

released to standard parole supervision (B=l7.09). 

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

tences and w'ere released with no supervision but were given some form of inno-

vative t'l:'eatment have higher average rates of recidivism than groups released 

with no supervision that did not receive additional treatm~nt (B=5.89). 

Group Composition: Juvenile groups that completed their prison terms 
.J 

;; and were released ~vithout supervision tend to have a much lower proportion of 

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

slightly lower average age than juvenile groups assigned 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 I'mpervisio!lof youthful offenders who have been con= 

fined. 

o 

."'----
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Tabie 3-9 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Correctional System Location 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- ALL GROUPS 

Multiple R .61 
.37 
.37 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 16.94 

42.59) (Constant = 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either ne~ convic­

tion or technical offense) 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Standard Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
No Supervision 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S,' & Canada) 
~,ew England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
SOl,th Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA CO~~ECTED 

B 

35.89 
13.34 
30.12 
5.34 

11.88 
12.24 

-7.28 
9.43 

15.63 
-11.85 

8.35 
3.28 
7.52 

24.54 

.30 

-2.87 
-9.05 

-13.34 
-9.35 

-10.16 
-12.75 
-.2,05 

2.06 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

2.15 
1.98 
2.08 
2.76 
1.77 
2.00 

1.86 
1.59 

,,~) 1.13 
3.56 
2.85 
7.09 
1.92 
2.97 

.03 

3.01 
2.71 
2.35 
2.37 
2.64 
6.20 
3.02 
2.22 

.48 

.28 

.48 

.05 

.25 

.19 

-.08 
.14 
.36 

-.06 
.05 
.01 
.08 
.16 

.35 

-.02 
-.10 
-.21 
-.17 
-.18 
-.04 
-.02 

.05 

F RATIO 

277 • 69'~ 
45.29* 

207.30* 
3 • 86)~ 

44.81* 
37.42''( 

15.32* 
35.07{k 

190.15j~ 
11.07* 
8.57* 

.22 
l5.~8* 
68.b1* 

119.03* 

.91 
11.19* 
32. 28'~ 
15.56* 
14.83* 

4.22* 
.46 
.86 

-1.38 .87 ~.03 2.49 
" (1=<1960; 2-19ti9;...'..;:;s..z.; ..,.:3:...=~1:.:;.9.:..7..;;;,0~' s~):....-____________ ~------__ _ 

*Significant at ',05 level. 

~ 
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Table 3-10 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternative to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recid,ivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected . 

JUVENILES -- PROBATION VS. ITS ALTERNATIVES 

Multiple R .61 
R Square .37 
Adjusted R Square .36 
Standard Error 15.74 

(Constant = 54.66) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
fora new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion, or technical offense) 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 

B 

21.15 
-4.96 
17.67 
-4.62 
-3.00 
-4.80 

"Shock" Probation c:::::::-~ -11.07 
Group ,Home, PPC -. - 6.66 
LENGTH .. OF 'rJNE.I~.fQ11QH~pp ~ _ .14 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(conlCl-red to other U.S. 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 

& Canada) 

DECADE DATA COLLECTED ., 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

*Significant at.05 level. 

~) 
-3.~5 

-11.68 
-20.99 
-4.50 
-3.89 

-21.68 
-6.26 
-5.38 

-2.60 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

3.42 
3.45 
3.52 
4.18 
3.50 
3.68 

1.94 
1. 76 

nJ. .·V"t·-

4.79 
3.35 
2.97 
3.08 
3.22 
9.53 
4.00 
2.85 

1.29 

BETA 

.34 
-.12 

.33 
-.05 
-.06 
-.07 

~.18 

.14 
._~ . '1/'\ __ 

_·-· ... \:r 

.02 
-.14 
-.32 
-.06 
-.09 
-.06 
-.05 
-.13 

-.07 

F RATIO 

38.17* 
2.07 

25.24* 
1.22 

.74 
1. 70 

32.42* 
14.34* 

"~·-'-~-il~i· 79*~'--

.58 
12.16* 
49.98* 

2.13 
1.46 
5.17* 
2.45 
3.57 

4.04* 

C) 

I 
\ '.1-

I 
\. 
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Table 3-11 

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 

JUVENILES -- PAROLE VS. ITS ALTERNATIVES 

Multiple R .68 
R Square .47 
Adjusted R Square .46 
Standard Error, 16.61 

(Constant = 1'9.87) 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 
DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction)' 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 

. Parole Program 
Early Release 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<'1960; 2-1960'8; 3=1970's) 

*Significant at .05 level. 

33.35 2.92 
21.26 2.58 
33.18 3.00 
4.13 4.18 

16.22 2.02 
18.67 2.46 

-23.08 4.13 
-6.68 2.91 
-7.22 1 0'1 -..&;--.";,-&... 

-7.33 3.57 
7.07 7.03 

.56 .04 

8.36 4.47 
-.83 4.49 

-1.67 4.04 
.69 3.98 

9.80 5.47 
1.73 8.07 
4.18 4.75 

14.90 3.88 

-1.08 1.19 

BETA F RATIO 

.37 130.70* 

.32 68.02* 

.45 122.62* 

.03 .98 

.35 64.18* 

.31 57.61* 

-.16 31.20* 
-.06 5. 26;'t 

, In. 
-·i,LV .~ 14.09* 

.06 4.22)~ 

-.02 1.01 

.34 171.10* 

0. 08 3.49 
.01 .03 

-.03 .17 
.01 .03 
.06 3.21 
.01 .05 
.04 .78 
.32 14.75* 

-.03 .82 ~ 
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Table 3-12 

Summary of Regression Equations: 9 
The Independ~mt Impact of Alternatives to l.'robation on Each Definition of Recidivism 

Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 
Juveniles 

PROBATION 

"SHOCK" 
PROBATION 

GROUP HOME, 
PPC 

B 
e 
F 

*Significant at 

TOTAL 

BASE 

,.. n "n 
"".L".O;:J 

1.89 
44.33;~ 

9.81 
1.49 

42.86* 

.05 level. 

FAILURE ABSCOND 

17.17 8.82 
10.61 15.19 

2.61 .34 

2.60 10.17 
7.61 4.53 

.12 5.03* 

RE­
ARREST 

-23.80 
4.12 

33.37* 

29.00 
4.30 

45.38* 

9Complete equations can be found in App~ndix ~. 

'~ 

RE­
CONVIC. 

23.86 
4.20 

32.09* 

IMPRIS./ 
TECH. 

-14.22 
2.60 

29.91* 

-.43 
2.37 

.03 

, 

IMPRIS./ 
NE\oJ CONV. 

-8.88 
10.13 

.77 

7.38 
10.47 

.50 

IMPRIS./ 
EITHER 

-22.67 
11.20 

4.11* 

14.13 
6.80 
4.31* 

w 
I 

\Jl 
N 

....... 'M •. 

! 
1, 
fr' 

~ 

'0 

~). '" 

" ~ 

, , 
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-\ 

~ Summary of Regression Equations: 10 

I 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 

I Juveniles 

I 

I B RE- RE- IMPRIS./ IMPRIS./ IMPRIS./ e TOTAL FAILURE ABSCOND ARREST CONVIC. TECH. NEW CONV. 'EITHER 
i F 

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 

w 
I 

-7.04 -42.49 -8.90 -7.62 25.42 -8.02 24.12 2.29 VI 
HALFWAY w 

2.96 21.91 6.35 15.44 17.42 4.59 8.42 17.47 .. 
HOUSE 5.64* 3.76 1.97 .24 2.13 3.06 8.20* .02 

EARLY -6.28 -16.56 -25.81 -13.21 
7.39 12.46 19.43 12.45 RELEASE .72 1. 76 1.77 1.13 

I 
~ j PAROLE 4.11 -55.37 -6.09 2.60 -.33 6.04 -54.73 -19.72 .' 

(~~i 1.92 46.91 4.66 17.25 11.78 2.60 6.31 5.03 
1 PROGRAM , 

4.60* 1.39 1.71 .02 .00 5.39* 75.25* 15.39* j ,~ 

., 

NO 17.09 14.80 10.91 " 
3.42 , 10.37 13.48 SUPERVISION 24.96* 1.84 .66 

\ *Significant at .05 level. 

10Comp1ete equations can be found in Appendix J. 
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Table 3-14 

~. The Overall Impact Qf Innovative Correctional Treatment 
With:i~=-the Context of Various Criminal Justice System Locations 

SUilll!Iary Regression Equation natalI, 

Court Supervisio~: 

Standard Probation 
, Shock Probation 

Group Home., PPC . 

Correctional Supervision~ 

Juveniles 

3.38 
-14.51' 
-2.45 

,,' .4,5 

e 

2.00. 
7.33 
5.'94 

1.69 

F 

12.85* 
,3.95* 

.17 

.07 
Standard Parole 

"Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Par,ole Programs 

(too few cases to ~ompute" eq\lation) 
-10.34 12.04 .74 

(faa few cases to compute equation) 
-4.95 3.38 2.15 

No Supervision After Servi~g Haximum 5.89., 4.51 4.51'* 

Sentence ~, 

'~I ' , n 
() ,r 

". 
" *Significant at .05 level. 

(j 

(j 

" iJ 

" 
;;:F" 

l1Comp1e,teeq~atio:ns can be found in Appendix J. 
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Table 3-15 

Summary of Differences in Juvenile Group Background Characteristics: 
Alternate Assignments Compared to Standard Intervention12 

PROPORTION OF: 

Property Offense 

,Mul tip:te Convic tions 

White 

Average ~ge 

Broken Family 

COURT SUPERV. 
Shock 
Prob. PPC 

(Compared to 
Stan. Prob.) 

l.D. N.S. 

LD. +t 

N. S. 

+ 

LD. 'N.S. 

Work 
Study 

LD. 

++ 

I.D. 

N.S. 

CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISION 
Halfway Early Specia'l 

House Release Parole 

(Compared to Standard Parole) 

N. S. LD. I.n.'" 

N. S. LD. LD. 

I.D,,; 

++, LD. ++ 

NDS. I.D. I.D. 

( ') 
H.S. Graduate 1.D. N. S •. LD. LD. 

LD. LD. LD. 

Narcotics History + I.D. N.S. 

"=' ., 

(~ 

:;. ,~ 

+ = Specified alt4ilrnative 'has a greater proportion of incf~viduals with the 
spec1>fied a1tel:nati~e. 

r· ,-' 

_ = Specified alternative has a smaller proportion of ,indiv:i\duals .:wi th the 
specifiedl:llternative. .. 

(. 

",. 0" " 

N,,~ S. == No significant difference'qn this characteristic. 

'l.D. = Insuft'icient4ata to ,E5valuate diff~rences on this chao:'acteristic. 

:; (, 

,~') <) 

12~)omplete T-te"s,t data can be found in Appendix ,.,1. 
o ~ ,. ";;l 

o 

----------.----

Maxout 

Ln. 

Ln. 

-I-

LD. 
!) 

LD. 

I.D. 
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CHAPTER 4 

INNOVATIVE INTERVENTIONS 

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

" 

added to the mandated superviso'l:'y system discussed in Chapter 3. Five primary 

intervention strategies were identified in the literature: resources inter-

ventions, social work interventions, psychotherapeutic and medical methods, 

. and administrative techniques. This chapter addresses the efficacy of these 

modifications of the mandated system. 

Although innovative intervention has traditionally been separated from 

mandated intervention, the distinction bet\veen the two is an arbitrary one. 

In fact, many similarities exist. For exam~rel:.;~fdministrative inte'cventions 
',-;" 

such as intensive and reduced supervision are Simply modifications of mandated 

probation or parole supe1~ision. Other innovative strategies such as social 

work "or resource assistance, are added to the existing supervisory system. 

But similar to the mandated interventions, they are also attempts to control 
cY" 

offender behavior. The main difference between mandated and innovative alter-

llatives is a legal one. Where~s all offenders are placed ''lithin one of the 

mandated interventions, innovative intervention is administered to only a seg-

ment of the offender population. It is necessary, therefore, to view innova-

tive treatment not in i~olation, but rather as additional intervention admin­

istered within the context 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~'\ 
'-...:.:,,:;: -.,.. ..... Y 

ders can be rehabilitated if the variables that underlie crimin~l behavior, 
" ~~ 
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be identified and controlled. All of the behavioral science disciplines have 

theories which attempt to explain criminal behavior in these terms. As a re-

suIt of this mUltiplicity of theories, a number of treatment modalities, each 

consisting of separate but theoretically related interventions, have emerged. 

Six major treatment modalities were identified in the literature we studied: 

Resout'ce interventions, which are based on theories that explain crime in terms 

of blocked access to the opportunity structure (Merton, 1968; Clmvard and 

Ohlin, 1961). Social work strategies, based on the notion that the social en-

vironment and peer group associations are fhe primary facilitators of criminal 

behavior. The tneory underlying psychotherapeutic interventions is that psycho-

emotional maladaptation is the taproot of crime. Many theories including Hogan 

(1973) and Kohlberg's (1964) theories of moral development, Head's (1.934) 

theory of shared meaning in group, Bandur8('",and Walter's learning theory (1963) 

and Skinner's theory of bebavior modifica.tion (1963) have contribudld to this 

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

offenders, including drug add:i<~,~ion. Residential interventions, 'vhich place 
""'. 

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

sive treatment approach drawing from ali 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 

theory, although :rarious implicit theoretical links could be made to intensive 

supervision. 

The relative distribution of each treatment modality is presented ~n 
~~) ,\, 

Tables 4-1 and 4-2. For adults (15% of whom received somE form oJ innovative 

treatment), the majorit:y of treatment strategies involve modification of the 

standard forms of supervision. These include the administrative interventions, 

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

() 

,J) 

------ ~~---
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Table 4-1 Table 4-2 

Distribution of Treatment Interventions by Treatment Modality Classification Distribution of Treatment Interventions by Treatment Modality Classification 

• J 
:\ 
!i 

:1 

\ 
:1 

( 

Resource Interventions 
Financial Aid 
Job Training 
Job Placement 
Education 
Vocational Training 

Total 

Social Work Interventions 
Specialized Supervision 
Non-Supervisory Assistance 
Non-Professional Group Counseling 
Contract Programming 

Total 

Adults 

Psychotherapeutic Interventions 
Individual Psychotherapeutic Assistance 
Group Therapy 
Behavior Modification 

Total 

Residential Interventions 
Permissive Residential 
Non-Permissive Residential 
Special Prisons 

Total 

N of 
Groups 

28 
51 
34 
75 

139 
327 

115 
121 

45 
30 

311 

33 
44 

77 

123 
59 
91 

273 

22% 

21% 

5% 

17% 

N of 
Individuals 

9,610 
7,.309 
4,918 
7,069 
9,856 

38,762 

40,716 
7~6l9 
4,388 
1,380 

54,103 

1,424 
7,435 

8,859 

18,241 
11,546 

18% 

25% 

4% 

6,755 
36,542 17% 

(L--
~------------------------------~ 
Administrative Interventions 

Reduced Supervision 
Intensive Supervision 

Total 

Medical Methods 
Total 

TOTAL N TRE~TED 

101 
280 
381 

93' 

1,462 

26% 

6% 

27,905 
37,229 
65,134 

12,365 

215,765 

30% 

6% 

\ 

J ~ ') 
\ 

Resource Interventions 
Financial Aid 
Job Training 
Job Placement 
Education 
Vocational Training 

Total 

Social Work Interventions 
Specialized Supervision 
Non-Supervisory Assistance 
Non-Professional Group Counseling 
Contract Programming 
. Total 

Juveniles 

Psychotherapeutic Interventions 
Indj,vidua1 Psychotherapeutic Assistance 
Group Therapy 
Behavior Modification 

Total 

Residential Interventions 
Permissive Residential 
Non-Permissive Residential 
Special Prisons 

Total 
(I 

Administrative Interventions 
Reduced Supervision 
Intensive Supervision 

Total 

Medical Methods 
Total 

(' 

c:> TOTAL N TREATED 

1L->_· ____ 1 ______ (; __________ ~ __ ~~~~~ .......... ______ .,_~ __ ~~~ ____ ~~~~~~ __ TL 
' .• "'h,'. ~·_:cc.c._ -e"'~"'~"'., •. ·-,T'=="'~"'~e"~"'''~,,~· .,~ .. -, , ~~ .. , .- ",,< .,.~, II . " ' '''' .'c."·,~"'" ,.,_.<""~~ 

,,\n -:"". \ " 

N of 
Groups 

30 
17 

145 
16 

208 

16 
22 
13 

6 
-sr-

21 
15 

9 

32% 

9% 

45 7% 

133 
49 
46 

228 

119 
119 

657 

35% 

18% 

N of 
Individuals 

2,865 
1,716 

19,668 
3,172 

27,421 

472 
2,044 

384 
177 

3,077 

1,070 
4,010 
1,661 
6,741 

10,915 
2,705 
4,147 

17,767 

16,021 
16,021 

71,027 

39% 

4% 

9% 

25% 

23% 
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the social \vork strategies, which account for an additional 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 groups, 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 the treated juvenile groups 

received some form of resource intervention, and an additional 9% received so-

cial work assistance. Administrative interventions account for 18% of the 

juvenile groups that were treated, and the remaining 7& received some form of 

psychotherapeutic intervention. 

Analytic Procedurel 

The purpose of our analysis was to assess the efficacy of each specific 

intervention as 'veIl as each general modality in order to discern trends in 

tp;t' effeGtiveness of innovative tre.atment methods. The analysis proceeded 

along lines similar to our analysis of the mandated alternatives, with the ex-

ception that the criminal justice location in which additional treatment was 

administered was taken into account in the regression equations that were COm-

puted. As was the case \vith the mandated alternatives, each intervention was 

analyzed in terms of its impact across the various outcome criteria used to 

measure recidivism. The equations that were computed take the main factors we 

found to be associated with "variation ill the reported rate of recidivism into 

lYor a more detailed description of the procedures used in this study 
see Chapter 2. 

3. , .•..• 

.\ 
\ 
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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 characteristics of the individuals who comprise the groups into ac-

count in the 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 probability of recidivism, then the differences we found in the rate of re-

cidivism between treated and non-treated groups could be attributed to this 

fact as opposed to the intervention itseXf. 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 confounds 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-
" '/ 

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

most importantly" we found that the characteristics commonly associated with 

higher rat~S! of recidivism were only slightly related to the probability of 
() 

:'lRelevant portions of the equations have been abstracted and included in 
the text of this report. Complete equations can be found in Appendix J. 

3See Appendix H for details of, our analysis of differences in composi­
tion between treated and non-treated groups. 
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( recidivism: groups comprised 'of individuals with multiple convictions, coming 

from broken families, with less th~~ a high school education, were only 

'-, 

( 

slightly more likely to recidivate than groups coming from backgrounds com­

monly thought to be more favorable. 4 This evidence suggests that the small 

differences we found between treated and non-treated groups does not subs tan-

tially effect the interpretation of our findings, which are presented on the 

pages that follow. 5 

4This 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 \vith whether or not certain sub-groups of offenders are par­
ticularly susceptible to treatment or can be matached to a specific treatment 
so 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, the'Orists 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 success. A 
large part of the problem lies in the fact that if we could determine \..rhich 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 
differentiate between amenable and non-amenable offenders implies a theory of 
criminal recidivism that has yet to be developed. 

Tlle second-problem with amenability is its application. Even if it were 
possible to determine w'hich offenders are amenable to what treatment, it is un­
likely that correctional institutions would have the resources t.O provide for 
effective matching of individual offenders to 'individualized pr6~rams. 

This does not imply that the concept of amenability is unimportant, but 
rather that until the concep1>: 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 a slight relationship between the social and criminal 
histories of individuals and the inherent risk of recidivism, we have included 
this information about the groups in the text of the report. 
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RESOURCE INTERVENTIONS 

The resources interventions for adults, including financial aid, voca­

tional and job tr~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

terventions arises from the work of Merton (1937; 1968) and Cloward and Ohlin 

(1961), which suggests that crime is committed by individuals who are blocked 

. t and -In turn align themselves with deviant sub-from the opportun~ty struc ure ~ 

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 

will no longer have the need to commit crime. 

Evaluations of the impact of these interventions on recidivism have 

. d . 1 s-lve Early studies on the impact of largely been incons~stent an J.,nconc u... . 

vocational and job training indicated that these treatments had little impact 

on the rate of recidivism (Matthews, 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

ger and Archer, 1974; National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1972) with 
,',: ' 11 

d . d t id educat-lon, vocational assessment and job place-one program es~gne 0 prov e ~ 

ment for prohiitf6ners reporting a recidivism ri3te or under 2 percent (Acqui-

lano, 1972). 

The impact of education on recidivism has generally been evaluated as 

small and not significant (Lipton, et a1., 1975), although t~~re is some indi-

h ... t . these programs tend to develop better academic cation t at part~c~pan.s ~n 
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skills. 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 i.;Taldorf, 1973). 

In many ways, our findings yield results similar to past evaluations. 

Groups receiving financial aid or job placement programs have consistently 

lower rates of recidivism. Job training and vocational training are associ-

ated with both lm.,;rer and higher rates of recidivism depending on how recidi-

vism is defined, and the location in which treatment lvas 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 recidivism. However, as resources 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-

tionaltraining, which is more pragmatic and short-term oriented than educa-

tional rehabilitation, produces inconsistent results; job training, even more 

specific and immediate in its approaches, produces slightly inconsistent but 

generally favorable trends; and the direct provision of economic resources are 

most succe'ssful of all. 

It should be recognized that skill development programs vary consider-

ably with respect to the skills that are taught and the resources that are 

applied to the task. Job training may be more effect~7e than vocational train-

f) 
ing and education because it requires fewer resources. The local, economic en-

vironment in which these resources are applied also needs careful consideration. 
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Training offenders for vocations in which they are unlikely to find employment 

may serve 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 should be recognized, however, 

that 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, l) 

short-term, concrete resources. 

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

I 
j 
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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 

associated with Im17er rates of recidivism than groups not receiving this inter-

vention. Lower rates of re-arrest (B=-21. 99), re·~irnprisonment for a technical 

offense (B=-14.05) and abscond (B=-IO.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-=-l12) • 

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Available data indicat~ that 

&rC\ups receiving financial assistance tend to have a higher proportion of pro-

pe:rty offenders than adult groups not receiving this intervention. 

L-______________________________________________________ ~ ______ ~ __ ~~~ __ ~ __ ~~~t~h __ -~.~ ____ ~ ______ ~~~ ______________ .~_4~ __ ~~~~~ _________ ~ __ ~ ___ ~~~ ______________________ ~ _____ ~_~ ________ . 
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Table 4-3 

Analysis of Irnpa~t of Specific Treatments 'c 

Across Definitions and Institutional Locations6 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE .... - 28 G~o,ups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISH 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest " 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (techn~ca1 offense) 
Imprisonment (new cOj.wiction) 
Imprisonment, (either new convic-

tion or technical; offense) 

INS'rrTUTIONALLOCATION 
Standard Proba~ion. 

Shock 
Group H9me, PPC 

StandardParo1~ 
Work Re1,.ease 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Paro~e :Progt!Flm 

Maximoo Sentence 

'- ~,::; 

*Significaht at .05 level. 
.. 1) 

B 

,.,..6.56 

4.2L 
-10.0/+ 
-21.99 

'-.'1;,:., 

-14.05 \,":?, 

\J ~.' 

0 
I) 

-:-9.12 

\) 

e 
~-

2.37 

6.59 
3.83 

,,5.91 

5.46 

il 

3.11 

.;, 

<I 

., 
" .~~ "'·....,~/'""_C~_" ... ~ '_",A"_~T<","'~~' 

7.63* : 

"4' 1 .: 
t, -

C,' 1;6,.86* 
13 .• 86* 

6,,61* 

8.60* 

o 

6Complete data for each equation"summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables ,63 to 81. (, 
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JOB TRAINING 

The purpose of this program is to provide offenders with marketable 

" skii1sand work <::O'l.:perience through on-the-job training, j.nstitutiona1 work pro-

grams, pre-job training, and sheltered employment. The goals of job training 

are limited to teaching the basic skills related to job retention, such as 

cooperative work habits, rule adherence and deference to authority. 

Overall Impact: Studies of groups receiving job training have yielded 

inconsistent results. There is considerable evidence to suggest that re-arrest 

rates and the rate of re~imprisonment for technical violations are lower for 

groups rece~ving this treatment (B=-22.33, B=-9.43, respectively). However, 

considerable'variab:tlity exidts around these averages. When recidivism is de-
,.\\ 

fined as abscond, groups receiving job training are associated \vith higher 

rates of recidivism (B=7 .54) . 

Specific Location Analysis: This treatment has been administered pri-

marily to groups that have been imprisoned and subsequently released to stan-

dard parole, .work study or halfway houses. The evidence indicates that groups 

receiving job training within the context, of the halfway house have lower rates 

of recidivism than groups in this location not receiving this intervention. 

c-=:'Insufficientevidence exists to determine the efficacy of this intervention 

when administerled in other locations within the criminal justice system. 

Differential Assi.gnment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for 

analysis. 

----------~-~--- ~ ---------------~. ----
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Table 4-4 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Ac~,?ss Definitions and Institutional Locations7 

JOB TRAINING -- 51 Groups 

'., 

B e 

GENERAL EQUATION .04 1.77 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Fpilure 16.29 12.99 
A'bscond 7.54 2.25 
Re-Arrest -22.33 10.54 
Re-Conviction 7.57 7.89 
Imprisonment (technical offense) -9.43 5.27 
Imprisonment (new conviction) -1'.22 3.69 
Imprisonment (either new convic- .22 4.33 

"tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation -10.44 10.26 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 4.45 3.64 
Work Release 4.69 .10 
Halfway House -10.49 4.49 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

F 

.00 

1.57· 
11.20* 

4.49* 
.94 

3.21 
.11 
.00 

1.04 

1.49 
1.31 
5.44* 

7Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. 
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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 guarantee 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). 
" 

Specif~c Location Analxsis: Groups receiving job placement in the con­

text of a halfway house are associated with much lower rates of recidivism 

(B=-30.l8) than groups not receiving this assistance. How'ever ,g~oups receiv­

ing this treat~!rnt within the context of standard probation or parole programs 

() have similar rates of recidivism to" groups not receiving this treatment. 

o 

Differential Assignmfmt to"Treatment: Most of the data for adults re­

ceiving j,ob placement is insufficient, and where sufficient data exists. for 

socia-economic status and race, no significant differences in background char-
D 

acteristics were found betv7een ad~,lts assigned to this treatment and other 

groups of offenders in the criminal justice system. 

o 

",I 

.. 
.,- - " .... -,,~ .. ,.-:,,-,=--.~-,--- --- ---
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Table 4-5 

Analysis of Impacif of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions ~~d Institutional Locations8 

cJ 
JOB PLACEMENT -- 37 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISU 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-ConvictiQn 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
.~ 

Standard Probation 
Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

B 

-7.71 

-7.17 
-18.61 

3.11 

-3.46 

2.29 

Standard Parole ,,---' -,,,---,,"'-- ,,-,,-= U ~ q 8' 
Work Release 
Halfway House '""[.g0.18 
Early Release 
Parole Program -.92 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at i~05 level. 

e -,--

2.02 

6.12 
3.90 
,5.55 

4.30 

4.63 

.i,~5 

5.03 

4.17 

F 

14.52* 

1.37 
22.72* 

.31 

.65 

.25 

~J~' 3' 

36.00* 

• 05 

8Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. 
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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 Impact: Studies of groups receiving voc~tional training have 

yielded inconsistent findings. Groups receiving this assistance tend to have 

higher rates of re-imprisonment for new convictions and higher rates of ab-

sconding, but consj.stently lower re-arrest rates. Other outcome criteria have 

also yielded inconsistent findings. 

Specific Location Analys.!s: Vocational training has been studied only 

among groups that have been_impxisQP.erl,"'"and~'sub'sequently released to standard 

parole, halfway houses or work study programs. In each of these contexts, no 

consistent impact on the rate of recidivism has been reported. 

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Adult groups assigned to voca-

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

multiple offenders and non-whites and have a somewhat lower average age. 1n-

sufficient data for analysis exists concerning broken families, education, 

class and narcotics history . 

L 
__________________________________________________ ~ ________ ~~ __ ~~~~ ____ ~_L~~~~~ __ ~ __ ~ ____ ~, __ ~ __________ ~~dL ____ ~~~~~~ __ ~ ______________ ~ ______ ~ __________________ ~ ______ __ 
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Table 4-6 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatmen:s 9 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locat~ons 

VOCATIONAL TRAINING -- 140 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISH 
'Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) . 
Imprisonment (either new conv~c-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCA~ION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

.76 

6.36 
18.21 

-11.67 
14.85 
-.38 
4.74 
3.29 

1.45 
18.16 
·-5.94 

e 

1.03 

3.34 
4.65 
3.33 
9.71 
2.09 
1.57 
2.83 

• 92 
15.67 

9.88 

F 

.54 

3.62 
15.32* 
12.28* 

2.34 
.03 

9.12* 
1.35 

2.49 
1.34 

.36 

summarized here can be found in Part III 9Complete data for each equation 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. 
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EDUCATION 

=3 
. Education 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. 

Overall Impact: Group,~=~ceiving education have consistently higher 

rates of re'.-imprisonment for either a new conviction or a technical violation 

or absconding (B=9.lb, B=28.54, respectively). Other outcome criteria yield 

inconsistent results. 

Specific Location Analysis: The impact of education has been studied 

only among adults who have been imprisoned and subsequently released to stan-

dard parole or ~\Tork release programs. Groups receiving additional education 

within the context of t\Tork release programs are associated with higher rates 

of recidivism (B=12.19). When administered to groups on parole, groups receiv-

ing education have comparable rates of recidivism to groups on parole not re-

ceiving this intervention . 

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 whi~e, high school graduates, and come from a 

higher socia-economic status, and are less likely to have any narcotics his-

tory than groups receiving other forms of treatment. 

o 
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Table 4-7 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional LocationslO 

EDUCATION -- 77 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISH 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technial offense) .. 

INSTITUTION LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

1.89 

3.05 
28.54 

-12.18 
-6.63 

9.16 

.64 
12.19 

e 

1.47 

3.28 
4.67 

8.18 
4.57 
3.65 

1.64 
4.42 

F 

1.66 

.87 
37.27* 

2.22 
2.11 
6.31'* 

.15 
7.60* 

lOComplete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. 
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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 associations a!".'e the primary facilitators 

of criminal behavior (Mead, 1934; Sutherland 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 individual needs and mo-

tivate them to behave in socially acceptable WaYs. Non-supervisory assistance 
\i 

and specialized supervision are designed to foster a personal relationship be-

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

These programs frequently utilize counseling strategies as well as pragmatic 

efforts aimed at providing offenders with appropriate resources to facilitate 

re-integration into the community. Non-professional group counseling provides 

a forum for the development of interpersonal skills ~nd relationships and prob-

lem ~olving techniques. Contract programming attempts to involve offenders 

directly in determining the terms of their release with the hope of teaching 

offenders to assume responsibility for their actions. 

Prior studies of social work interventions have produced divergent find-

ings. Reviewing a program in Lincoln, Nebraska, Ku, et a1. (1975) report that 

the utilization of paraprofessionals in social work capacities facilitated 

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

.what lower rates of recidivism for offenders who were sponsored by a community 

member. Conversely, an evaluation by Kassebaum, Ward and Wilner (1971) sug-

gests that _;gx:oup counseling has no impact on the rate of recidivism. Lipton, 

et ale (1975) concur with the Kassebaum evaluation, and note little impact of 
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casework interventions on the rate of recidivism when administered within an 

institutional or community setting. 

To some extent, the data of this study reflect the inconsistencies cited 

above. Groups receiving non-professional group counseling and non-supervisory 

assistance report both higher and lower rates of recidivism, depending on how 

recidivism is defined and the context in which these interven~ions are adminis-

teredo Rov.lever, contract programming and specialized supervision yield opti-

mistic outcomes', both these 1.' t t" n erven 1.ons 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 counseling which is ineffective in this contex t • 

Given these findings, the use of social work strategies for offenders 

who have been incarcerated appears promising. Special considerations should 

be given to contract programming because of its low cost and high effective­

ness, as well as to individualized problem solving assistance in the form of 

specialized supervision for offenders returning to society. 

. \ :"" " ,,, he ~. 
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NON-PROFESSIONAL. 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 adults. 

§pecific 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. 

Differential'Assignment to '1'reatment: 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 younget' in age than other groups in the criminal justice 

system •. 

,. )t 
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Table 4-8 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations11 

NON-PROFESSIONAL GROUP COUNSELING -- 45 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 
~ 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 1ev~1. 

B 

1.84 

30.29 
5.04 

-6.83 
7.40 

.89 
8.58 

19.37 

-15.77 

2.41 
8.53 

8.24 

e 

1.93 

9.40 
4.06 
5.53 
5.51 
5.58 
5.53 
5.59 

14.66 

4.74 
2.27 

8.52 

F 

.90 

10.39* 
1.54 
9.24* 
1.80 

.03 
2.41 

11. 99* 

1.16 

.26 
14.17* 

.'93 

11Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. 
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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 community volunteer. 

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: Groups receiving specialized supervision tend to be 

associated with lower rates of recidivism than gtoups not receiving this inter­

vention. This is primarily due to the consi\~tentlY lower rates of failure 

(B=-42.00) and re-impd.sonment for a technical offense (B=-6. 60) . 

Specific Location Analysis: Specialtzed supervision has only been 

studied among adults \l7ho have been imprisoned. The program has been most fre-

quently studied among adults released to parole programs. When administered 

in this context, groups receiving this treatment are associated with consis-

. tently lower rates of recidivism (B=-7.54). 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. 

t...-_______________________ -'-_______ -..:._ .......... :;;..l:o, ....... _--' ........ ...olo;...L.. .................. -.. ___________ ~~~~ ____ ~~ ........ _~__.._~~ _ __" ______________________ ~ ____________________ ~_ 
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Table 4-9 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations12 

SPECIALIZED SUPERVISION -- 115 Groups 

c 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

., 

B 

-3.06 

-42.00 
-2.24 
-3.34 
-7.88 
-6.60 
-1.80 

1.69 

-.24 

-16.07 

-7.54 
8.82 

e 

1.28 

15.41 
3.13 
5.15 
9.78 
2.54 
1.97 

12.68 

10.29 

15.74 

2.37 
8.95 

F 

5.72* 

7.43* 
• 51 
.42 
.65 

6.75* 
.83 
.02 

.00 

1.04 

10.15* 
.97 

l2Comp1ete data for each equation 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. 

here can be found in Part III 
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CONTRACT PROGRAMMING 

This program utilizes a legally binding agreement negotiated between the 

offender and correctional authorities t~iat specifies the conditions for release 

ot.'I. parole. The contract is designed to meet individual offenders' needs and to 

foster a sense of responsibility through participation in the program's develop­

ment and implementation. 

Overall Impact: Groups receiving contract \>rogramming 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 violations-(B=-26.42) • 

~ecific 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, 

groupR 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 receiving this treatment also tend to be associated with lower recidi-

vism rates. However, there is too much variability around this average for 

this finding to be statistically st&ble. 

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 Treatmertts 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations13 

CONTRACT PROGRAMMING -- 30 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

-11.54 

-9.91 

-6.19 
10.90 

-26.42 

-12.75 

-9.13 

e 

4.96 

8.75 
7.55 

,7.07 

2.72 

5.06 

o 

F 

26.36* 

3.99* 

• SCi 
2.08 

13.98* 

21.95* 

3.25 

l3Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. 
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NON..;.SUPERVISORY ASSIST~CE 

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 recidivism is defin~a as re-arrest 

and imprisonment for a technical offense, groups receiving this treatment are 

associated with lO'l1er recidivism rates (B=-11.64, B==-lO.04, respectively) • 

However, when recidivism is measured as failure or abscond, groups receiving 

this treatment are associated with higher rates of recidivism (B=13.3l, B= 

11. 09, respectively). Other outcome criteria, although not statistically sta-

ble, also yield inconsistent findings. 

S~ecific 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 receiving non-supervisory 

assistance are associated with consistently higher rates of recidivism (B= 

13.71). There is a tendency for groups receiving this intervention on parole 

after imprisonment to have lower rates of recidivism than groups that have 

been imprisoned and have not received this intervention. However more research 

along these lines is necessary before any firm conclusion about this program's 

\'\ 
e~~icacy in the context of parole can be drawn. 

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for 

analysis. 
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Table 4-11 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations14 

NON-SUPERVISORY ASSISTANCE -- 127 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonmetl't (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 
, Shock 

Group Home, PPC 
Standard Parole 

Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

. ~ -.1)8 
c::~ 

13.13 
1.09 

-11. 64 
-8.70 

-10.04 
-4.52 

2.87 

13.71 

-2.89 
.66 

-5.70 

-6.54 
-6.37 

,. 
i\ '..'; 
\l 

e 

1.15 

5.39 
1. 70 
3.31 
5.02 
3.01 
2.68 
3.05 

4.24 

1.85 
5.20 
3.06 

4.19 
7.75 

F 

.06 

6.10* 
42.35* 
12.37* 

3.00 
11.11* 

2.86 
.89 

10.45* 

2.45 
.02 

3.47 

2.43 
.67 

l4Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. 
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PSYCHOTHERAPEUTIC INTERVENTIONS 

Psychotherapeutic interventions, including individual psychotherapy and 

group therapy are based on the assumption that offenders commit crime as a re-

suIt of a psycho-emotional maladjustment. 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

conscious motivahons behind their criminal acts '''ithin a therapeutic environ-

mente 

Prior evaluations of psychotherapeutic interventions have yielded incon-

sistent results. Lipton, et a1. (1975) concluded that there was no conclusive 

evidence to support the efficacy 9£ these techniques, and noted that when deal-

ing with "non-amenable" offenders the result may be to raise the rate of reci­

divism. Others, however (Carney, 1971; Jew and Clannon, 1972; Jew, Kim and 

Mattocks, 1975), have concluded that psychotherapeutic interventions can be 

effective with certain kinds of offenders, under certain conditions. 
o 

Our findings lend no support to the notion that psychotherapeutic inter-

vention is effective in lowering the rate of recidivism for adult offenders. 

Psychotherapy and group therapy are consistently associated with higher rates 

of recidivism, regardl~ss of how recidivism is defined and where the treatment 

was administ~red. 

Given these£1.ndings, the pr:.ogrammatig us~\ of analytically oriented 

psychotherapeutic techniques for adult offenders needs to be reassessed. Not 
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only are these program costly, but the evidence suggests they may be cletrimen-

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

butab1e to the 'therapy techniques per se or is a consequence of inadequate re-

soar-ces, 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 

4-34 

INDIVIDUAL PSYCHOTHERAPY 

This strategy involves the development of a one to one relationship 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 or a new conviction (B=15.58). 

Specific Location Analysis: Individual psychotherapy has only been 

studied among groups '''ho have been imprisol1ed and subsequently released to 

standard par<?le supervision. These groups are assoc;lated '..rith 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 Locations15 

PSYCHOTHERAPEUTIC INDIVIDUAL ASSISTANCE -- 33 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

18.95 

8.47 
30.96 

15.58 

17.17 

e 

2.33 

8.04 
15.31 

2.57 

2.02 

F 

66.16* 

1.11 
4.09* 

36.70* 

72.35* 

l5Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. 
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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 psycho-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 new convictions (B=7.36). 

Specific Location Analysis: Group therapy has been studied only among 

groups that have been imprisoned and subsequently released to either standard 
" 

(') parole 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 paro.le 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 of recidivism for adults, 

one would not expect any diff er,ence between groups receiving group therapy and 

other groups in relation to the probability of recidivism based on differential 

assignment of offender types. 

o 
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Table 4-13 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations16 

GROUP THERAPY -- 50 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISH 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) , 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

4.64 

4.48 ' 

-1.96 

o 

e 

1.80 

1.66 

6.71 

F 

6.65 

6.06 

.09 
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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 conclusions. 

Lipton, et a1. (1975) and Greenberg (1977) report that reducing case10ad size 

has little overall impact on the rate of recidivism. In fact, Greenberg sug-

gests that smaller case10ads 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 criminal 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 st~dy 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 administerecl .. in 
,,' 

the context of ~.pecial parole programs. 
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Reduceg supervision y~e e ~ncons • . ld d . is tent results Rates of recidivism 

were reported as being both higher and lower for groups receiving less super­

vision, dep~nding 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. Of 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 monitored. 

, « 

o 
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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 developed 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=II.66, 

B=5.33, respectively). 

Specific Lo~ation 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 spec~al parole programs. 

Groups receiving intensive supe~~ision 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 

programs, groups receiving intensive supervision have consistently lower rates 

of recidivism (B=-a. 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 Locations17 

INTENSIVE SUPERVISION -- 283 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISH 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Convicti(.lU 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

3.92 

11.66 

2.12 
.62 

2.13 
5.33 

-1.92 

4.56 

14.13 

-8.31 

e 

.79 

4.13 

1.77 
2.41 
2.02 
1.37 
5.76 

1.18 

3.44 

2.55 

F 

24.43* 

7.98* 

1.14 
.07 

1.11 
15.13* 

.11 

15.02* 

16.92* 

10.63* 

l7Comp1ete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. 
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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 requ~red to report to 

their correctional officers less frequentl~ 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 supervj.sion have lower 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 (E,=9.82). 

'§.pecific Location Analysis: Reduced supervision has been studied among 

groups sentenced to both probation and imprisonment and subsequently released 

to 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 supervision (B= 

5.55). When administered within the context of a parole program, reduced 

supervision 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. 

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for 

analysis. 

o 
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Table 4-15 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations18 

REDUCED SUPERVISION -- 101 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offnese) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock. 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 le:ve1. 
.' 

,/ 

;/ 
iii 

B 

5.25 

-3.15 
-17.01 
-7.40 
-.99 
9.82 

-4.67 

5.55 
-8.61 

-.64 

II 

e 

1.21 

4.67 
4.85 
6.59 
2.06 
1.20 

4.62 

1.35 
8.39 

3.46 

F 

18.76* 

.46 
12.32* 
1.26 

.23 
66.57* 

1.03 

16.82* 
1.05 

.03 

18 ~ 
Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 

of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. II 
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RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

Residential programs are multifacted treatment oriented strategies that 

are administered within the context of group homes, halfway houses, training 

schools and special treatment oriented prisons. Nany programs offer comprehen-

sive diagnostic services, education and vocational training as well as follO\y-
(; 

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 

environment in a secure institutional setting. 

Insofar as residential programs are designed to reduce the rate of re-

cidivism, they have not been successful. (jroups incarcerated in special treat-
',.",", 

ment oriented prisons are consistently associated with higher rates 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 ~"hether 

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-

si¥e programs have higher rates of technical violations but tend to have lower 

rates of re-arrest. 

Given these findings, the use of residential facilities for adults as 

presently constituted should be re-assessed. This assessm~nt should focus on 
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such issues as the impact of placing offenders in close proximity to one an-

other, the high rate of staff turnover and the nature and extent of resources 

provided for these facilities. 

c 
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SPECIAL PRISONS 

Special prisons are designed to provide specialized treatment for offen-

ders in a secure setting. The services that are provided varies among institu-

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 to parole supervision. Stu-

dies have reported higher rates of abscond, re-conviction for new offell.ses and 

re-imprisonment for new convictions (B=l4.06, B=ll. 79, B=13.24, respectively). 

Other outcome criteria produce little difference in the rate of recidivism be-

tween groups incarcerated in treatment oriented prisons and those in other 

types of facilities. 

Specific Location Analysis: Groups in special prisons have only been 

studied whi~e under standard parole, and within this context, these groups are 

associated with higher rates of recidivism (B=7.42) when compared to groups on 

standard parole that received no additional treatment. 

Differential Assignment' 'to Treatment: Adults assigned to special pri-

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 ten~ed 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. 

") 

____________ ~ ____ ~ _______ _'_ ____ ~......,.'_~ ..... __'-=.;:",;","""""'_'_'_' __ ~,....L..«----.lh~':""'O"_'__ _ __'_~_~~~~_~~ ___ ~~~ ...... __ ~~_~ __ ~_~ __________ ~~ ________ ~ __________ ~~ ___ ~_ c 
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Table 4-16 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations19 

SPECIAL TREATMENT ORIENTED PRISON -- 91 Groups 

,GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISH 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
G::oupHome, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B e 

6.23 1.28 

-2.78 6.57 
14.06 2.15 

3.79 2.96 
11.79 4.41 
-8.23 6.66 
13.24 1.96 
-2.27 4.20 

7.42 1.15 

F 

23.84 

.18 
42.69* 
1.64 
7.15* 
1.52 

45.55* 
.29 

41.41* 

19Complete data for each equation summarized Were can ~e found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. 
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PEIDlISSIVE RESIDENTIAL PROGRAHS 

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 philosophy that a non-punitive environment promotes less 

aggression and greater cooperation; discipline in these facilities is lax; lit-

tle attempt is made to directly control offender behavior. 

Overall ImEact: Studies of groups in pe1~issive residential programs 

produce inconsistent results. Ifhen recidivism is defined either as failure or 

abscond, groups in permissive programs tend to have higher rates of recidivism 

(B=14.3l, B=14.17, respectively). HO\\Tever. when recidivism is measured as im-

prisonment for a technical violation, groups residing in permissive facilities 

are associated with 10Her 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 terid to have lower I,; 

., 
rates of recidivism. However, there is considerable variability in the find-

ings reported thus far. There is no significant difference in the rate of re-

cidivism between groups in these programs that were followed on standard parole 

and groups on parole that were followed while incarcerated in non-residential 

facilities. 

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Adults assigned to permissive 

residential treatment tend to have a much higher proportion of both high school 

graduates and individuals Goming from broken families than adultsoassigned to 
~~ . 

other locations. 
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Table 4-17 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations20 

PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES -- 125 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF REClDIVISH 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group 1iome~ PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
P~role Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B e 

4.26 1.24 

14.31 5.53 
14.17 1. 79 
-7.23 4.83 

6.01 5.51 
-10,87 3.30 
-3.93 3.56 
-4.06 2,.85 

" 

4.36 4.81 
3.15 2.37 

-6.51 5.44 
.16 2.81 

F 

11.85* 

6.69* 
62.76* 

2.23 
1.19 

10.85* 
1.22 
2.03 

.82 
1. 76 
1.43 

.00 

20Complete data for each equation summarized bere can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81~ 
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NON-PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

Non-permissive residential programs are offered within the context of 

group homes, halfway houses, and other non-secure t~sidential facilities. The 

philosophy behind these programs is to teach offenders to take responsibility 

for their actions: discipline is strict, rules are explicit, and offender be-

havior is carefully monitored. 

Overall Impact: Studies of groups in non-permissive residential pro-

grams have yielded inconsistent results, although the trend is towards higher 

rates of recidivism for groups in these programs. tfuen recidivism is defined 

as abscond, groups in non-permissive programs have higher rates of recidivism 

(B=5.l2). With the exception of re-imprisonment for a technical violation, 

all other outcome criteria are also associated with higher rates of recidivism, 

although these findings are not statistically stable. 

~cific Location Analysis: No stable differences or consistent trends 

were found between groups in non-permissive residential facilities and those 

receiving other forms of intervention. Groups assigned to group homes and 

halfway houses that utilized non-permissive programs had similar outcomes to 

groups in these facilities that did not have non-permissive programs. There 

is no significant difference in the rate of recidivism between groups in these 

programs that wer~ followed on standard parole and groups on parole that were 

incarcerated in ncm-r.esidential facilities. Groups in non-permissive residen-

5)" tial facilities that are concurrently in work release programs tend to have ' 

lower rates of recidivism, however, groups in these facilities on parole pro-

grams tend to have higher rates. However, neither of these findings are sta-

tistically stable. 

Differential ASSignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for 

analysis. 

'-
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Table 4-18 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations2l 

NON-PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES -- 61 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B e 

4.90 1.69 

9.51 9.85 
5.12 2.06 

-5.76 3.08 
6.39 4.16 

10.91 5.82 

7.61 5.78 
-.18 3.10 

-12.51 8.70 
-2.76 3.68 

16.08 8.48 

F 

8.43* 

.93 
6.20* 

3.50 
2.36 
3.51 

1. 74 
.00 

2.06 
.56 

3.59 

2lComplete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part tIl 
of Appendix J, Tables 6~ to 81. 

\ ; - .. 

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 a1. (1975) report that only \\I'hen 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 loca tion in 'l7hich 

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. 

Over.all 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 convic-

f 

r 
! 

tion or technical violations (B=l1.43, B=l2.25, respectively). However, when 

recidivism is defined as re-conviction for a new offense, groups receiving 

medical methods have consistently lower rates of recidivism (B=-11.3l). 
,i/ 

Epecif'icLocation 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. l~en administered to groups that have been imprisoned and sub-

sequentlyreleased to standard parole, medical methods are associated with con-

o sistently higher rates of recidivism (B=13. 76). Within the context of special 
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parole programs; medical methods appear to have little or no impact. In ha1f-

way houses, the impact appears slightly positive, but with wide variability in 

the outcome. Groups that served their maximum sentences 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 Assignment to Treatment: Adults receiving medical treat-

ment tended to have a much lower proportion of property o.ffenders and a much 

higher proportion of individuals with some narcotics history. In.sufficient 

data exists for multiple bffense, race, broken families and educ;ation,. and no 

significant differences were found regarding age and socio-economic status. 

I;' 
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Table 4-19 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations22 

MEDICAL METHODS -- 105 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Rome, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Release 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at:-.05 level. 

B 

8.50 

11.43 
2.51 
6.86 

-11.31 
-5.74 

12.25 

-.10 

13.76 

2.38 

3.29 
-5.53 

e 

1.21 

2.75 
3.10 
4.76 
3.22 
8.21 

4.64 

2.36 

1.91 

13.53 

3.27 
11.63 

F 

49.22* 

17.32* 
.65 

2.08 
12.30* 

.49 

6.98* 

.00 

51.80* 

.03 

1.01 
.23 

22Comp1ete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 63 to 81. 
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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 interve~tions arises from the work of 

sociologists such as Merton (1937, 1968) and Cloward and Ohlin (1961) ~ "7ho 

claim that crime is committed by those who are blocked from the opportunity 

structure, By providing skills and resources to aid otfenc;1ers in becoming 

productive members of the larger society it is believed they will no longer 

have the need to commit crime. 

Lipton, et a1. (1975) suggest that vocational training programs fox' 

juveniles may have some effect on lo\.;rering the recidivism rate,' particularly 

when offenders are provided with a readily marketable skill. Other studies 

indicate that job training and vocationa.l training have no direct impact on, 

recidivism, but do improvrc employabi.lity. The lac;}t of strong success for 

these programs is often attributed to improper imp1ementat:l.on(Ohlin,Miller 

and Coates, 1977). The data concerning the efficacy of education for juv.en: 

iles is also mixed. The Providence Educational Center in St. Louis fOlJnd that 
'.'1 

education was associated with lo't.;rer rates of recidivism for juveni1e"offenders. 

Other studies (Ca1.ifornia'Youth Authority, 1974; Lipton, et a1., 1975) found 

that although education raised skill level, it had no impact on the rate of 

recidivism. 

Overall, our findings do not provide evidence for the efficacy of re-

source interventions for Juvenile offenders. With the exception of job 
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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 recidivism, 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 results; 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 ass~ciated with higher rates of recidivism, but there is insufficient data 

upon which to draw any firm conclusion about the impact of this intervention 

for juvenile offenders. 

In lieu of these findings, a careful re-assessment of the strength 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 education because of the more limited scope of 

the program. The economic environment in which these resources are applied 

also needs to be taken into account. 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 of(,~nders in job placement 

programs when there ~re no jobs or when the only available jobs are menial in 

nature may have the sanva effect. Further investigation of resource interven-

h ld f it' out the complDex interaction betlveen skill deyel-" tions s 0:\.1 ocus on stIr ~ng 

opment, program integrity and the local economic environment. 

o 
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JOB TRAINING 

The purpose of this program is to provide offenders with marketable 

skills and work experience through on-the-j ob training, institutional 1vork pro-

grams, pre-job training and sheltered employment. The goals of job training 

are limited to teaching 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 
f' '" 

of re-arrest (B=-I3. :t4). Other outcome criteria are als) a$i:sociated with lower 

rates of recidivism, but considerable variability around these estimates exists. 

Specific-1?cation Analysis: Job training has been studied among groups 

on standard probation, in group homes, as well as on standard parole and in 

special parule programs. Hhel1 administered tvithin the context of standard pn1-

bation supervision, groups receiving job training are associated with consis-

tently lmver 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 training 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 

the extent to which the program has produced variable results. 

Differential Assignment to Treatment~ Juvenile groups given this treat-

ment tend to have a much higher proporti9n of non-whites and were slightly 
/i 

older than the juvenile sample in general. Insuffici~~ data exists fOr}l11 
.' I) 

evaluate differential assignments other background charact~ristics to further 

to this treatment. 

" ' 
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Table 4-20 
.. , '') , 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations23 

JOB TRAINING -- 30 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISH 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

B 

-9.51 

-10.73 
1.43 

-13.24 

-8.14 
-1.80 

-23.76 

------,---------------------------------------------
J~NSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
-:Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House(\, 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

\\ 
*Significant at .05 level. 

-16.82 

7.69 
3.09 

-;1.3.82 

e 

3.47 

15.96 
11.58 

4.72 

9.91 
13.25 

- 17.64 

4.86 

10.08 
9.31 

7.36 

F 

7.50* 

.45 

.01 
7.87* 

,68 
.02 

1.81 

11.94* 

.58 

.11 

3.53 

23Complete data for each equation summarized he-1?e can be found in P~rt III 
of Appendix .1, 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 guarantee a job. 

Overall Impact: Juvenile groups in job placement programs tend to be 

associated 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 Analys~: Groups in job placement programs have been 

studied within the context of the group home as well as in special parole pro-

grams. While in both instances groups receiving this intervention tend to 
c 

have higher rates of recidivism than groups not receiving this resource, too 

much variability exists and too few studies have been reported to make any , 
" 

firm judgment about the impact of this= resoiIrce for juveniles. 

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for 

analysis. 

~~--~,--,-.-.-~---.--~- -----~ ------- - ---------- ----- - --
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Table 4-21 
II 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments.; 
Across ·Definitions and Institutional Locatioris24, 

JOB PLACEMENT -- 17 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisoiunent (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home., PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Pt'ogram, 

Maximum Sentence 
/,\ 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

15.63 

11.13 

-1.28 

11.13 . 

3.95 

e 

4.84 

10.02 

13.13 
'I 

10.02 

11.39 

F 

10.43* 

1.23 

.01 

1.23 

.12 

24CompleteCdata for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix i, Tables 82 to l()O~ 
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), ) VOCATIONAL TRAINING 

Vocational t;raining prog;rams a,re desig,ned to provide offenders with a 

marketable skill such as automotive mechanics, carpentry and various machine 

shop trades. 

. . . 
OveraI,l Im~: Studies of juveniles rt!ceivingvocational training re-

1.· •• 

port incons:l.stent finding~. Th~ rates of re";convictionand re-imprisonment;: 

for a technical violation tend to be lowei among groups receivirtg t;hi~ fOrm of 
'. :'\ 

intervention. However, re-·imprisonment for either anew conviction or a tech-

nical violat;:.I.on te'l,ld to be higher. Substantial variability exists around all 

of these estimates. 

Specific Location Analysis: Groups recei~ing this intervention 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. 

e) 

o 
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~.\ Table 4-22 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations25 

VOCATIONAL TRAINING -- 16 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
ParoleProgra'!l1 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at.05 level. 

B 

5.58 

-20.79 
-12.90 

5.59 
10.64 

12.83 

-2.89 

e 

4.44 

10.75 
9.53 
6.00 
6.58 

7.66 

5.78 

F 

1.58 

3.74 
1.83 

.87 
2.61 

2.88 

.25 

25Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of AppenGix J, Tables 82 to 100. 

') 
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EDUCATION 

Educational programs provide offenders with additional schooling in or-

der to facilitate social 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. 

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 Nith 100i7er rates 

of recidivism (B=-15.33). However, when recidivism is defined as imprisonment 

for a technical offense, groups receiving education hay,e higher rates (B=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 receiving education on both stan-

dard probation and within the context of a group home, are associated with 

slightly higher rates of recidivism'than their n~n-treated count~rparts. HO\i7-
'~.I 

ever, there is substantial variability around these estimates and n.o firlJl judg-

ment regarding the efficacy of education under these conditions cart' be made. 

Groups receiving education on standard parole supervision tend to have 

lower rates of recidivism than groups not receiving this resource, but the 

variation around this tendency is so high that no conclusion can be drawn from 

the experience~epotted thus far. 

Groups in work study programs that receive additional educational re-

sources are consiste\ltly associated with lower rates of recidivism. ~his find--·. 
·.iJ) 
/.! ing is especially signif:('cant as groups on work study gf,A1.erally have lower 

rates of recidivism overall, suggesting that additional educational r~sources 

can further enhance an already positive situation. 

L-------____________________ ~ ____ . ______ ~ ________ ~ __ ~,~~ __ ~~'dC~.~.~.~'~ __ ~~ ______ ~ ________ ~ __ ~L ________ ~ ___ ~ __________ ~ ____________ ~ ________ ~ ________________ _ 
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Differential As.~ignment to Treatment: Juvenile gr.oups given education 

as a form of treatment generally tend to have a much highe.r proportion of high 

school graduates than the juvenile sample in general, Either 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 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISH 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION ' 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Gi'oup Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study 
Ha1ftvay House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

.61 

-15.33 
-2.34 
-1.12 

16.87 

-15.91 

2.09 

4.04 
-6.43 

-13.41 

e 

2.20 

7.78 
5.28 
4.87 

5.31 

8.40 

5.07 

6.68 
7.37 
5.07 

F 

.08 

3.88* 
.20 
.05 

10.09* 

3.59 

.17 

.37 

.76 
6.99* 

summarl.·zed here can be found in Part III 26Co~plete data nor each equation 
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 assistance and specialized supervision are de-

signed to foster a personal relationship bet'veen the offel1clex an~ aparole/ 

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 e:ucounter. Non-

professional group counseling provides a forum for the development of inter-

personal skills and relationships and problem solving techniques. 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. 

Historically, studies of social work strategies for juveniles 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." In a study of Guided Group Interaction conducted 

by McCord (1973) no overall differences were found between juveniles receiving 

this freatment and juvreni1es 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 a1., 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; qcott, 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-

suIts. When administered within the context of standard parole, juve11ile 

f) groups receiving this assistance were associated with lower rates of recidi-

vism than groups not receiving such aid. There is also some indication that 

non-supervisory assistance may be helpful for juvenile groups On standard pro-

bation and in group homes. However, when'administered to juveniles within the 

context of shock probation, groups receiving non-supervisory assistance tend 

to be associated with higher rates of recidivism than groups 'vi thin 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 juvenile offenders should be re-assessed. This is particularly true for 

those administered to juveniles sentenced to probation, as no positive impact 

of social work strategies 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-professionals as leaders in coun-

seling groups. The dynamics of group interaction are utili't:ed 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 1/ 

no emphasis on underlying subconscious or unconscious motivation. 

Overall Impact: Groups receiving non-professional group counseling are 

consistently associated with higher rates of recidivism. l~en 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=IS.50, respectively). 

Specific Location Analysis: Studies of groups receiving non-profes-

sional group counseling have been reported only for groups on standard parole 

supervision. When administered to juveniles 'vithin this context, groups re-

ceiving non-professional group counseling tend to be associated with higher 

rates of recidivism (B=13.4l). 

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for 

analysis. 

f~) 
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Table 4-24 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations27 

NON-PROFESSIONAL GROUP COUNSELING -- 13 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significallt at .05 l,eve!. 

B e 

16.02 5.12 

lS.50 6.71 

11.32 5.57 

13.41 4.19 

F 

9.78* 

7.59* 

4.12* 

5.82* 

'. '27Completedata for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100 • 

(-
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SP~CIALIZED SUPERVISION 

Specialized supervision is designed to foster a personal relationship 

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

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, g~oups receiving this assistance have much higher rates 

of recidivism (B=24.63) than groups not receiving this treatment. "hTben 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-

tio~\ 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 reciqivism (B=15.55) than juveniles receiving standard proba-

tion supervision. 

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for 

analysis. 

>. ........ 
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Table 4-25 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations28 

SPECIALIZED SUPERVISION -- 16 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (nelv conviction) 
Imprisonmen~ (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home~ PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at • O~/ level. 
t/ 

B 

17.33 

24.63 
2.71 

8.52 

15.55 

e 

4.48 

6.73 
7.12 

8.11 

4.01 

F 

14.97* 

13.40* 
.15 

.31 

15.06* 

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 correctional 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 

development and implementation. 

Overall Impact: Only six juvenile groups have been reported as having 

received contract programming. These groups report consistently higher rates 

of re-imprisonment for a technical violation (B=l4.56). 

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.l8) than other groups in this context not receiving this 

intervention. 

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for 

analysis. 

) 

0', , .: 
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Table 4-26 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations29 

CONTRACT PROGRAMMING -- 6 Groups 

c; 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release. 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

14.14 

14,56 

39.18 

e 

7.50 

7.58 

14.31 

~.,------, 
• ,-- ,,.. p •• "~"'." ,. 

F 

3.55 

3.57 

7.50* 

29Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100. 

L-___________________________________________________________ ~~> ____ ~> __ ~~ ___ ~,~~'~~,~~.~~.~I~ ______________ ~ ____________ ~ __ ~, __ ~~ __ ~~ ____ ~_~ _________________________ A ____ _ 



-~~----~-- --- ----- - - -- - ----- ---~----------~-

, (j 

4-75 4-76 

NON-SUPERVISORY ASSISTANCE ) tllien administered to juvenile groups on standard parole, this interven-

tion is associated with lower rates of recidivism (B=-24.76) , suggesting that 

Non-supervisory assistance programs utilize citizen volunteers to assist this assistance may be beneficial f~r juveniles who have experience incarcera- . 

offenders in developing the skills and personal contacts needed for successful tion in a secure facility. 

re-integration into the conununity. Volunteers may assist offenders in locating Differential Assignment to Treatment: lnsufficient data exists for 

housing, obtaining employment and in providing the emotional support needed analysis. 

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=16.9l). 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 administered 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 tend to be associated with much lower rates 

of recidivism than groups assigned to standard probation. The tendency i~ 

similar for groups receiving this intervention 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. 

c o 
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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 

GENERAL EQUATION 12.41 3.81 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 25.94 19.86 
Abscond 16.91 8.01 
Re-Arrest -2.04 12.71 
Re-Conviction -26.37 8.36 
Imprisonment (technical offense) -25.26 9.82 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 

10.19 Imprisonment (either new convic- -~Ei .• 84 
tion or technical offense) ,,! -' 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 3.16 5.13 

Shock 28.44 6.74 
Group Home, PPC 22.28 19.14 

Standard Parole -24.76 9.02 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 
<\ 

*Significant at .05 level. 

F 

10.59~) 

1.71 
4.47* 

.03 
9.94* 
6.62* 

2.73 

.38 
17.80* 
1.36 
7.53* 

.. 

30Complete data for each equation sunnnarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100. 
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') PSYCHOTHERAPEUTIC INTERVENTIONS 

Psychotherapeutic interventions, including individual psychotherapy, 

group therapy and behavior modification are based on the assumption that offen-

ders suffer from emotional or psychological maladaptat~on. Hany theories in­

cluding Hogan (1973) and Kohlberg's (1964) theorie~ of moral development, 

Mead's (1934) theory of shared meaning in groups, Bandura and Walter's (1963) 

learning theory, and Skinner's (1968) theory of behavior modification have 

contributed to this rationale. The programmatic application of individual and 

group therapy interventions to offenders is based on the premise that offen­

~ers will be a~J,e to modify their antisocial behavior if thqy can _E!-xpJnre the 
\ 

experience, feelings and unconscious motivations behind their criminal acts 

'. ) t~ithin a therapeutic environment. Behavibr modification d>iffers from these 

o 

.. 

approaches in that it focuses on changing the behavior without eXploring the 

underlying motivations at its root. 

Evaluations of the psychotherapeutic intervention~, for juveniles have 

pro'trided little consistent evidence for the "fficacy of these interventions. 
(1" 

Lipton, et a1. (1975) found that individual psychotherapy did not have a con~ 

sistent effect on the rate of recidi'trism, but pointed out that programmatically 
- .. 

oriented psychotherapy was more effective than a psychoanalytic approach. In 

addition, both tipton, et ala and Mohron suggest that exposing non-amenable 

offenders to psychotherapy may have the unanticipated effect of raising the 

rate of recidivism. Lipton, et ala also suggest that group therapy for juven­

ile offenders is no more effective in lowering the rate of recidivism than 
'\I 

standard institutional intervention. 1/ J 
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There is some evidence, however, that behavior modification techniques 

may be effective in lowering the rate of recidivism for juvenile offenders 

(Jessness and Derisi, 1972; Cohen and Filipczak, 1971). 

Our findings are relatively consistent with those mentioned above. We 

found no evidence to support the efficacy of individual psychotherapeutic as­

sistance for juveniles. In fact, juvenile groups receiving psychotherapy were 

consistently associated with higher rates of recidivism, supporting the notion 

that this intervention may be harmful under certain conditions. The data on 

groups in group therapy is insufficient to draw any con/clusion about this pro­

gram's efficacy for juveniles, but the data that does exist suggest that group 

therapy has an inconsistent impact on the rate of recidivism. Although we have 

little stable data on the effect of behavior modification for juveniles, the 

data that does exist suggest that juvenile groups receiving this treatment are 

associated with Iml7er rates of recidivism than groups not ,receiving this treat-

mente 

Given these findings, the programmatic use of analytically oriented 

psychotherapeutic techniques with adjudicated youth does not appear to be an 

effective method of reducing the rate of recidivism. These programs ar'~ cOf?tly 

and there is evidence to suggest they may be detr:Lmental. Although it cannot 

be ascertained whether this effect is directly attributable to the therapy 

techniques per se, or is an indirect consequenc~ of inadequate resources, lack 

of program integrity,' or inaccurate theoretica1~ assumptions, so little support 
,; 
'I 

exists for the efficacy bf these programs tha~ continued use does not appear 
if 
II 

warranted. P' 

Behavior modification deserves continued research and evaluation. The 

" 
short-term emphasis on specific behavioral changes appears to be a mo're reason-

able goal than the long-term psychological rehabilitation of offenders. 

) 

) 

# 

/ 
! 

II 

o 

4-80 

INDIVIDUAL PSYCHOTHERAPY 

This strategy involves the development of a one to one relationship be­

tweeil!. the offender ,and a professional therapist. It is believed that within a 

therapeutic relationship an 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 assoc.iated with higher rates of recidivism. For the 

three outcome criteria reported in the literature (abscond, re-imprisonment 

for a tec,hnical violation, re-imprisonment for either a new' conviction or a 

technical violation), groups receiving individual psychotherapy yield higher 

,recidivism rates. ~lthough there is variation around these averages, the trend 

fo~ each definition is towards higher rates for juvenile groups receiving this 

intervention. 

Specific Lo,cation Analysis: Psychotherapy has been studied for juvenile 

groups on standard probation and in group homes as well as for groups on stan­

dard parole supervision. Groups on standard probation receiving psychotherapy 

are associated with higher rates. of recidivism (B=19. 99) • This trend is sj.mi­

lar for groups receiving,this intervention on standard parole or within the 

context ofa group home. However, too much variation exists around the re-

ported recidivism rate for groups in the latter locations to draw any firm con­

clusions about its efficacy under these conditions. 

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for 

analysis. 

' .. 
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Table 4-28 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations3l 

\\ 
PSYCHOTHERAPEUTIC INDIVIDUAL ASSISTANCE -- 21 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 

B 

14.79 

8.77 

12.79 

e 

3.a9 

5.99 

8.11 

F 

14.45* 

2.14 

2.49-Impriso{~ent (technical offense) 
Impriso~ent (new conviction) 
Imprisonm~ (either new convic- 5.41 6.02 .81 

tio,~ or tt~.nical offense) Ii I 
~--~--------.------------~~ 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

------..;",,'"::.-. -----

19.99 

21.92 
8.22 

8.98 

13.58 
5.07 

4.96* 

2.61 
2.62 

,;, .11 3lComplete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of AEpendix J, Tables 82 to 100. 
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GROUP THERAPY II 1 
/J 

Group therapy, which includes group psychotherapy and small group inter-

action, utilizes the dynamic of the group to. facilitate change in attitudes 

and behavior as well as to foster the development of interaction skill~~ The 

group may utilize a psycho-social orientation or focus on practical problem 

solving. 

~fl Impact: Studies of juvenile groups in group therapy report in-

consistent results. When recidivism is defined as re-imprisonment for either 

a technical violation or a new conviction, there is a tendency for groups re-

ceiving this treatment to be associated with 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 rates of recidivism. There 

is substantial variability around all these tenden~ies and no conclusive judg-

ment about group therapy can be made. 

Specific Location Analysis: The effects of group therapy have been re-

~~rted 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 

rates of recidivism •. However, the variability around this average is large 

and thus no impact can be attributed to this treatment. 

Groups rii~eiv~ng group therapy in the context of a group home are asso-

dated with higher (~ates of rec~divism than groups in group homes not receiving 
:;:..~_::l 

this treatment. Again, however, wide variation exists around the rate of reci-

divisnt'precluding any conclusion about the efficacy of this treatment (~for 

juveniles. 

Differential Assigrnnent to Treatment: Insufficient data exists for 

analysis. 
o 
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Table 4-29 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
\~cross Definitions and Institutional Locat~ons32 

GROUP'THERAPY -- 15 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITIO~ OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 

<,Imprisonment (either new convic­
,/ tion or technical offe1:\se) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 

!> Early Release 
Pa;ole Program 

Ma~imum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

.11 

5.50 

9.25 

-17.08 

14.82 
-3.05 

e 

4.59 

11.48 

4.79 

11. 76 

11.30 
5.71 

F 

.00 

.23 

3.73 

2.11 

1.72 
.29 

3'2Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100. ~ 
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BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION 

Behiivior modification utilizes positive and negative rewards to rein-

force appropriate behavior while discouraging maladaptive tendencies. The 

specific details of behavior modification programs vary considerably, hml7ever, 
" 

they all share the underlying premise that socially desirable behavior can be 

learned through positive reinforcement. For example, in "token economies," 

offenders earn or 10$e "points" that can be translated into the "purchase" of 

items or privileges based on the extent to which they adhere to institutional 

rules. ',", 

OVerall Impa£!: Too few studies of juvenile groups receiving behavior 

modification have been reported in the literature to drawA~¥ firm conclusion 

about the efficacy of this intervention. From the information that has been 

reported thus far, behavior modification is generally associated with lower 

rates of recidiVism. When, recidivism is defined as re7imprisonment for either 

a technical violation or a ne,q conviction, groups receiving behavior modifica-' 

tion are associat~d with substantially lowei'rates of recidivism (B=-26.45). 

However, there is considerable variation around this average. 

Specific Location Analysis: St1,ldies of behavior modificCition have been 

reported for juvenile groups on standard parole as well as on special parole 

programs. In both of these locations, groups receiving behavior modification 

are associated with lower rates of recidivism. Variation around this trend, . 
ho~ever, is substantial and further research, is needed before al1.Y judgment can 

be made about the efficacy of this form of treatment. 

Differential Assignment to ,Treatment: Insufficient data exists for 

analysis. 

a 
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Table 4-30 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatment 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations33 

BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION -- 9 Groups, 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or t.echnical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Wo,rk Study 

1,:7 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

-8.35 

2.40 

--26.45 

-2.72 

-17.10 -

e 

5.90 

\ 

6.08 

11.47 

8.04 

10.81 

F 

2.01 

.16 

5.32* 

.12 

2.48 

33Comp1ete data for each equation summarized here can b~found in Part III 
of Appendix J, Tables 82 to 100. 

D 

o 

AD~rrNISTRATlVE INTERVENTIONS34 

Intensive supervision is primarily an administrative intervention aimed 

at reducing the caseloads of probation and parole officers. It is believed 

such a strategy will allow for closer contact between probation and parole of-

ficers and offenders, translating into more adequate services to offenders, 

aimed at reducing the rate of recidivism. 

Prior studies of this strategy have expressed some optimism. Lipton, 

et a1. (1975) conclude that intensive supervision for juvenile offenders re-

duces the rate of recidivism. Perlman (1972), reporting on intensive super-

vision for juveniles on probation, also cites 10\ver rates of re-arrest and 

other violations. Other studies report little or no impact of intensive super-

vision on the red.divism rate (California Youth Authority, 1974) and suggest 

that small caseloads may result in higher levels of technical violations re-

suIting from the additional surveillance (Greenberg, 1977). 

Our data indicate that intensive supervision has an inconsistent impact 
, 

on the rate of recidivism. Groups receiving this supervision in the context 

of shock probation tend to be a~sQciated with lower recidivism rates. However, 

in the context of standard probation, intensive supervision is associated with 

higher rates of recidivism. 

It appears that simply reducing caseloads is insufficient' insofar as 

the aim" of inte,nsive supervision is to reduce recidivisIp. However, when addi-

tional resources are included as in the case of special parole programs, this 
" 

34Studies of reduced supervision wel::,~ not found among those collected dur­
ing the course of. this research. Hence only the iIijpact of intensive supervi­
sion is reported here. 
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form of intervention is more effective. Further evaluation of this interven-

tion should be pursued along these lines. 

Overall I~pact: Studies of groups receiving intensive supervision yield 

inconsistent results. Groups receiving intensive supervision report higher 

rates of failure (B=13.26). Other outcome criteria yield inconsistent results. 
" 

Specific Location Analysis: 

groups on both probatl.on and parole. 

Intensive supervision has been studied for 

Within the context of standard prob~i~,\_~ 
~-II .", 

groups receiving intensive supervision are associated \vith higher,-:-,rates of re-

cidivism (B=5. 78) • l\1hen administered to groups on shock probation, intensive 

supervision is associated with lower recidivism rates (B=-15.09). This is es-
" .. 

pecially significant in light of the fact that groups receiving shock proba-

, 1 d . hI' d' i ~b ~f -" dd' tion are genera.L y associate 1nt Oiver reCl :LV sm rates evert e ore a 1-

tional treatment is administered. 
<J 

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. HOlvever, there is considerable variability 

around these tendencies. 

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Juveniles aS$ign~d to intensive 
'~ 

""­
supervision tend to be property offenders, non-white, and tend n~ 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. 

) 
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Table 4-31 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatment 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations35 

J.NTENSIVE SUPERVISION -- 119 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion,or technical offense) 

B 

8.21 

13.62 
3.06 

-5.69 

-2.57 

-6.12 

e 

1.93 

5.15 
3.99 
5.25 

3.27 

11.25 

F 

18.12* 

6.99'" 
.59 

1.18 

.62 

.30 

------------------------------------------------~-------------------

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATIoN 
Sta~dard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 1.eve1. 

5.78 
-15.09 

-7.97 
-5.89 

2.47 
-.11' 

4.20 
4.51 

5.50* 
6.59* 

3.60 
1. 70 

35Complete ~lata for each equation "summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, T~bles 82 to 100. 



: 1 
i 

c.: ., 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------

RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

Residential programs are multifaceted 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 

varies depending on the underlying philosophy of the facility. Non-permissive 

residential programs fo'cus on strict discipline; permissive residential pro-

grams address individual offender needs; special prisons provide a therapeutic 

environment in a secure institutional setting. 
\\ 

Insofar as residential pr01ts are designed'to reduce the rate of re-

cidivism, they have not been succei~ful. Groups incarcerated in special treat­

ment oriented prisons are consiste~\lY associated with higher rates of recidi­

vism. This is true whether the grou~has been sent to the facility for short 

term diagnostic services and then released to probation supervision, or whether 

the group was incarcerated fgr a longer period of,::;:;ti!ne ..and ~ubsequently re-
~) /::c· 

leased to parole supervision. Groups assig~ed t~ non-secure residential fa-

cilities in the community are associated with both higher and lower rates of 

recidivism depending 'on how recidivism is defined. 

Given these findings, the programmatic use of residential treatment fa-

cilities for juveniles should be re-evaluated. This assessment should focus 

on such issues as the impact of placing offenders in close proximity to one 

another, the high ra'ee of staff turnover and the extent and nature of the re-

sources provided. 
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Sf?ECIAL PRI.SONS 

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. 

~cific 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 special prisons prior to supervision 

are associated with higher rates of recidivism (B=8.95) than groups on standard 

probation not receiving this intervention. Similarly, groups in parole p!:tl­

grams sentenced to special prisons are associated with higher rates of recidi­

vism (B=9.80) than their non...:.treated counterparts. 

Differential Assignment to Treatment: Groups receiving this treatment 

have a 1':1 i oht-l u h.f-nh"'r -•. ----- - - tha th -.. -."- - ---O"--J .. · ... 0 '"' ClVCl.t:l~C ctge n 0 er groups. Insufficient data exists 

for all other characteristics. 

, " 
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Table 4-:32 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations36 

SPECIAL PRISON -- l~6 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study" 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Progra.-n 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

B 

8.71 

36.53 
24.63 

3.48 

9.07 

8.95 

-1.52, 

e 

2.80 

11.63 
6.73 

4.50 

6.56 

3.55 

9.05 

F 

9.71* 

9.87* 
13.40* 

.60 

1.91 

6.35* 

.03 

36Comp1ete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of App'endix J, Tables 82 to 100. 
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,." PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

Permissive residential pro~rams 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 

based on the philosophy that'a non-punitive environment promotes less aggres-

sion and greater cooperation: discipline in these facilities is lax, little 

attempt is made to directly control offender behavior. 

Overal~ Impact: Studies of groups in permissive residential programs 

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

in these programs are associa ted with lower rates of recidiyism (B=-l1. 80) • 

When imprisonment for a technical violation is used as the outcome criterion, 

groups 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 pel~issive residential programs 

have been studied within the context of probation and parole. Juveniles fol-

lowed on standard parole who have been detained in institutions with permissive 

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 ~J:'eat-

ment tend to be slightly older than juveniles not assigned to these programs. 

D 

',' 
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Table 4-33 ~I " 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and Institutional Locations37 

PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL 139 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF REGIDIVISH 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Gonviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense)' 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 

IN$TITUTIONAL LO€ATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, -PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 ~~vel • 
• > ·r 

8.90 

-14.68 
9.44 

-11.80 
-4.70 
15.92 
-3.47 

3.83 

/' 
11 / 

I ;/-4.13 
f 2./3 
P 10.43 

s 9.19 

!: : 

e 

1.82 

15.35 
5.91 
4.42 
6.51 
2.79 

18.78 
4.14 

6.90 
7.23 
2.59 

7.30 

F 

23.81* 

.92 
2.55 
7.13* 

.52 
32.54* 

.03 

.86 

.36' 

.14 
I:, 

16.26* 

1.59 

1 
1 

/37GomPlete data for 
of Ippendix J, Tables 82 

each equation summarized h~re can be found in Part III 
to 10Q. 
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'NON-PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
~i~' 
Ii 

No~-permissive residential programs are offered within the context of 

group homes~ 'halfwaY""Qo,pses and other non-secure facilities. The programs are 
• 

designed to assist offenders in learning how to take responsibility for their 

actions. ~Jscipline is strict, rules are explicit, and offender behavior is 

carefuliymo~itored. 
,', 

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 outcome cri-

teria produce highly variable findings. 

Specific Location Anal~sis: Groups in non-permissive residential pro-

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 recidivisni (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. 

treatment tend to have a higher proport,ion of multiple offenders and a much 

higher proportion of whites. Insufficient data exists for all other background 

characteristics excep,t property offenses and education, ,where no significant 

differe'il'ces were found. 
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Table 4-34 

Analysis of Impact of Specific Treatments 
Across Definitions and,Institutiona1 Locations38 

NON-PERMISSIVE RESIDENTIAL -- 49 Groups 

GENERAL EQUATION 

DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM 
Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (new conviction) 
Im'prisomfient (either newconvic-

tion Qr technical offense) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
Standard Probation 

Shock 
Group Home, PPC 

Standard Parole 
Work Study 

B 

5.55 
=, 

10.36 
11.63 

-17.86 
-:6.91 
33.11 

.36 

17.37 
2.36 

e 

2.67 

10.87 
10.76 
11.35 

8.65 
7.64 

3.45 

8.34 
3.41 

~~~c_~=~~===.~llaJJwaY~)io:t!s7eO===_="~"== 
Early Release 

" "--- --~--- - ~-=..;~.:..:..=..--,,--,-,--=-.....:..-..-::.'~=,.-'--

Parole Prpgram 
Maximum Sentence 

*Significant at .05 level. 

F 

.91 
1.17 
2.43 

.64 
18.80* 

.01 

4.33* 
.48 

38Complete data for each equation summarized here can be found in Part III 
of Appendix J, 'Tables 82 to 100. ' 
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CODEBOOK FOR JUVENILE AND ADULT GROUPS 
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(') 

1\ 

0 

4 

1-4 

B-2 

VARIABLE 

pocument Number: used for purposes of identifying 
the document from which a group was derived 

CODE: 2-9420 

5-7 Gro~pNumber: a group of at least 10 convicted of­
feng,ersat a specifiable location in the CJ system 
fo:("rwhom a recidivism ra te is computable and veri­
fiable 

• 
8 

CODE: 001 for first group coded from any document 
002, 003 etc. for subsequent groups from 
the same document. Group numbers range from 
001 to 998. 

Sour.ce of Publication 
- II 

CODE: 1 = professional journal or published book 
(including chapter or section) 

0 

2 = college or university department; (e.g~, 
M.A. or Ph.D. dissertation; r:~}ports by 
an institute, bureau, center, etc., 
Which is associated with an academic 
institution) 

3 = LEAA (or National Institute of Law En­
forcement and Criminal Justice) 

4= Federal agency other than LEAA (e.g., 
~HEW, Department of Labor, etc.) 

5 = SPA (LEAA-connected State planning or-
ganization) 

6 = Regional SPA organization 

7 .. Other State agency (Department of Cor-
rections, legislative committee, etc.) 

8 .. City or county agency 

9 = Private 

0 = Unknown 

(133) 

" 

JUVENILES ADULTS 
Ii % IF % 

149 7 220 2 

132 6 462 5 

18 1 2 

309 3 

15 1 102 1 

13 0.6 35 0.4 

1511 70 4215 43 

108 5 73 0.7 

197 9 4487 45 ~ 

~ 0.4 124 1 
2143 9905 
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VARIABLE 

Source of Funding 

CODE: 1 = LEAA (or National Institute of Law En­
forcement and Criminal Justice) 

2 = Other Federal agency 

3 = SPA 

4 = Regional SPA organization 

5 = Other State agency 

6 = City or county agency 
. 

7 = Non-public (including foundations) 

9 = Unknown 

(245) 

Source of Data: Juvenile or Adult 

CODE: 1 = Juvenile 

2 = Adult 

Ii 

Recidivism Rate: computed as follows: the N of 
the group is the base of the rate; the numerator 
is the number of group members operationally de­
fined as "recid~vistsll using the definition em­
ployed by theCresearcher. A rate of 7.5% is 
coded 075. 

Exact Recidivism Score = CODES 000 through 100 

JUVENILES ADULTS' 
II % II % 

116 5, 4351 44 

191 9 1004 10 

661 31 278 3 

21 1 29 0.3 

lQ:22' 48 3860 39 

18 1 18 0.2 

79 4 288 3 

2108 9828 

N == 2152 % = 18 

N = 10029 % = 82 

Juveniles Adults 

X s.d. X s.d. 

28.51 21.29 15.66 15.73 

(N = 2152) (N = 10,029) :0 
I Q 

, , 

,~" 

II 

14 

15 

o 
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VARIABLE 

Recidivism Definition Code 

CODE: 1 = 100% minus success rate ("success") 
(may be defined as being IItrotible­
free," no informal warnings, honorable 
discharge, successful graduate from 
group home, and similar 

2 = Short of arrest (e.g •• absconding, AWOL, 
unfavorable discharge, declaration of 
delinquency). These are unfavorable 
CJS actions which have not changed the 
custody status of the offender 

3 = Arrest 

4 = Conviction (i.e., return to prison on a 
,"technical" violation or implementation 
of prison sentence on old or new 
charge.) Includes new conviction, new 
probation sentence, etc. 

5 = Imprisonment (implementation of prison 
sentence or return to pryson on an old 
charge) 

6 = Imprisonment for new offense _ ... ....-

7 = "Total" imprisonment (imprisonment for 
either a technical violation or a new 
offense) 

Source ~~ Recidivism Data 
~-----~~~~~~~ 

CODE: 0 = Self report 

1 = Official agency records and reports 

2 = Local rap sheet 

3 =;:§tate rap sheet 

4 = Federal rap sheet 

5 = Local and state rap sheets 

6 = Local and federal rap sheets 

7 :' State and federal rap sheets 

8 = Local, state and federal rap sheets 

9 1f Unki),own 
\ (46) 

JUVENILES 
/I % 

191 9 

598 28 

14 

71 3 

610 28 

120 6 

268 12 

2152 

2 0.1 

1910 90 

38 2 

47 2 

110 5 

13 1 

1 

7 'el 0.3 

2128 

ADULTS 
II % 

685 7 

2356 23 

630 6 

453 4 

2430 24 

2173 22 

1302 13 

10029 

65 0.6 

6210 62 

222 2 

2576 26 

573 6 

45 0.4 

47 0.5 

10 0.1 

239 2 

10007 

::.. 
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VARIABLE 

Characteristic Upon Which Group was Formed 

CODE: 1 = Location in CJS (i.e. group would be 
made up of all probationers, all paro­
lees, etc.) 

2 = Treatment (Le. group receives "high 
contact" with parole officer) 

3 = Current offense 

4 = Base expectancy score 

5 = Criminal history 

6 = History in the CJ system 

7 = Social and demographic characteristics 

8 = Other and N/A: pscyho1ogical attribute 
such as IQ, attitude score, MMPI any 
biological attribute 

17 Size of GrouE 

18-20 

CODE: 1 = 10 - 49 ' 

2 = 50 - 99 

3 = 100 - 499 

4 = 500 and above 

9 = Unknown 

(154) 

Number of Months Group Followed-Up 

CODE: 1 through 444 months 

999 = Unknown 

(85 or .7%) 

JUVENILES 
II % 

1184 

169 

74 

14 

6 

166 

121 

55 

8 

3 

1 

8 

6 

418 19 

2152 

886 41 

500 23 

605 28 

155 7 -
2146 

Juveniles 

X s.d. 

22.64 24.46 

(N, = 2133) 

ADULTS 
1/ % 

2634 26 

689 7 

4859 48-

46 1 

58 1 

646 6 

242 2 

855 8 

10029 

4232 43 

1724 17 

2478 25 

1447 15 

9881 

Adu1t~ 

X s.d. 

20.44 15.88 

(N = 9963) 

21 

B-6 

VARIABLE 

Definition of Follow-Up 

CODE: 1 = A hard and fast definition, e.g., every 
case in the group is followed-up for 3 
years 

2 = An "up toll definition, e.g., some but 
not all cases are followed-up for 3 
years 

3 == An "at least" definition, e.g., all 
cases are followed-up for 3 years but 
some are followed-up for a longer per­
iod of time 

4 = Average, median or mode 
," 

9 = Unknown 

(87) 

Decade: midpoint of decade in the 20th century 
during which most of the CJS action (treatment, 
follow-up) takes place for the batch 

CODE: 2 = 1920 

3 = 1930 

4 = 1940 

5 = 1950 

6 = 1960 

7 = 1970 

JUVENILES 
IF % 

1511 71 

469 22 

31 

121 

2132 

1 

1 

2 

59 

544 

1545 

2152 

1 

6 

3 

25 

72 

ADULTS 
/I % 

7935 80 

1397 14 

166 

464 

9962 

9 

3 

7 

124 

1339 

8547 

10029 

2 

5 

1 

13 

85 



B-7 

VARIABLE 

23-24 State Where Study Done 

CODE: UNITED STATES (91 - 57) 

01 = Alabama 

02 = Alaska 

03 = Arizona 

04 = Arkansas 

05 = California 

06 = Colorado 

07 = Connecticut 

08 = Delaware 

09::: Florida 

( 10 = Georgia 

11 = Hawaii 

12 = Idaho 

13 = Illinois 

14 = Indiana 

15 = Iowa 

16 = Kansas 

17 = Kentucky 

20 = Maryland 

21 :;: Massachusetts 

22 = Michigan 

23 = Minnesota 
I 

L 
; 

24 = Mississippi 

25 = Missouri 

JUVENILES 
If % 

25 1.2 

10 0.5 

2 0.1 

669 31.1 

52 

10 

30 

13 

8 

88 

30 

4 

9 

2.4 

0.5 

1.4 

1.4 

0.4 

4.1 

1.4 

0.2 

0.4 

327 15.2 

60 

71 

2.8 

3.3 

389 18.1 

16 c 0.7 

ADULTS 
1/ % 

191 1.9 

27 0.3 

121 1.2 

9 0.1 

1996 19.9 

73 

78 

54 

421 

139 

35 

110 

230 

92 

259 

245 

105 

173 

155 

··148 

152 

185 

202 

0.7 

0.8 

0.5 

4.2 

1.4 

0.3 

1.1 

2.3 

0.9 

2.6 

2.4 

1.0 

1.7 

1.5 

1.5 

1.5 

1.8 

2.0 

B-8 

J
"'-

! ~.LUMN VARIABLE 
JUVENILES 

II % 
ADULTS 

II % 

23-24 State Where Study Done (continued) 

CODE: 26 = Montana 108 1.1 

27 = Nebraska 12 0.6 167 1.7 

28 = Nevada 1 0.0 
.( 

30 = New Jersey 37 1.7 3 0.0 

31 = New Mexico 204 2.0 

32 = New York 73 3.4 411 4.1 

33 = North Carolina 60 0.6 

34 = North Dakota 75 0.7 

35 = Ohio 5 0.2 252 2.5 

36 = Oklahoma 11 0.5 77 0.8 

a) .. ·.· 
~' -, 37 = Oregon 7 0.3 88 0.9 

38 = Pennsylvania 3 0.1 300 3.0 

39 = Rhode Island 7 0.3 27 0.3 

40 = South Carolina 7 0.3 251 2.5 

41 = South Dakota 93 0.8 

42 = Tennessee 32 0.3 

43 = Texas 13 0.6 25 0.2 

44 = Utah 6 0.3 125 1.2 

45 = Vermont 10 0.1 

46 = Virginia 191 1.9 

47 :;: Washington 17 0.8 874 8.7 

48 = West Virginia 153 1.5 

o 50 = Wyoming 

49 = Wisconsin 71 3.3 360 3.6 

12 0.1 



B-9 
'.~ 

j: 
r , 

VARIABLE 

23-24 State Where Study Done (continued) 

CODE: 51 = Washington, D.C. 

52 = Federal institution 

56 = U.S. Na~iona1 

57 = U.S., Mu1t~-State 

61 = Canada (National) 

(.'.---. i' 
'.~ 

JUVENILES 
II % 

13 

56 

2152 

0.6 

.2.6 

ADULTS 
II % 

364 3.6 

229 2.3 

67 0.7 

55 0.5 

216 2.2 

10029 

r 
I 

25-26 

l' 

o 

B-10 

VARIABLE 

\1 

U. 8. Regions and i1lOther "Regions" 
Ii 

North"east Region iii 
I, 

II 
I, ( CODE: 01 = New E\~gland Conn., l-iain, Mass., New 

North 

CODE: 

South 

CODE: 

West 

CODE: 

Hamp. 'It Rhode Is., Vermont) 
,I 
I' 

02 = Mid-A~\lantic (New Jersey, New York, 
Pe1.lnsYi;lvania) 

1\ 

Central Regi:eE.. 
H 

03 = East N~rth Central (I11~, Ind., Mich., 
Ohio, '~isc.) 

Ii 
II 

04 = West NG\rth, Central (Iowa, Kansas, 
Minn., liMissouri, Neb., No. Dakota, So. 

'i 
Dakota)! 

II 

\1 

\: 
05 = South A\~lantic (Del., Fla., Georgia, 

Hary1an(1, No. Car., 80. Car., Virg., 
W. virg~I' Wash., DC) 

I. •. 
06 = Eas t So~\th Central (A1ab., Ky., Miss., 

Tenn.) \i 

1\ 
07 = West Sou\~h Central (Ark., Louisiana, 

Ok1ahomair Texas) 

\ 
08 = Mountain,i (Ariz., Col., Idaho, :r-Iont., 

Nev., NeW Mex., Utah, Wyoming) 

09 ::;.il:l'acific (Alaska, Calif., Hawaii, Oreg., 
.... Wash.> 

U.S. and Federal 

CODE: 10 = CQntinert~a1 USA (federal inst., na­
tional, ~p1ti-state) 

11 = Canada 

JUVENILES ADULTS 
/I % /I % 

77 4 270 3 

113 5 714 7 

265 12 1082 11 

421 20 1193 12 

390 18 1806 18 

9 0.4 516 5 

26 1 111 1 

69 3 753 7 

726 34 3020 30 

351 ;3 
\1 
I' 
I' 

56 3 216 2. 
2152 10029 

L-______________________ ....... _______ ......lo._ ....... ..::::......;;...;. ........ ____ ..loi.o..t~ __ .......................... ___________ • ___________ ~ _____ ""__ ......... _"_""'__'__ __ _"__ ____ ~ _______ . ________ "'___ _____ ~_~_~ ______ ...... _~ ~ 

1-



28 

B-ll 

VARIABLE 

Primary Level of Government 
Responsible for the Treatment Given 

CODE: 1 = City 

2 = County. 

3 = State Government 

4 = Region or Nulti-State, 

5 = Federal Government 

9 = Unknown 

(28) 

29 Location of Croup in the Criminal Justice System 

Sentence/Post Sentence 

CODE: I = Probation 

2 = Probation/Imprisonment, e~g. shock pro­
bation: a brief period of confinement 
followed by probation 

3 = Partial Physical Custody (all reSiden­
tial establishments for convicted of­
fenders given in lieu of training 
school or other standard confinement, 
e.g. groupbome, probation camp) 

,-,-

Imprisonment/Release 

CODE: 4 = Imprisonment/training school/jail sen­
tence with standard aftercare 

5 = tvork-Study-Furlough Release 

6 = Halfway house/partial physical custody 
(follows imprisonment or training 
school) 

7 = Early Release 

8 = Parole Program (i.e. other than stand­
ard aftercare) 

9 = Max-Out:. Release without parole super-
.-J.' vision 

JUVENILES 
II % 

62 3 

417 19 

1650 77 

14 1 

_2. 1 

2143. 

(I 

742 34 

121 6 

248 11 

821 38 

26 1 

41 2 

6 

106 5 

~ 2 

2152 

ADULTS 
/I 

256 

541 .. 

8519 

116 

~ 

10010 

1305 
-,: 

65 

66 

7467 

214 

263 

49 

449 

151 -
10029 

% 

3 

5 

85' 

1 

6 

i,', 

13 

1 

1 

74 

2 

3 

1 

4 

<') 

1 

" , 

I I I 
I 
I 
j 

...;"~ i." UMN 
"'.:: 

, 

29 

30-31 

.-~) ( . 
:,{ 

" .,,.-... 

C, 
" 

VARIABLE 

Condition of Location of Group 
in the Criminal Justice System 

B-12 

1/ 
r-;~, 

CODE: 1 = Gr()up located at one and only one loca­
tion in CJS 

2 = Group located at more than one location 
in CJS; proportions known 

3 = Group located at more than one location 
in CJS; proportions unknown 

Research Design 

(see chart on following page) 

~~ 

L~=====~~~~~~~~ ... '''.~ ... --.~~_ /)~"), , .... '- ' ... ,\ , ''x .• I "' . -- ------~--------

JUVENILES 
II % 

ADULTS 
II % 

1655 77 9493 95 

478 22 513 5 

19 1 23 

2152 10029 



, 
! , 

('~Olumn 30-31 

CODES: 

Pure 

1 

2 

3 

-

4 

J 13 

14 l 
( 

(
~~""" 

.' 

':~. 

---- -----------.-~~~~-- ~-~-~ 

TYPE OF DESIGN 

Ex Post Facto 

5 

6 

7 

8 

15 

16 

B-13 

Research Design 

Simulated 

9 

10 

11 

12 

17 

18 

METHOD OF 
OBTAINING 

SUBJECT POOL 

Probability 
Sample 

Non-Probability 
Sample 

Probability 
Sample 

Non-Probabili ty 
Sample 

Probability 
Sample 

Non-Probability 
Sample 

METHOD OF 
ALLOCATION 

Match or Classical 

Random and 

Allocation After Only 

Non Match or with 

Non Ra,ndom Control of 

Allocation Comparison 

Before-After 

No Control 

AFTER ONLY DESIGNS: 

19 = After only, probability, pure 

20 = After only, probability, ex Eost facto or simulated 

21 = After only, non probability, pure 

22 = After o~ly, non probability, ex Eost facto or simulated 

\« .. 

30-31 

~ 

I 
i 
I 
I 
I 

_,0) 
,J, 

'" .~,'';>'"'' 

10' .~ " 

Research Design 

(see chart on previous page) 

CODE: 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

.20 

21 

22 

B-14 

JUVENILES 
II % 

32 

449 

10 

163 

33 

134 

17 

4 

4 

.2 

21 

1.5 

21 

0.5 

8 

2 

6 

1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.1 

1 

1074 50 

3 0.1 

206 10 

2152 

ADULTS 
If % 

70 0.7 

512 5 

24 0.2 

44 0.4 

35 0.3 

90 0.9 

2.67 3 

574 6 

II 0.1 

8 0.1 

75 0.7 

2 )) -:.0 
,~ 

.5 0.0 

13 

7464 

2, 

833 

10029 

0.1 

74 

0.0 

8 



( ~LUMN 

32 

33 

( 

~ \ . , 

C.
''''' 

: , 

" 

B-15 

VARIABLE 

Type of Treatment Group 

CODE: 1 = "E" group (group which received treat-
ment) 

2 = "c" group (group which did not receive 
treatment) 

3 = Comparison Group 1 

4 = Comparison Group 2 

9 = Unknown or not applicable 

(8797) 

Overall Judgment on Quality of Study 

(Higher codes indicate the overall judgment of the 
degree to which a study presents problems it~ in­
terpreting the study findings. Code 6 indicates 
that a study should be considered as a possible 
reject because of its limitations.) 

CODE: 1 = A-Study 

2 = "B-S tudy 

3 = Wqrse-3 

5 = Worsf';-5 

6 = Wor.se-6 

o = Hissing/Unknown 

(1) 

, . 

JUVENILES 
II % 

619 58 

250 24 

181 17 

8 1 

1058 

1419 70 

369 17 

241 11 

34 2 

82 4 

7 

2152 

0 

'; 
I, 

ADULTS 
/1 % 

1227 53 

330 14 

759 33 

10 1 

2326 

() 

7412 74 

1636 16 

661 7 

229 2 

83 1 

7 

10028 

,~" Ii 

'0 ,r)UJlIlN 

34-35 

(~) 

(0 
',' , 

\\ 

, , 

B-16 

JUVENILES ADULTS 
,VARIABLE /I % II % 

Primarl Treatment 

CODE: 0 = No Treatment (location code specifies 1472 8523 
treatment and no additional elements 
of treatment have been added) (9,995) 

(Non-SuEervisor~) 

1 = Volunteer, no control 2 0.3 10 0.7 

2 = Volunteer, control 4 0.6 10 0.7 

t '\ 3 = Referra.l ,.service, control j-l'\ 1 0.1 
" // 

7 = Monetary help 28 1.9 

8 = Service order or restitution 2 0.3 

9 = Self-help or any voluntary treatment 6 0.4 
activity 

(Field SUEervision) 

10 = Tntepsive supervision (reduced) 119 17.5 275 18.3 

11= Specialized supervision, general 12 1.8 105 7.0 
(including matching agent and offender) 

12 = Specialized supervision, narcotic 64 4.2 

13 = Specialized supervision, alcoholic 34 2.3 

14 = Contract programming 15 1. «\ 
15 = Early release from probation or parole 26 1.1 

)') 

(not to be confused with location code 
31 - early release from confinement) 

16 = Reduced ot no supervision on probation 2 0.3 75 5.0 
or parole 

(Imprisonment) 

20 = Time :lncarcerated is increased 7 0.5 
(1 

21 = Increased custody 4' 
';1 0.1 ~'( ---

j 
22 = Decreased custody 19 1.3 

'\ .~ 



C·· JLUMN 

34-35 

B-17 

VARIABLE 

Primary Treatment (continued) 

CODE: 23; Specialized prison (co-ed) 

24 = Specialized prison, other 

25 = Contract programming 

(Individual Treatment) 

30 = Casework 

31 = Individual counseling (practical help 
or advice) 

32 = Individual counseling (confrontation, 
inter-personal, etc.) 

33 = Individual psychotherapy 

(Skill Development) 

40 = Education, remedial or grade school 

41 = Education, high school level 

42 = Education, college level 

43 = Vocational training 

44 = On-rne-job training (can only modify 
location code 29) 

(Group Methods) 

50 = Lay aroup counseling 
\) 

51 = Synanon-type lay g~oup counseling 

52 = Group therapy 

(Mileau Therapy: "Therap~tic Community") -­
The aim is to make every action taken towar~ the 
offender carry a treatment impact. 

60 = Non-residential mi1eau therapy 

(I 

, , .. 

,. lJUVENILES 
, ! II % 

14 2.1 

6 0.9 

10 1.5 

5 0.7 

16 2.4 

129 19.0 

11 1.6 

5 0.7 

16 2.4 

10 1.5 

1",",,,. 0,,1 
\~, 

12 1 .. 8 

15. 2.2 

32 4.7 

. 

ADULTS 
II % 

7 0.5 

55 3.7 

15 1.0 

56 3.7 

49 3.3 

10 0.7 

23 1.6 

20 

57 3.8 

140 9.3 

2 0.1 

20 1.3 

25 1.7 

50 3.3 

I 
I 
I 

Iw 

I 
I 

34-35 

) 

B-18 

VARIABLE 

Primary Treatment (continued) 

(Residential) can only modify location codes 26, 
27, 28 and 30 

CQDE: 61 = Public, residential and permissive 

62 = Private, residential and permissive 

63 = Public, residential and non-permis­
sive (i.e. prove, reward system) 

64 = Private, residential and non-permis­
sive (i.e. Synanon) 

68 = Diagnostic services 

(Behavioral Hodification) 

70 = Behavioral modification methods 

71 = Token e~onomy 

(Med~ca1 Methods) 

80 = Tranquilization and similar 

82 = Plastic surgery 

83 = Methadone and similar 

(Job Development and Related) 

90 = Institutional work programs, pittance 
wage 

93 = Pre-job training 

94 = Job piacement 

95 = Sheltered employment' 

96 = Apprenticeship or on-the-job training 
(cannot modify location 29 work/study 
f'lrlough release) 

'97 = My work experience 

99= Treatment added but unspecifiab1e 

JUVENILES 
1/ % 

123 

16 

48 

1 

10 

3 

6 

1 

22 

17 

5 

2 

680 

3 

18.1 

2.4 

7.1 

0.1 

1.5 

0.4 

0.9 

0.1 

3.2 

2.5 

0.4 

0.7 

0.3 

------

ADULTS 
II % 

112 7.4 

13 0.9 

26 1.7 

35 2.3 

5 0.3 

4 0.3 

3 0.2 

5 0.3 

5 0.3 

37 2.5 

18 1.2 

21 1.4 

5 ·0.3 --. 
1506 



:, 
il 

36-37 

(~:" 

-~----- -- ------ -------------~-

B-19 

VAR.IABLE 

Secondary Treatment Given to Group 

CODE: 0 = No Treatment (location code specified 
treatment and no additional elements 
of treatment have been added) (10,828) 

(Non-Supervisory) 

1 ~ Volunteer, no control 

2 = Volunteer, control 

5. = Referral service, c611trol 

7 = Monetary help 

8 Service order or restitution 

9 = Self-help or any voluntary treatment 
activity 

(Field Supervision) 

10 = Intensive superv~s~on (reduced case­
loads, surveillance, etc.) 

11 = Specialized supervision, general (in­
cluding matching agent and c-ffender)c 

12 Specialized superyision, narcotic" 

15 = Early release from probation or parole 
(not to pe confused with location code 
31 - early release from confinement)" 

(Imprisonment) 

22 = Decreased custody 

23 = Speciali~ed prison (co-ed) 

25 = Contract programming 

- >-
., ., 

JUVENILES 
II" % 

1641 

3 0.6 

2 0.5-

6 1.2 

0.6 

4 

\\ 

1 0.2 

10 2'.0 " 

.\ « • . 

ADULTS 
II % 

36-37 

9187 

14 1.7 

2 0.2 

4 0.5 

5 

4 0.5 

47 5.6 

24 2.9 

9 1.1 

6 0.7 

4 

5 0.6 

J
' 

~" •. 
,'; (~' . 

.. 

B-20 

VARIABLE 

Secondary Treatment Given to Group (continued) 

(Individual treatment) 

CODE: 30 = Casework 

31 = Individual counseling (practical help 
or adv'ice) 

32 = Individual counseling (confrontation, 
inter-personal, etc.) 

33 = Individual psychotherapy 

(Skill Development) 

40 = Education, remedial o~"grade school 

41 == Education, high sellool level 

42 = Educa tion, . college level 

43 == Vocational training 

(Group Methods) 

50 == Lay group counseling 

51'= Synanon-type lay group counseling 

52 = Group therapy 

(Mileau Therapy: "Therapeutic Community") 
"The aid is to make every acti,on taken toward 
the offender carry a treatment impact." p. 242 
ECT 

60 = Non-residential mileau therapy 

(Residential) can only modify location codes 26 
27, 28 and 30 ' 

61 = Public, residential and permissive 
(most group homes) 

64 == Private, residential and non-permis­
sive.,,(i. e. Synanon) 

68 = Diagnostic services 

o 

JUVENILES 
1/ % 

109 21.3 

15 2.9 

32 6.3 

33 6.5 

39 7.6 

20 3.9 

14 2.9 

74 14.5 

12 2.3 

12 2.3 

13 ,2.5 

ADULTS 
II % 

1 0.1 

156 18.5 

2 0.2 

10 1.2 

1 0.1 

3 0.4 

1 0.1 

54 6.4 

3 0.4 

17 0.2 

179 21.3 

6 0.7 

22 2.6 

12 1.4 

, .. 



(. ~LUMN 

36-37 

B-·2l 

VARIABLE 

Secondary Treatment Given to Group (continued) 

(Behavioral Modification) 

CODE: 70 = Behavioral modification methods 

71 = Token economy 

72 = Aversive conditioning (Apnea, anti­
buse and similas) 

"(Medical Methods) 

80 = Tranqui1ization and similar 

83 = Methadone and similar 

(Job Development and ReYated) 

90 = Institutional work programs, pittance 
wage 

93 = Pre-job training 

94 = Job placement 

95 Sheltered employment 

96 = Apprenticeship or on-the-job training 
(cannot modify location code 29 work/ 
study furlough release) 

97 = Any work experience 

98 = Secondary treatment only: contracted 
out 

99 = Treatment but unknown ,F' _ 

JUVENILES 
If % 

1 

3 

1 

8 

10 

4 

5 

50 

25 

2 

511 

0.2 

0.6 

0.2 

1.6 

,2.0 

0.8 

1.0 

9.8 

4.9 

0.4 

ADULTS 
1/ % 

3 

2 

1 

7 

25 

74 

7 

17 

108 

7 

842 

0.4 

0.2 

0.1 

0.8 

3.0 

8.8 

0.8 

2.0 

12.8 

0.8 

i 

i 
I 
I 
I 
! 

1 
I 
I 
I 

38 

39 

) it . 
','. •.. ~".' 

40 

<.:) 

B-22 

VARIABLE 

Total Number of Treatments 

CODE: a = No treatement added 

1 = One treatment 

2 = Two treatments 

3 = Three or more treatments 

Tr~atment Location 

CODE: 1 = On probation 
., 

2 = In 1iea 'of probation 

3 = In p'rison 

4 = In lieu of prison 

5 = On parole 

6 = In lieu of parole 

7 = Any other location 

9 = No special treatment 

(9981) 

Is Treatment Voluntary? 

CODE: 1 = Yes 

2 =No 

9 = Unknown Or N/A 

(10,634) 

JUVENILES 
/I % 

1487 69 

207 10 

160 7 

298 14 

2152 

131 

44 

202 

229 

62 

12 

3 

683 

104 

478 

582 

19 

6 

30 

33 

9 

2 

1 

18 

82 

L.-________ ........... _______________ -..loo._.......::.. ___ ...l....~_..... .................. _':,. _ _... ____________ ......... ---.4j,"--_. ____ ""-'"_-"--___ ~~ ___________ ~ ______ .. ~' _'" 

ADULTS 
II % 

8534 

764 

145 

586 

10029 

204 

582 

256 

447 

15 

13 

1517 

447 

85 

8 

1 

6 

13 

30 

1 

1 

46 

518 54 

965 



--~.....--~~~-~--~~ -----~~-- - ------ ---------------~------------------------------•. ~-- --~~-------

41-43 

( 

44 

j~ ~ . 1 

B-43 

VARIABLE 

Months in Treatment 

(Number of months group has received treatment 
whether in the institution, on field supervision 
or both. For this item standard probation or 
parole supervision is regarded as a treatment. 
If a period of field supervision follows (or is 
separate from) a period of "special treatment," 
the total time in treatment is added and months 
on parole are coded as Not Applicable = 999. If 
the "special treatment" and field supervl.sl.on 
coincide, the "special treatment" is coded here 
and in the total time under field supervision. 
For examp~~ if a group receives four months of 
halfway ho~\treatment ~hile on parole and af­
ter graduatin~\ receive,~ ,;Standard parole for a.n 
additi~~18~onths, ~onths in treatment = 004 
and month~~~1role = 022.) 

CODE: 1 through 60 

999 = Unknown ) 
) (7149) 

o = Missing/NA) 

Definition of Months in Treatment 

CODE: 1 = A hard and fast definition, e.g., each 
case is treated for 7 months :r 

Ii 
2 = An "up/to" definition, e.g., some but 

not aJ1~ cases are treated for 7 m9nths 

3 = An "at least" definition, e.g., all 
cases are treated fo~ 7 months but some 
are treated for longer periods of time 

4 = Average, median or mode 

9 = Unknown 

(7079) 

() 

JUVENILES 
1/ % 

Juveniles 

~iX s.d. 

9.97 26.78 

(N = 1437) 

149 10 

634 44 

98 7 

554 39 

1435 

ADULTS 
/I % 

Adults 

X s.d. 

16.71 13.17 

(N ." 3595) 

" 

805 22 

1216 33 

463 13 

1183 32 

3667 

\\ 
45' 

e, '~C). -48 
" 

' ........ 

49 

B-24 

VARIABLE 

Concurrence: 
Overlae of Treatment and Follow-Ue Time 

CODE: 1 = Time in treatment and time in follow-up 
encompass the same period 

2 = Time in follow-up includes but extends 
beyond time in treatment 

3 ::: Time in follow-up includes only a per-
iod of time following treatment 

4 = Time in follow-up includes part but not 
all of time in treatment, and does not 
extend beyond time in treatment 

9 = Unknown 

(6035) 

Months I~carcerated 

(Code number of months incarcerated on current 
sentence including special treatment) 

CODE: 1 through 90 

999 =: Unknown ) 
) 

o = Not Applicable: not incarcer-) (8073) 
ated on current sentence ) 

Definition of Months Incarcerated 

CODE: 1 = A haN and fast definition f e.g., every 
case in the group is incarcerated for 
10 months 

2 ::: An "up to" definition, e.g., some but 
not all cases are incarcerated for 10 
months. 

3 = An "at least" definition, e. g., all 
cases are incarc.erated for 10 months 
but some are incarcerated for longer 
periods 

4 = Aver~ge, median or mode 

9 = Not incarcerated or unknown 
(10,437) 

JUVENILES 
II % 

758 50 

204 13 

370 24 

181 12 

1513 

Juveniles 

X s.d. 

12.75 11.51 

(N = 1540) 

95 

40 

29 

318 

482 

20 

8 

6 

66 

ADULTS 
II % 

2923 63 

526 11 

626 13 

558 12 

4633 

Adults 

X s.d. 

22.05 13.16 

(N = 2568) 

64 5 

124 10 

1.....-_____ ............... __ .... -._ ... _--_ ...... -.-... -....... __ ---' ........ ______ ............. ____ ....... .-.... ...... _____ ......:."" ... ~<~l'; .... - .......... ___ .~\ .... ,t.... -...."""-..... -'-__ ~_'_~_'_ ______ ...L..._~_-.i. .. _~~¥ __ ~ __ ~ ____________________ ~ _________ ~ __ ~ __ ....... ~ _____ ~ __ 
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VARIABLE 

Months on Parole (or Probation) 

CODE: 1 through 72 

999 = Unknown ) 
) (1068) 

Blank = Not applicable) 

.. II 

Definition Code: Months on Parole (or Probation) 

CODE: 1 = A hard and fast definition, e.g. , every 
case in the group is followed-up for 3 
years 

2 =:. An "up to" definition, i_e., Some but' 
not all are followed-up for 3 years 

3 = An lIat least" definition, ~i 
e.g., all 

cases are followed-up for three years 
but some are followed up for a longer 
period of time 

4 = Average, median or mode 

9 = Unknown) 
) (11,343) 

o = N/A ) 

JUVENILES 
(I % 

Juveniles 

X s.d. 

10.24 7.27 

47 15 

225 73 

27 9 

9 3 

309 

{~'\ 

ADULTS 
II % 

Adults 

X s.d. 

12.42 11.47 

148 28 

338 64 

22 4 

22 4 

530 

B-26 

VARIABLE 

54 Mean Age of Group 

CODE: 1 = Up to 17 

2 = 17 - 24 

3 = 25 - 34 

4 = 35 - 44 

5 = 45 plus 

9 ~ UIIK.tlO'W"n /''1\ 
I,' 

(7482) 

55 Sex of Group 

) 
CODE: 1 = :Hale 

11 
1.'. 

'r 
2 = Female 

'''::::;:: 

3 = Mixed 

("/ 

9 = Unknown 

?~\\ (1830) 

56 Race: ProEortion of Group White 

CODE: 1 - Up to 25% 

2 = 25 - 50 

3 50 75 
\\ = 

4 = 75 - 100 

9 == Unknown 

(~) (8467) 
c/ 

L ___________ '= .. ·'='"_--_ .. --.:.'--__ "c __ -.. -_~--_~'_-____________ -'-___ ~ ..... '='=--""'""'_-;;... . .::..,,-:.. __ ~.3.\..Jct._ .... _'"-'-__ ~ __________ ~_-lo." __ ~~~ __________ ~ _____ _________ • __ _ __ _ 

JUVENILES ADULTS 
1/ % (I % 

1873 91 21 1 

178 9 821 31 

1676 63 

127 5 

3 0--' .-

2051 2648 

1121 70 7257 83 

222 14 863 10 

251 16 637 7 
1594 8757 

79 9 187 6 

62 7 382 13 

552 65 1252 44 

152 18 ~ 36 
845 2869 
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VARIABLE 

57 Proportion of Group High School>Gr'ads or Above 

CODE: 1 = Up to 25% 

2 = 25 50 

3 "" 50 75 

4 - 75 - 100 

9 = Unknown 

(10,993) 

58 Class: Index created from measures of proportion 
of group with lower occupational status, unem­
ployed, proportion low class and proportion on 
welfare 

59 

:\ 

CODE: 1 = Lower class 

2 = Middle class 

3 = High class 

9 = Unknown 

(10,906) 

Proportion of Group with Broken Family: (Does not 
include proportion single or unmarried but does 
include proportion separated, divorced or widowed.) 

CODE: 1 = Up to 25% 

2 = 25 - 50 

3 = 50 - 75 

4 = 75 - 100 

9 = Unknown 

(11,024) 
o 

JUVENILES 
1/ % 

222 

8 

8 

238 

106 

152 

~ 
282 

31 

29 

182 

9 

251 

93 

3 

3 

38 

54 

8 

12 

12 

72 

4' 

(1 

ADULTS 
1/ % 

471 

361 

107 

11 

950 

234 

354 

405 

993 

376 

361 

138 

-1! 
906 

50 

38 

11 (I 

1 

24 

36 
::::.'=*.' 

41 

41 

40 

15 

3 

60 

B-28 

VARIABLE 

Proportion of Group Who are Property Offenders: 
Uses current convictionoffense only. Property in­
cludes burglary, larceny, auto theft, fraud, and 
similar, but no robbery or other crimes involving 
violence or the threat of violence. 

CODE: 1 = Up to 25% 

2 = 25 - 50 

3 = 50 - 75 

4 = 75 - 100 

9 = Unknown 

(4716) 

61 Proportion of Group Hade Up of First Offenders: 
Uses criteria of no prior record, no prior arrest, 
and/or no prior conviction. 

CODE: 1 = Up to 25% 

2 = 25 - 50 

3 = 50 - 75 

4 = 75 - 100 

9 = Unknown 

(11,121) 

.. ~---~~ 

JUVENILES 
I.f % 

287 42 

214 31 

60 9 

125 18 

686 

98 67 

23 16 

19 13 

6 4 

146 

..... , ,; . .J"fl..L3t, Li-, 

ADULTS 

" % 

3217 47 

851 13 

915 14 

1796 18 

6779 

399 44 

266 29 

153 17 

96 10 

914 
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VARIABLE 

62 Proportion of Group 
With at Least One Prior Incarceration 

CODE: 1~ Up to 25% 

2 = 25 - 50 

3 50 - 75 

4 = 75 - 100 

9 = Unknown 

(10,164) 

63 Narcotic History Associated with Group 

64 

CODE: 1 = Yes 

2 = No 

9 = Unknown 

(7821) 

~coho1 Histor~ASsociat~d with GfouP 

CODE: 1 = yesl _ 

2 = No \ 

9 = Unkno, 

(8098) 

II 

.:,\ 

JUVENILES 
II % 

46 21 

88 40 

74 34 

12 5 

220 

81 45 

100 55 

181 

1\ 
'I 
" :; 
1\ 

-~r~ 
',' 

~i6 100 
1\ 

616 
II 
I, 

\,\ 

II 
'I I, 

i 
\1 
iI 11 

\ 
\ 

! 
II 

ADULTS 
1/ % 

290 16 
;/ 

2116 
iJ 

12 

1038 58 

253 14 

1797 

586 14 

3593 86 

4179 

79 2 

3938 98 

4017 

,("--) 
(~ '. 

,~""".' 

o , . 
" 

I' ,I 

~ 

~\JI 
APPENDIX C 

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES AND PROFILE OF THE DATA SET 
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Investigation of Sources and Identification of Documentsl 

, 
~ 

A "Letter of Inquiry" and "Brief Description" of the project were sent 

to over 1700 addresses obtained from a comprehensive LEAA mailing list. This 

initial mailing reached all of the targetgroup$iniluding funding and funded 

agencies, private organizations, research centers, and various academic cen-

terse A second mailing went to directors of the departments listed in the ACA 

Directory of Juvenile and Adult Correctional Departments, Institutions, Agen-

des and Paroling Authorities in the United State and Canada, 1975-76 edition. 

A third mailing requested that the project be placed on the mailing list of 

all organizations producing relevant newsletters. 

Two additional mailings were undertaken. A Criminal Justice Activity 

Announcement was sent out by the National Criminal Justice Reference Service 
() 

to help ensure tli~t persons below the level of department heads were informed 

of the project. A "Dear Colleague" letter 'V'as enclosed with a regular mailing 

to members of the American Society of Criminology. 2 

Several types of primary bibliographical sources were utilized to dis-

cover additional research reports. 

1. Major bibliographies and program listings: 

a. Smithsonian Science Informabion Exchange Published 
Searches. Criminological Evaluation Studies (6/76); 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Administration 
(10/75); Rehabilitation of Adult and Juvenile Offen­
ders (10/75>V; Judges, Lawyers, and Probatiop Offi­
cers (iO/75); Court Management and Organization 
(10/75) • 

lThis Appendix from Robert Martinson and Judith Wilks, unpublished pro­
gress report. 

2The mailing lists of a number of professional organizations were con­
sidered. The ASC list seemed to yield the best coverage for the cost. 

) 

() 
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C-3 

b. National Technical Information Service. Probation 
and Parole, 1964 to October 1974; Juvenile Delin­
quency, 1964 to May 1975; Rehabilitation of Criminal 
and Public Offenders, 1967 to August 1975. 

c. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. A Com­
Eendium of Selected Criminal Justice Projects, June 
1975. 

'd. Bureau of Pr~sons. Abstracts of Research in the 
Bureau of Prisons, 1970-75. 

e. lnstitute of Governmental Studies, University of 
CalHornia (Berkeley). Bibliographies of crimino­
logical literature compiled by Dorothy Tompkins. 

f. National Clearinghouse on Criminal Justice Planning 
and Architecture. All accession listings to date; 
all library catalogue entries under the title, 
"Recidivism. " 

2. Newsletters and Journals: 

Retrieval 

a. Major newsletters. Criminal Justice Newsletter; 
Corrections Digest; Criminal Justice Diges~; Target. 

b. Major journals. Journal of Research in Crime and 
Delinquency; Crime and Delinquency; Journal of Crim­
inal Law and Criminology; British Journal of Crimi­
nology. 

c. Others. Research Bulletin and Summary of Research 
(United States); Bulletin of the Criminological Re­
search Department (Japan). ' 

1. Specific Documents: 

Order forms were sent directly to authors and publishers whenever possi-

ble. Standing accounts were maintained tV'ith the National Technical Information 

Service and the Government printing Office for purchase of documents distri­

buted solely by them. Many documents were obtained through inter-library loan. 

For example, this method was used with the Document Loan Program of the Na-

tiona1 Criminal Justice Reference Service. 
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Research reports appearinf'in journals were listed and maintained in a 

card catalogue. 

2. Projects: 

Relevant projects were sent a "Letter of Inquiry" and project titles 

were maintained in a master file. Separate project items were logged and phy-

sically filed as part of "on-going" projects. Such files were updated through 

correspondence. 

3. National Council on Crime and Delinquency (Abstracts): 

Over one thousand abstracts of documents were examined by utilizing the 

Termitrex system maintained by NCCD. Relevant documents were ordered directly 

or obtained on loan from the NCCD library. The staff of the Information Center 

and the library were very helpful in the search and NCCD proved to be a rich 

source of information. 

4. In-House Documents: 

Documents received directly by mail were" examined for pertinent ref er-

ences, and were then either re-classified on the basis of contents, or filed 

in the "Source" section of the Center's library. 

5. Uniform Parole Reports: 

A special procedure was reql,lired to obtain the Uniform Darole Reports 
':: .\ 

data by State. Address labels were provided to the Center for agencies par-

ticipating in the UPR program. A Letter of Request was sent to the agencies, 

requesting permission"to have data for their State released to the Center. 

The Research Center of the Natior.al Council on Crime and Delinquency in Davis 
'"I'll 

I 

I""""')" , , 

o 
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then provided the project with a computer printout of UPR data for States that 

had granted permission by a certain date. These states are listed below: 

Alabama 
Arizona 
California 

Department of Corrections 
Youth Authority 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Maryland 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 

6. Special Help: 

Nebraska 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Utah 
Virginia 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Washington, D.C. 

The generous help given to this project by the staff of the Information 

Center and library of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency deserves 

special thanks. Agencies in a number of states also deserve sp~cial mention 

for providing numerous research reports. These include California (Department 

of Correct~ons, Youth Authority and the Los Angeles probation Department), Dis-

trict of Columbia, Georgia, Illinois, Massachusetts, and Wisconsin. 

The sear,ch yielded 828 offender-based studies containing recidivism 

rates on groups of released offenders. After editing to ensure unique data, 

555 documents provided the information upon whi,ch this study is based. 
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A Profile of Selected Data Characteristics 

The procedure outlined above yielded a unique data set, containing in-

I' 
" 

formation on 12,146 groups pf released offenders, 82.5% adults and 17.5% juv
en

-

iles. As illustrated by the profile chart on the following page, all major re-

gions of the country are represented for both juveniles and adults. The origi-

nal data were collected primarily during the 1960's (15%) and 1970's (83%). 

The remaining cases cover the period between 1900 and 1950. 

Most of the groups were abstracted from official state agency records 

and reports (67%), and state rap sheets (23%). The remaining cases (10%) were 

derived from a variety of sources including various combinations of federal, 

state and local rap sheets. 

Groups receiving innovative correctional treatment were derived from 

three research design categories: 1) after-only design, used for the majority 

(~ of cases (59% of juvenile cases, 82% of adult cases); 2) classical designs and 

after-only with control groups (39.2% of the juvenile groups a~4 16.9% of the 
-':i 
adult groups); 3) before/after design (1.3% of juvenile groupS and no adult 

groups). 

The data also contain information about the government level that admin-

istered treatment, the number of treatments given, the criminal justice system 

location in which treatment was administered, and length and type of treatment. 

Eighteen percent of the sample received some type of treatment intervention, 

in addition to that implied by the criminal justice Siystem location (probation 

or parole): 31% of the juvenile groupS and 15% of the adult groups received 

some form of special treatment. 
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Probation, Parole and Their Alternatives 

J/' 

The data in Table C-l show the distribution of cases across eight major 

administrative locations where offenders are assigned after releas'i> from dl.rect 

control of the criminal justice system. Most of the adult groups were onpa-

role (74%) and an additional 4% were in a parole program at the time the data 

were collected. Thirteen percent of the adult groups were on probB:tion, and 

the remaining 9% were distributed over 5 other locations including snock pro-~,) ,_ r) 

.;, 

bation, group homes, early release, wO!'k study and hal,fway houses. 
,--

The distribution for juvenile groupsj~s somewhat different. ,While 43% 
,;.' ,)_. Y ,~' /) .J.' 

were either on standard parole or in a parole program, 34% were on probation, 

11% were in group homes.§lnd the remaining 5% were in halfway hQ~ses:l wo;:k:;.r 

study programs, or had been released after serving their maximum sentence with-

out supervision. 
c/O 

Table C-l 

Distributio'll of Juvenile and Adult Groups 
According to Administrativta;", Jurisdiction 

"f ~} ,-:.' (7 . ~, 

C) 

------------~~--~~--~------------------------~-------------~~~-----
:;, 

'1! 

Imprisonment/parole 

'~' 

P:robation 

Partial'Physic;:il C\lstody (res,ident.ial-establish­
men~ for convic'ted offender' ~~ven in lieu of 
training school, i.e. group !nohUe, probation c:amp) 

, P~r6le Program (o~her thfiu stand~rd aftercare) 

HaJ:fway House/Pa-c;tialPhysical Custody 
.;' .. ' '.t'\r)'?"' 

'-, 

Work-Study/Furlough Release 

Maxout (release without 'p,arole supervision) rr 

Early Release 

JUVENILES 

38% 

,,34% 
D 

ll% 

ADULT..§. 

74% 

13% 

1% 

_______________________________________ '~r: ___ ~_~"--------~~------------:----
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APpRNDIX D 

FACTORS AFFECtING I,NTERPRETATION OF THE RATE OF RECIDIVISMl 

'.1' 

.0 

i~ 

lThis A;pend;i.x describes the i t f "i 

feet the magnitude of the rate of \re~i~~v~:~e 0 several factors fo~nd to.af­
tantsources of variance;;-"C,::lncludin the u • Several other potentJ.ally l.mpor­
were found nO'i: to affect' the rate f q ality of the study, were analyzed but 
available for ,analysilE) ,tan be found ni : AconsidsitenBt fashion. Details of the data 

" ppen x • 

D-l 
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INTRODUCTION 

Criminal recidivism, that is, the re.tl1rn to crime after release from 

custody, is the most frequently used measure of the effectiveness of the insti­

tutional systems of control, supervision and rehabilitation of offenders. How­

ever the widespread acceptance of the term "recidivism" belies the difficulty , , 

in measuring the concept in a standard manner. This lack of measurement pre­

cision has led to considerable confusion about exactly what the rate of reci­

divism is in the United States. There is a wide discrepancy in the reported 

rate of recidivism in the numerous reports, articles and texts devoted to the 
;; 

subject which results in large part from the various ways ¥ecidivism has, been 

op~rationalized. In addition, factors such as the length of time offenders 

are followed up after release, the geographic location in which the offenders 

are located and the decade in which the study was done also have an impact on 

the reported recidivism rate. The result is that no national data base to date 

has been compiled from which the "actual" rate of recidivism can be estimated. 

Even the Uniform Parole Reports provide only partial information as its focus 

is solely on the failure rates for adult parolees. 

This confusion, coupled with the media's promotion of studies that have 

the most sensationalistic value, has led the public to believe that the rate 

of recidivism in the United States is extremely high. The Uniform Crime Re-

ports, a frequently cited source of data, estim~ites that the recidivism rate 

is between 50% to 80%. This information has beem ~~sseminated and promoted in 

corrections texts and journals as well as to thE~ public. The 1970 Uniform 

Crim.e Report indicates an overall rate of 65% for persons released in 1965 and 

re-arrested witnin four years. Text book authors have accepted and promoted 

these figures. Fox (1972), for instance, reports a rate of approximately 65% 

for adults and 40% for juveniles. Goldfarb and Singer (1973) speculate that 
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the rate is as high as 50% to 80%, claiming that the average offender repeats 

crime within one year after release from custody. 

Other less well publicized studies present a different picture. Some 

time ago Glaser (1959) estimated the rate to be about 33%. More recently 

(1978) the Uniform Parole Reports indicated that: 

Based on the data repo~ted to UPR, violators among 1978 
removals from parole totalled 24.3%. Therefore, the 
1978 removal figures Support the long-standing indica­
tion from UPR individual case-based studies that approxi­
mately three-fourths of persons paroled in this country 
can be characterized as successes, or at least as non­
viol.1tors. 

The findings of this study, presented in Table D-l indicate that the 

average rate o£ recidivism may be even lower than the 33% estimated by Glaser. 

Juvenile .groups reported in the literature have an average rate of recidivism 

of 28.5%:' The mean for adult groups is ev;en lower, 15.7%. However, consider-

abl.e variation exists around these averages for both juveniles and adults. 

The standard deviation is almost as high as the mean itself, indicating that 

although the rates cluster at the lower end of the continuum, there are many 

instances of rates much higher and much lower than the average. 

Table D-l 

The Overall Average Rate of Recidivism for Juvenile and Adult Groups 

JUVENILES ADULTS 

Mean 28.51 15.67 

s.d. -'21. 29 15.74 

Number of 2,152 10,029 

Number of Individuals 301,000 1,700,000 

I 
II 

_I 
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At first glance, 'the discrepancies in C)these findings appeal' perplexing. 

However, upon closer scrutiny, the effect of other factors on the reported 

rate of recidivism can be observed. ,-" For examvle, a superficial comparison of 

our data and the data presented by the Uniform_Parole Repor'ting System sug-

gests almost a ten point difference in the rate of recidivism for adults. 

However, when adult failures on parole who were follm.;red for twelve months 

after release are sorted out, a recidivism rate of 27% is observed, c:.omparable 

to the 24% reported by the Uniform Parole Reporting System. Other factors, 

including geographic location and decade in which the study ,.;ras conducted, 
" 

" affect the magnitude of the rate of recidivism as well. In the sections of 

this chapter that follow, the contribution of each of these factors and the 

way they affect our analysis of the treatment of offenders is discussed in 

detail. 

The' Operational Definition of Recidivism 

Of all the factors affecting the magnitude of the (~'i~te of recidivism, 
t,.~ 

the operational definition w~s found to have the most dramatic impact. For 

both juveniles and adults, the way in which recidivism is defined establishes 

a net through which certain kinds of criminal actions are detected. To a 
" 
1.1 

great extent, the definition of recidivism is responsible for the large fluc~\. 

tua.tions in the reported rate of ,:J;,ecidivilsm, accouJting for the majority in 
L,,.) 

the equations we ana:lYi~ed. 
" i/ 

The following seven definitions of recidivism were found in the 

ture: 

~i'l. Failure -- Failure refers tp an unfavorable dispOSition, short of 

contact with the criminal justice system •. This include's d;Lshonorable'dis"-

charges, unsuccessful program'participation, informal warnings, delinquency o 
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declarations, and other unfavorable criminal justice system action that does 

not change the custody status of the offender. 

2. Abscond -- Recidivists who were defined as absconding either did 

not report for supervision, or could not be located by their supervising offi-

cere 

3. Re-Arrest -- The re-arrest rate includes offenders who were ar-
q, 

restecl'after release. 

4. Re-Conviction -- The rate of re-conviction refers to the percentage 

of offenders who were convicted of a new crime after release.' 

5. Imprisonment/Technical Violation -- This definition includes those 

offenders who were imprisoned or assigned to a correctional institution as a 

result of a technical violation of probation or parole. 

6. Imprisonment/New Conviction -- This definition includes offenders 

who were re-imprisoned or assigned to. a correctional institution as a result 
II 

of a conviction for a new crime committed. 

7. Imprisonment/Either Technical Violation or a New Conviction --

This definition includes both offenders who were re-imprisoned for a techni-

cal violation of probation or parole, and offenders who were convictea of 'a 
I., 

new crime. 

The percentage of groups defined by each of these definitions is pre-

sented in Table D-2. Adults were most frequentlY,defined as recidivists by 

the definitions abscond (23.5%), imprisonment for a technical violation 

(24.2%) and, imprisonment for a ne~.;r conviction (21. 7%). For juveniles, the 

most common definitions were abscond (27.8%) and imprisonment for a technical 

violation (28.3%), followed by re-arrest (13.7%) and imprisonment for either 

,a technical violation or a new conviction (12.4%). 
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Table D-2 

Operational Definition of Recidivism 
(Distribution of Cases; Average Rate of Recidivism; Standard Deviation; 

Pearson's r Between the Rate of Recidivism and the Specified Definition [Dichotomized]) 

OPERATIONAL 
DEFINITION 

Fail-u:re 

Short of Arrest/ 
Abscond 

Re-t~rest 

(
Convic tion ~pr 

. '~ew Offense 
",~~ . 

Imprisonment/ 
Technical 

Imprisonment/ 
New Conviction 

Imprisonment/ 
Technical or 
New Conviction 

N of Groups 

N of Indivs. 

N 
Groups/ 

ADULTS 

Indivs. % x 

685 
110,500 

2,356 
311,875 

630 
93,225 

453 
83,950 

2,430 
500,650 

2,~73 
407,250 

1,302 
194,550 

10,029 

1,702,000 

----

6.8 35.7 

23.5 7.4 

6.3 27.9 

4.5 21. 7 

24.2 14.6 

21. 7 8.0 

13.0 26.8 

100.0 15.7 

s.d. 

20.5 

9.1 

18.1 

15.6 

12.1 

8.8 

26.8 

15.7 

N 
Groups/ ' 

r Indivs. 

.34 

-.29 

.20 

.08 

-.04 

-.26 

.27 

191 
13,975 

598 
89,625 

294 
34,375 

71 
9,875 

610 
111,900 

120 
28,350 

268 
30,550 

JUVENILES 

% x 

8.9 43.6 

27.8 25.3 

13.7 41.9 

3.3 23.4 

28.3 25.7 

5.6 7.1 

12.4 27.6 

2,152 100.0 ,1 28.5 

318,650 

s.d. r 

22.2 .22 

17.1 -.09 

24.7 .25 

17.6 .-.04 

19.5 -.08 

9.6 -.25 

19.2 -.02 

21.3 

'I 
~ 
} 
Ii 
J 

I 
I 

~4}'. " ': ~1 

" 

() 
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The impact of each operational definition on the magnitude of the ob-

served rate of recidivism is shown by the X's presented in Table D-2. These 

data indicate that operational definition has a strong impact on the average 

rate of recidivism for adult and juvenile groups reported in the literature. 

For adults, the highest average rate of recidivism is found when recidivism is 

defined as failure (35.7%). The lowest average rate is observed for adults 

when recidivism is defined as abscond (7.4%), followed by imprisonment for a 

new conviction which yields an average rate of only 8%. 

Definitions that do not specify the reason for re-incarceration (impri-

sonment for a technical violation or new conviction), produce an average rate 

for adults of 26.8%. When recidivism is defined as re-imprisonment for a tech-

nical violation the average is 14.6%. 

For juveniles, the highest average rate of recidi~ism is found when re-

cidivism is measured as failure (43.6%). The lowest rate for juvenile groups 

occurs when recidivism is defined as imprisonment for a new conviction (7.l%). 

These data indicate that "much of the variation in the reported rate of 

recidivism, and probably a good deal of the confusion surrounding what the 

rate of recidivism in the United States actually iS t can be attributed to how 

recidivism is defined. Wide fluctuation exists in the reported rate of reci-

divism depending on the point in the criminal justice system where measurement 

is taken and the efficiency of that measure in detecting criminal activity. 

The filter which each-definition establishes provid~s a conservative estimate 

of the actual amount of criminal activity that actually occurs within any given 

group. Clearly, considerable error exists :;n measuring criminal activity with 

official measures. In and of itself, however, this error does not invalidate 

\i 
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the analysis of the relative effect of various programs on the rate of recidi-

vism, as long as the definition of recidivism is taken into account. 2 

DISCUSSION 

For the purposes of the present research the central question underlying 

the analysis of the various operational definitions of recidivism is the extent 

to which these definitions, both individually and collectively, can be viewed 

as valid and reliable measures of criminal activity after release from custody. 

~vo main assumptions are possible. First, it is plausible that each measure 

of recidivism more or less measures the same phenomenon. Specifically, it can 

be assumed that although it is not known exactli~ how many persons in a particu-

lar group return to crime, it is known how many individuals in a group were re-

arrested. It can therefore be concluded that the higher a group's re-arrest 

rate, the greater the crime rate for that grou!>. This assumption is reasonable 

for each class of definition reported in the literature, although it is prob­

r' 
ably more accurate for some definitions t6an for others. 

A second assumption about operational definition is equally plausible. 

It is possible that each of the seven definitions measures a. separate, dis= 

tinct, independent process that could be affected by intervention differen-

tially. Because there is no evidence that would exclude either of these as-

sumptions, both are utilized through (this research, ~s we focus t(:m'I~' 1) how 

treatment varies irrespective of definition, and 2) how treatment impacts on 

each defin.ition separately. When the overall impact of treatment, regardless 

of definition, is the same as when each definition is analyzeg separately, 
/ ~ (. 

then'this internal consistency ,will build confidence in the data. \{hen the 

~This assumes that the ratio of criminal activity to official meaSures 
of recidivism is the same for all progr~ms. 

'i 
"~ 
! 

~ 
i) 

! 
I 

!~')'.' 
V~.: 
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~mpact of treatment is different, uepending on the definition of recidivism, 

then interpretation of the findings should be more cautious. Throughout the 

\.:purse of this research operational definition is taken into account by comput­

ing separate equations for each definition for each treatment under analysis. 

Other Factors Affecting the Magnitude of the Rate of Recidivism 

In addition to operational definition, we found three other factors, that 

affect the rate of recidivism, irrespective of the type of intervention em-

played. In the following pages the effect of length of time of follow-up, the 

geographic location and the time period during which the study was conducted 

are detailed. 

Length of Time of Follow-Up 

It is common knowledge that the lenger a cohort of ex-offenders is fol­
(; 

lowed over time, th~ greater the likelihood that more persons in the group 

will be defined as recidivists. Therefore, the length of time of follow-up 

might be anticipated as affecting the magnitude of recidivism. In order to 

allow for this possibility, the length of time of follow-up and its effect on 
the rate of reciclivismWere analyzed. The 10,029 adult groups' follow-up time 

ranged from 1 month to 37 years with a mean of 20.4 months and a standard de­

.v.iatioh of 15.9 months. Juveniles were followed for an average of 22.6 months, 

with a standard deviation of 24.5 months. Of the 2,133 groups, the follow-up 

ranged from 1 months to 22 years. 

The zero order correlations for length of time of follow-up are pre­

sented in Table D-3. The means provide partial verification for the notion 

that follow-up time affects the magnitude of the rate of recidivism, with an 

r of .06 for juveniles and .21 for adults. However, when analyzing the effect 

of length of follow-up 'controlling for definition, somewhat different results 
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Table D-3 

Relationship Between Rate of Recidivism and 
Length of Time in Follow-up for Each Definition of .Recidivism 

Adults ·Juveniles 
........ 

<.', ~. 

Failure .11 (680) .28 (919) 

Abscond -.09 (2,343) -.08 (593) 

Re-Arrest .34 (624) .36 (285) 

.,Jie-Conviction .42 (444) .47 (71) 

Re-Imprisonment/Technica1 .24 (2,415) .64 (609) 

(~~ ,;.; 

Re-Imprisonment/New Conviction .27 (2,166) .20 (119) 

Re-Imprisonment/Tota1 .38 (1,291) .21 (265) 

~> 

Overall .21 .06 

~ 

'\ 

)\ 
" , 

.f 

• , 
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s.d. 

median 

r with 
recidivism 

rate 

72 

Juveniles 
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.~~ 

•. 06 
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Adults 

1,719,608 

9,963 
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12.4 
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emerge (Table D-3). FoLl.ow-up time actually has a slight negative relationship 

to the rate of recidivism when recidivism is defined as abscond (B=-.ll for 

adults; B=-.08 for juveniles). For all other definitions, the.correlation is 
'I'': 

positive, ranging from B=.19 to B=.40 fdr adults., and B=.20 to B=':64 for juven-

iles, depending on. the definition of recidivism. 

Given the relatively consistent impact on the rate of recidivism, length 

of time of follow-up is included in all the regression equations analyzed dur-

ing the course of this research. 

Geographic Regions of the United States 

In addition to the impact of operationalpefinition and .length of follow­

up time on the rate of recidivism, the~e are major differences in recidivism' 
(';1 I} 

rates between regions of the country., 
',l (~ 

The United States Census Bureau .divides the ~ountty int.,? nine geographic 

areas.3 Although tbere,.is much variation ytithin each area,'theEi.e geq.graphic 

locations represent in a very general ~ay, differ~ri't philos()phies, and' pcilici~s 
',I 

that exist in the regions" across the United States, During the "course of ab-
~ Q 

stractingthe rate of recidivism on the gr6hps that comprise the.da'ta base, 

the ,state fro~. which the data originated was coded and later groupe~ J'Y area 

as indicated in Table D-4. 

Table D-4 shows the aistribution of our sample across geographic loca-
~'.{ ~, 

tion. For adults, the largest segment came from the pacif.;,c region (30'%), fol-
~ , , ,-><' 

lowed by the South Atlantic (18%", West-North Central (11. 9%) and East-North 
:j 

Central (10.8%) regions. Similar patterns emerged fo~ juveniles: 33.7% of 

our sample came from the Pacific region,ofollowed by the West-North Central 

(19.5%), South Atlantic (18%) and East-North Central (12.3%) regions. 

3See map at the end of this Appendix. 

,\ « .. ~. \. 
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REGION 

New England 

Mid-Atlantic 

East-North Central 

West-North Central 

South Atlantic 

East-South Central 

West-South Central 

Mountain 

Pacific 

Other U.S. 

Canada 

- - - - - - -
Overall 
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Table D-4 

Regional Variation in Recidivism Rates 
For Adults and Juveniles 

N OF 
GROUPS --

270 

714 

1,082 

1,193 

1,806 

513 

111 

753 

3,020 

" 351 

216 

10,029 

ADULTS 

% 

2.6 

7.1 

10.8 

11.9 

18.0 

5.0 

1.0 

7.5 

3.7 

3.4 

2.0 

- - -

N OF 
INDIVIDUALS 

34,381 

163,857 

206,821 

186,234 

315,865 

44,239 

24,048 

49,191 

730,822 

74,869 

80,908 

1,719,608' 

N OF 
GROUPS 

77 

113 

265 

421 

390 

9 

26 

69 

726 

56 

2,152 

JUVENILES 

% 

3.5 

5.2 

12.3 

19.5 

18.0 

0.4 

1.2 

3.2 

33.7 

,2.6 

'\ 

N OF 
INDIVIDUALS 

7,425 

21,797 

29,969 

77,556 

52,996 

1,886 

4,210 

9,327 

113,208 

3,908 

322,280 

" 
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Since the definition of recidivism and the length of time of follow-up 

has to be taken into account in interpreting average rates of recidivism across 

geographic areas, regression equations were computed to determine the;relative 

ordering of the regions with respect to recidivism. Separate equations were 

computed for each definition of recidivism. The results of these .. equations 

are summarized in Tables D-5, D-6, D-7, D-8. 4 

The findings indicate that the relative ordering of regions ~n the 

United States with respect to the rate of recidivisw i9; affected'byfhe opera-

tional definition of recidivism. For adults, only the New Engl~nd and South 
-.:: 

Atlantic regions have rates of recidivism, that are consis,;ten,t aCFoss defini-

tion, with the New England states reporting relatively highet" rates of recidi­

vism than the average, and the South Atlantic re~i9n repor~;i.ng:relativ~lY lower 

rates. Other regions report considerable inconsistency dep~,::~~ing d'p. howreci.". 

divism is defined. The Pacific region, for example~ tends 'to be a'ssociatep 

with relatively higher rates of recidivism, on t~e,?~erage.~. llQ;weve,i:, ~hen'~, 
\; ,,' ,) I: 

recidivism is defined as re-arrest or imprisop.men~',"fora n~wconvictionj th~:··' 

region is associated with relatively low avera~~,., ra:'t:':~s~ ,Sf1'\lilarly ~ the" East:-
,- oj ,~\~" 

) '1) 

South Central regioJ:t, although generally associ~'t,~qWith;'r'~la):)ivelY'~lb~r'at~~ 
- " i) (', ' 

of recidivism, reports having the h:iJ~hest rate 9f reci~ivi~m:, when t;',~CidiV:~,ln' ~; ,I 

is defined as re-COllviction. The West-North Central regio~ 'also 'replb~:t,S such ~\;" 
,- ';;' 'B. ",\ \.' " \.\ 

inconsistency, yielding a relatively low overall rate of r~c'idiv:i"s~; 'out tl).e> , 
, .J ,,>, ;1 " 

highest rate of recidivism when reCidivis~ i's measu'red as failure oli; imprisoni:.. '.' 
1 ,~,~ 'II " ..(\ " < . 

ment for a new conviction. ", qther regions o'fthe ~ouitt;y r~pqrt recidivis,m" 
'I,:' t'., ,j ) 

r.ates that are close to the ayerage. 
II 

,-,,' 

4Both 'the regression infbrm~tl:on as well 'as the re1a~'i~'e"oia~9:-1n'!ro:f eacb 
region for each definition is inc;J)lde~!:. \' \,.£':~ c) 0 l? 
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/~ 
Tab~/D-5 

Summary of the Impact of Geographic Location 
on Each Definition of Recidivism 5 

ADULTS 
------------________________ M. ________________________________________________ __ 

B DEFINITION 
GEOGRAPHIC e RE- RE- RE-IMP./ RE-UlP./ IMP./ 
REGION F FAILURE ABSCOND ARREST CONVIC. TECH. NEH CONV. EITHER 

NEH 1.80 7.65 -2.44 1.09 .83 4.42 12.56 
3.97 1.63 11.10 4.25. 1.85 1.64 2.12 ENGLAND .21 22.04* .05 .07 .20 7.27* 34. 95'~ 

MID- -1. 71 .28 -12.67* -5.22 .50 -5.45 ~1.50 

3.39 1.18 3.80 4.15 1.34 .94 1. 96 ATLANTIC 
.25 .06 11.08* 1.58 .14 33.58* .59 

EAST- -5.22 -.32 -20.54 -2.42 -3.43 -5.30 2.68 
2.69 1.15 4.83 4.15 1.23 .89 1.95 NORTH CENTRAL 
3.77 .00 18.07* .34 7.81* 35.42* 1.88 

WEST- 14.90 -2.50 -.59 -7.66 -1.91 5.16 -10.53 
4.23 1.15 6.34 3.96 1.09 .78 5.32 NORTH CENTRAL 

12.43* 4.76* .01 3.74 3.06 43.92* 3.92* 
I,'. 

SOUTH 5.78 -4.95 -5.71 -3.16 -5.24 -7.09 -3;73 

ATLANTIC 6.55 1.10 3.60 3.76 10.5 .75 2.51 
.78 7.17* 2.52 .71 24.76* 88.50* 2.21 

EAST- 1.12 -.25 -23.61 24.31 -2.03 -7.48 ~78 
2.94 1.24 15.13 10.00 1.33 .92 6.42 SOUTH CENTRAL .11+ .04 2.43 5.91* 2.33 66.76* .02 

HEST- 1.07 .92 6.87 3.43 .72 1.88 .81 

SOUTH CENTRAL 2.62 1.22 3.46 6.89 1.11 1.42 3.11 
.18 .43 1.24* .86 • 33 ,,~l.2 . .92 

., 

-.88 .86 7.30 14.03 1.15 -4.26 .28 
MOUNTAIN 3.88 1.17 5.04 9.82 1.22 .85 A.4,6) 

.05 .55 2.09 2.04 .89 25.33* 
~~. 

.00 

6.81 3.25 -11.90 -2.63 6.41 -5.93 -.33 
PACIFIC 2.01 1.04 3.70 3.55 .97 .70 1.63 

11.42* 't'· 9.85* 10.36* • 55 43.23* 29.42* .04 , . 

OTHER U.S. BASE AND CANADA 
~ 

.: 

*Significant at .05 level. 

5This Table summarizes the B, Standard Error of B and the F Ratio for each region 
of the country and each definition of recidivism. Complete equation information can be 
found in Appendix J • 
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Table D-6 

Rank Order of Recidivism Rates for Various Regions of the Country 
for Each Operational Definition of Recidivism 

GEOGRAPHIC 
REGION FAILURE 

NEW 
4 ENGLAND 

)' 
MID- 8 ATLANTIC 

EAST-
9 NORTH CENTRAL 

WEST-
1* NORTH CENTRAL 

SOUTH 
3 ATLANTIC 

EAST-
5 SOUTH CENTRAL 

WEST':: 
6 SOUTH CENTRAL 

\' 

MOUNTAIN 7 

PACIFIC 2* 

OTHER U.S. BASE AND CANADA 

*Significant at .05 level. 
(-: 

ABSCOND 

1* 

5 

7 

8* 

9* 

6 

3 

4 

2* 

.~;> 

.:;. 

ADULTS 

DEFINITION 
RE- RE- RE-IMP ./ RE-IMP./ 

ARREST CONVIC. TECH. NEW CONV. 

4 4 3 2* 

7* 8 5 6* 

8* 5 8* 5* 

3 9 6 1* 

5 7 9* 8* 

9 1* 7 9* 

" 

2* 3 4 3 

1 2 - 2 4* 
,', 

"';" 

6* 6 "- 1* 7* 
" 

"''''''~~ 

\", .... ,,' c .• e· ! 

(( 

IMP. / 
EITHER 

1* 

7 
',' 

2 

9* 

8 

~~\ 4 -

3 

5 

6 

--"" , -

1 , 

B 
GEOGRAPHIC e 
REGION F 

.... 

NEW 
ENGLAND 

MID-
ATLANTIC 

EAST-
NORTH CENTRAL 

WEST-
NORTH CENTRAL 

SOUTH 
ATLANTIC 

EAST-
SOUTH CENTRAL 

-0, 

WEST-
SOUTH CENTRAL 

0 

MOUNTAIN 

'.' 

PACIFIC 

OTHER U.S. 
AND CANADA 

c: 
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Table D-7 
Summary of the Impact of Geographic Location 

on Each Definition of Recidivism6 
JUVENILES 

DEFINITION 
-,"p' RE- RE- RE-IMP. / 

FAILURE ABSCOND ARREST CONVIC. TECH. 

-44.99 :-6.10 -8.14 -17.79 -.38 
16.76 16.13 4.10 32.70 7.74 

8.20* .19 3.04 10.87* .00 

-14.32 -16.41 -16.08 -7.13 22.60 
23.48 4.89 5.36 11.49 5.80 
23.70* 15.73* 9.01* .38 5.19* 

-22.97 -5.01 -29.12 -13.78 -1. 71 
6.37 5.09 4.37 12.03 5.05 

13.01* .97 44.51* 1.31 .11 
'. 

-12.68 5.44 -4.60 -5.53 8.97 
12.12 4.04 5.38 13.41 4.94 

1.09 1.82 .73 .17 3.30 

-5.99 -6.89 -15.72 14.59 25.32 
8.31 5.63 17.48 11.64 7.86 

.52 1.50 .81 1.57 10.39* 

-57.14 -6.93 
21.50 --- --- '9.56 ---

7.07* .52 

-1.11 - • .37 -.11 -6.14 -.35 
3.22 4.11 1.01 1 .• 09 3.26 

.98 1.91 .32 2.88 .78 

11.9~ -20.37 .20 28.08 
19.71 16.33 4.44 --- 9.86 

.37 1.56 .00 8.11* 

-18.48 -.68 4.93 19.96 
7.73 4.11 --- 10.82 4.71 
5.71* .03 .21 17.94* 

" 

BASE 

c!' ;,. 
\' 

*Significant at~ 05 level. 

RE-IMP./ IMP./ 
NEW CONV. EITHER 

3.65 14.97 
7.05 10.15 

.27 2 .. 18 

51.37 4.73 
6.67 9.13 

59.30* .27 

-3.71 7.78 
6.41 8.74 

.34 .79 

-4.80 11.99 
7.21 9.12 

.44 1. 73 

21. 92 
--- 9.82 

4.98* 

19.72 
--- 21.90 

.81 

3.11 3.96 
4.32 1. 98 

.68 2.11 

11.67 
--- 8.59 

1.84 

12.67 17 .95 
8.10 8.74 
2.45 4.21* 

6This Table summarizes the B, Standard Error of B and the F Ratio for each region 
of the country and each definition of recidivism. Complete equation information can 'be 
fopnd in Appendix J. 
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Table D-8 

Rank Order of Recidivism Rates for Various Regions of the Country 
for Each Operational Definition of Recidivism 

JUVENILES 

DEFINITION 
GEOGRAPHIC RE- RE- RE-IMP.I RE-IMP .1 
REGION FAILURE ABSCOND ARREST CONVIC. TECH. NEW CONV. 

NEW 8* 5 4 8* 7 3 
ENGLAND 

MID- 5* 7* 6* 6 3* 1* ATLANTIC 

EAST- 7* 4 7* 7 8 5 
NORTH CENTRAL 

WEST- 4 1 3 3 5 6 
NORTH CENTRAL 

SOUTH 3 6 5 1 2* -ATLANTIC 

EAST- 9* - - 5 - -SOUTH CENTRAL 

WEST- 2 2 2 4 6 4 
SOUTH CENTRAL 

MOUNTAIN 1 8 1 - 1* -

PACIFIC 6* 3 - 2 4* 2 

OTHER U. S. BASE 
AND CANADA 

*Significant at .05 level. 

) 
. 1 

IMP.I 
EITHER 
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5 

1* 

2~-
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Similar inconsistency across definition emerged for juveniles. Only 

the New England, East-North Central and South Atlantic regions report rela-

tively consistent rates of recidivism regardless of how recidivism is defined, 

with the New England and East-North Central regions reporting relatively low 

rates and the South Atlantic region rep.orting relatively high rates. Interest-

ingly, the New England region reported relatively high rates of recidivism for 

adults and the South Atlantic region reported relatively low rates for adults. 

Other regions yield inconsistent or inconc~usive findings for juveniles. The 

Mid-Atlantic region, while tending towards low rates of recidivism for juven-

iles generally, reports the highest rate of re-impr£sonment for new convictions. 

The East-South Central region reports the lowest rate of failure; however, 

other definitions are unstable and inconsistent. The stable data for the Paci-

fic region places this section close to the average when recidivism is detined 

violations. Other data for this 

rates of recidivism. The Mountain 

states report the highest rate of recidivism when recidivism is defined as re-

imprisonment for technical violations; other definitions are unstable and in-

consistent. No stable data exists for the West-North Central and 'vest-South 

Central regions and what data does exist is inconsistent across definitions. 

These patterns indicate that region of the country is an important fac-

tor in determining the rate of recidivism and needs to be taken into account 

in order to comparetne effectiveness of various forms of treatment. This was 

done by including region of the country in our regression equations.7 =, 

{" (", 

7 Amore refined analysis of regional variation, which would include a 
determination of which states most heavily contribute to the trends observed 
within ea'ch region, shoulil be undertaken before auy firm generalizations about 
e~ch,region can be mad~ • 
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(~~ Decade of the Study 

(
'~ 1 

., 

The data in this study were collected primarily dur'iI).g the period be­
j 

tween 1950-1980. (A small amount 'of the research included in this study was 

conducted prior to this time.) Table D-9 presents the distribution of the 

groups across the decade during which the studies from whi:ch they were ab-

stracted were conducted. These data indicate that approximately 85% of the 

groups ,\Tere observed in the last decade, 13% during the 1960' sand 1% con-

ducted during the 1950's or before. 

Since the definition of recidivism, the length of time of follow-up and 

geographic location were shown to affect tl;le magnitude of the rate of recidi-

vism, regression equations were computed in order to analyze the way in which 

the rate of recidivism has changed over time. A summary of the results of 

these equations are presented in Table D-IO. 

The findings indicate tHat the rate of recidivism for adults has been 
, 

declining during~the thirty-year period in which the majority of the, data were 
'.1 

collected. When the rate of recidivism is averaged across definition, this 

decline is almost 5% per decade. This pattern is cons:i.stent for each defini-

tion of recidivism with the exception of re-arrest which tends to be associ-

ated with increasingly higher rates of recidivism over this time period (B= 

7.27) • 

This same pattern holds true for juveniles. Although the 'overall pat-

tern across the decades is not significant when averaged across defini~.ions 
") 

(B=-1.38), when the rate of recidivism is broken down by definition, all o.f 

the definitions show a decline over time with the exception of re-arrest which 

has increased considerably (B=18.09). 

~) 

1950' s ,J.: 
or b~f/o're 

" 
1960's 

1970's 

II 
i 
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Table D-9 

Decade of the Study 

ADULTS 

N 

143 

1,339 

8,547 

10,029 

% of 
Cases 

1.2 

13.4 

85.2 

JUVENILES 
% of 

N Cases 

63 2.7 

544 25.3 

1,545 71.8 

2,152 

;,'----------------------------------------
I' 

l/ 
/' 

l 
" I 
/ 

I 
i"lJY II ; 

'-.;;r, 

/ 
/I 

ADULTS 

B 
e 
F 

Table D-I0 

Summary of the Impact of Decade in which the Data were Collected 
on Each Definition of Recidivism8 

FAILURE 

-13.21 
1.87 

RE­
ABSCOND ARREST 

... 4.,58 7.27 
.77 2.43 

DEFINITION 
RE- RE-IMP./ 

CONVIC. TECH. 

-.67 -1.01 
1.49 .56 

R,~-IMP./ 
NEW CONY. 

-4:'04 
.56 

IMP./ 
EITHER 

-7.57 
.88 

TOTAL 

-4.96 
.32 

51.60* 35.31* 8.98* .20 3.31 51.27* 73.83* 240.30* 
0 

-24.86 -1.14 18.09 -4.56 -6.71 -.96 -.53 -1.38 
JUVENILES 7.71 1.86 4.88 6.64 14.7 2.58 2.54 .87 

10.40* .38 13.72* .47 20.84* .14 
0 

.04 2.49 

*Significant at .05 level. 

,Aj\ 
QFor summary purposes, the B, Standard Error of B, and the F co-efficient are pre-

sented here. Complete equations can be found in Appendix J . 

.. 

.. 

p.. 
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The interpretation of this pattern is unclear and could reflect an ac-

tual decline in recidivism, or patterns of resource allocations in the crimi-

na1 justice system. However, the period in which the study was conducted needs 

to be taken into account regardless of interpretation in order to make compari-

I) sons between and among the intervention efforts that are the primary focus of 

this research. 
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Table D-ll 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of the Definition of Recidivism 
Length of Time in Follow-Up, Geographic Location and ' 

D~tad~ Data Collected on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 

ADULTS 

Multiple R .61 
.37 
.37 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 11.89 

74.00) (Constant = 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Absc()nd 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction Ii 
Impr;i.sonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic ... 

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(monthsr 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-~~rth Cent~~l 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central Q 

Mountain 
Pacific 
bECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960;' 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

*Significan~ at .05 level. 

B 

26.59 
.45 

18.85 
10.07 

6.47 
14.64 

.19 

5.65 
-2.24 
-.77 

.,..2.62 
-3.48 
-2.44 

.34 
1.08 

-4.96 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

.55 

.36 

.58 

.67 

.36 

.45 

.01 

.89 

.65 

.60 

.60 

.57 

.72 

.66 

.52 

.32 

0 

BETA 

.43 

.01 

.29 

.13 

.18 

.31 

.19 

.06 
-.04 
-.02 
-.05 
,"'~09 

-.03 
.01 
.03 

-.13 

(J 

" 

• ,', f ~. ", 
------- - -

F RATIO 

2361.28* 
1.54 

1048.39* 
225.44* 
331. 48* 

1065.59* 

11546.38* 

40.08* 
11.73* 
1.62 

l8.Z8* 
37.57* 
11. 57* 

.26 
4.30* . 

240.30* 

. 
I :p., 

.. 
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Table D-12 

Regression EquatiQn: 
The Independent Impact of the Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in Follow-Up, Geographic Location and 
Decade Data Collected on the Rate of Cr~minal Recidivism 

JUVENILES 

Multiple R .49 
R Square .24 
Adjusted R Square .24 
Standard Error 16.94 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECT~D 
(1=<.1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

*Significant at ,05 level. 

(Constant = 42.59) 

B 

35.89 
13.34 
30.12 

5.34 
11.88 
12.24 

.30 

-2.87 
-9.05 

-13.34 
-9.35 

-10.16 
-12.75 
-2.05 

2.06 

-1.38 

>. 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

2.15 
1. 98 
2.08 
2.76 
1.77 
2.00 

.03 

3.01 
2.71 
2.35 
2.37 
2.64 
6,20 
j.02 
2.22 

.87 

\« .. 

BETA 

.48 

.28 

.48 

.05 

.2:5 

.19 
\ , 

.35 

-.02 
';'.10 
-.21 
-.17 
-.18 
-.04 
-.02 

.05 

... ,.03 

. 

iI 

------ --~~-

F RATIO 

277.69* 
45.29* 

207.30* 
3.86* 

44.81* 
37.42* 

119.03* 

.91 
11.19* 
32.28* 
15.56* 
14.83* 

4.22* 
.46 
.86 

2.49 

.. 

Ii . 

'\ 
,; 

• 
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Figure 1. CENSUS REGIONS AND GEOGRAPHIC DIVISIONS OF THE UNITED STATES 
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APPENDIX. E 

AVAILABILITY OF AGGREGATE BACKGROUND DATA 

'~.' 

D 

,c 

E-l 

-r" \. \ « . 

I 
1 
I 

/. 
\ ,'.":; 

E-2 

The reperting .of backgreund characteristics in the studies which cem-

prise .our data base is, fer the most part, spe:adic, unsystematic and arbitrary 

in nature. The backgreund characteristics reperted in the literature refer 

primarily te individual attributes such as age, race, educatien and criminal 

history. These charactE\,ristics .often represent the infermatien available te 

the researcher because they have been systematically reperted in agency recerds, 

as eppesed te an ideal selectien .of attributes based en theeretical premises. 

Clearly, there is ne agreement among researchers en what attributes te repert 

and in what form they sheuld be reperted; it is generally the case that where 

such characteristics are reported, they are part .of a research pregram and have 

been used as "predicters" .of recidivism. , 

There are two maje!' types .of backgreund characteristics that are most 

frequently reported that might mediate the success or failure .of a given inter-

ventien or technique in reducing recidivism. The first of these is criminal 

backgreund characteristics. Offenders diff.er in their past illvolvement in 

crime and" the crim:i.nal justice system, and it is believed that criminal back-

ground characteristics such as prier .offender status and the nature of the ef-
I', 
'.'. ~ 

fense committed may be important predicters .of subsequent criminal activity. 

The second group .of "variables reported in the literature g~nerally fall inte 

the class called secial indicators. These demographic data include ch~racter-

is tics such as age, sex, ethnicity =s.ecio-ecenemic status, family backgreund 

and education. 

Table E-l shews the preportion of greups fer which background character­

istics are reperted. For adults, sex was reported fer 87% .of' the group,s, but 

age was reperted fer .only 26% .of adult groups. We have infermatien abeut race 

I~ 
fer 29% of the adult groups, but fer ether background characteristics such as 

education, broken famili'es and ~oeio-economic status information is .only re-

per ted between 9% and 10% of thE\ time. 



E-3 
\) E-4 

t, 
( Table E-l In terms of criminal history fO,r adult groups, 68% of our studies con-

Proportion of Juvenile ai1d Adult Groups Reporting Background Characteristics tained information about the proportion of property offenders in the groups, 

and narcotic history was reported for 42% of the groups. The proportion of 

adults who are convicted of one or more prior offenses is reported for 18% of JUVENILES ADULTS 
ATTRIBUTE % Known N ". Known N 70 ----

the groups. 

Property Offenders 32 687 68 6,779 For juvenile groups, the social characteristics reported most frequently 

First Offenders 7 146 9 914 
are sex and age (74% and 95% respectively), followed by race which is reported 

for 39% of the juvenile groups. Other social background characteristics (edu-

Orle Prior Offense 10 220 18 1,797 cation" broken families and socio-economic status) are reported in only 11-13% 

Narcotic History 8 181 42 4,179 of the studies for juveniles. 

The criminal history characteristic for juvend.le groups most often re-

Sex 74 1,594 87 8,757 ported is the proportion of offenders in the group, which is cited for 32% of 

juvenile groups. The proportion of juveniles convicted of at least one prior 

offense is reported for 10% of juvenile groups, and narcotics history is avail-
(' Race 39 845 29 2,869 

" \<O~ 

Age 95 2,051 26 2,,648 
able for 8% of these groups. 

Education (H.S. Grad.) 11 238 9 950 
Individuals in adult groups tended to be male, white and possessed less 

than a high school education. The average age was twenty-five and older in 70% 

Broken Family 12 251 9 906 of the groups. They tended not to come from broken families; over 81% of the 

S.E.S. 13 282 10 993 groups contained 50% or fewer individuals coming from broken homes. 

(N) (2,152) . (10,052) 
',. , 

,,;;;:.~ 

\-;..' 

,) 

') 
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APPENDIX F 

PROFILE OF SELECTED GROUP CHARACTERISTICS 

F-l· 

------~-------------~·~---------------i~~:--------------------------------------------
(( 
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..,.;' 
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\1 

F-2 

In order to obtain a clearer picture of the "typical" adult and juvenile 

group, profi14')were developed based on the available information concerning 
~~s 

background characteristics. Tables F-l through F-9 show the distributions of 

these characteristics for both juvenile and adult groups. 

Adult Group Profile 

Analyzing criminal history for adults, we found a relatively equal dis-

tribution within the groups between property and non-£loperty offenders, with 

approximately 60% of the groups reporting a constituency of 50% or less pro-

f 
perty offenders. Jdult groups also tended to be composed of multiple offen-

I 
ders: in 72% of the adult groups on which we have information, a majority 

have been convicted more than once. 

Juvenile Group Profile 

Juvenile groups are primarily compused of non-property offenders: over 

70% of juvenile groups report having less than 50% property offenders. There 
. /" 

.-<::_-is a relatively equal distribution of juveniles convicted of first offenses 

and those with at least one prior offense, with approximately 61% of juvenile 

groups containing less than 50% of individuals who have been previously con-
I) 

victed. 

The data on social characteristics of juvenile groups indicate that in-

" dividuals in the groups tended to be male, white and under 17 years of age. 

They also tended to come from broken families and to have less than a high 

school education: the majority of juveniles in 70% of the" groups were found 

to have these characteristics. 
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N 

Up to 25% 287 

25 - 50% 214 

50 - 75% 60 

75 - 100% 125 

F-3 

Table F-1 

Property Offenders 
(% of Group) 

JUVENILES 
% X s.d. 

41.8 23.8 15.2 

31.2 29.4 17.0 

8.7 32.3 20.3 

18.2 26.4 15.0 

r* = .09 

*r = relationship of this group characteristic with recidivism (Pearson's r). 

Table F-2 

One Prior Offense 

JUVENILES ADULTS 

N --L X s.d. N % X s.d. 

Up to 25% 46 20.9 34.7 19.8 290 16.1 20.0 15.6 

25 - 50% 88 40.0 31.2 17 .5 216 12.0 22.9 19.8 

18.6 1,038 57.8 25.7 014 . 5 50 - 75% 74 33.6 32.0 .' 
75 - 100% 12 5.5 56.3 12.3 253 14.1 16.7 16.6 

220 1,197 

r = .11 r = .01 

" 

.~ 

( ( 
~ 

No 

Yes 

" ',' :.;:~ 

F-4 

Table F-3 

Narcotics Offenders 

Table F-4 

Alcoholics 

JUVENILES 
N --L-

ADULTS 
N % 

3,938 ',J 98.0 

79 2.0 

4,017 

r = .19 

,,;. 

. '.,' 
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Mixed 

Up to 25% 

25 - 50% 

50 - 75% 

75 - 100% 

N 

1,121 

222 

251 

1,594 

(J 

N ---. 

79 

62 

552 

152 

845 ,-

F-5 

Table F-5 

Sex of Group 

JUVENILES 

70.3 .07 

13.9 -.07 

15.7 .09 

Table F-6 

Race of Group 
(% White) 

JUVENILES 
% X s.d. 

9.3 47.1 29.0 

7~3 35.4 17.7 
') 

65.~~.6 18.4 
'~, 

18.0 30.0"', 20.2 

Iii 

r = -.23 

ADULTS 
N % r 

7,257 82.9 .04 

863 9.9 -.14 

637 
" 

7.3 .06 

8,757 

ADULTS 
N % X s.d. 

187 6.5 23.4 14.6 

3.82 13.3 27.1 19.9 

43.6 22.1 18.2 
'.'!) 

36.5 25.6 14.5 

2,869 

r = .02 

--------------------------------------~------~--------~,,-------

;\ 

" 

'1\ . '.~:.'.'.' , . 

II 

.\ 

(~) 

Up to 17 

17 - 24 

25 - 34 

35 - 44 
:) 

45 + 

Up to 25% 

25 - 50% 

50 - 75% 

75 - 100% 

N 

1,873 

178 

2,051 

N 

31 

29 

182 

9 

251 

F-6 

Table F-7 

Age of Group Members 

JUVENILES 
% X s.d. N 

91.3 28.9 21.6 21 

8.7 29.4 19.1 821 

1,676 

127 

3 

2,648 

r = .01 

Table F-8 

Broken Families 

JUVENILES 

-L X s.d. N 

12.4 23.0 19.3 376 

11.6 29.4 20.0 361 

72.5 " 40.0 24.5" 138 
," 

3.6 29.5 25.2 31 

906 

r = .21 

ADULTS 
% X s.d. 

.8 57.3 21.0 

31.0 23.9 17.9 

63.3 23.4 15.7 

4.8 27.5 15.8 

.1 26.1 12.0 

r = -.03 

ADULTS 
% X s.d. 

41.5 21.9 18.2 

39.8 24.7 15.9 

15.2 23.3 14.5 

3.4 30.3 22.3 

r :;= •. .o8 

/ 

/ 
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N 

Up to 25% 222 

25 - '50% 8 

50 - 75% 

75 - 100% 8 

236 

C 

F-7 

Table F-9 

,High School Graduates 

JUVENILES 
% X s.d. 

93.3 29.1 18.4 

3.4 27.2 16.9 

3.4 5.0 3.3 

APPENDIX G 

r = -.23 
DIFFERENCES IN AGGREGATE BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 

BETWEEN PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES . 

G-1 

L-___ ~ ________________ _l....._.::...____.....___..:!'_..L___..."__'___~~ _____ ___=~~~~_~ ____ ~ ___ ~~~~ _____________ ~ __________ _ 
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Table G-l 

Background Differences Between Juvenile and Adult Groups 
on Parole and Those on Probation 

(Average Proportion of the Groups with the Specified Characteristic) 

JUVENILES I 
VARIABLE DESCRIPTION '. Parole Probati\.on __ '--f_ 

Criminal History: 
./ 

Proportion of Group 36.1 39.1 
Property Offenders ( 186) ( SOO) 

Proportion of Group 26.1 27.3 
First Offenders ( 33) ( 113) 

Proportion of Group 48.9 * 27.2 
Multiple Offenders ( 164) ( S6) 

Social History: 

Proportion S9.9 22.9 

White ( 601) ( 84S) 

Average 17.S * 17.1 

Age (1023) (1028) 

Proportion of Group 56.9 * SO.7 

from Broken Family ( 14S) ( 106) 

Proportion of Group lS.0 17 .2 

with H.S. Diploma ( 148) ( 90) 

Class (Scale: l=Lo; 1.7S 1.62 

2=Med. ; 3=Hi) " 
( 188) ( 94) 

Some Narcotic History .68 .15 

(O=No; l=Yes) ( 101) ( 80) 

*T-test significant at the .OS level. 

ADULTS 
Parole Probation 

41. 2 
(S97S) 

30.3 
( 49S) 

62.9 
(147S) 

64.9 
(2130) 

* 

* 

* 

27.8 * 
(1951) 

34.2 * 
( 473) 

25.S * 
( 528) 

2.12 
( S09) 

.13 * 
(4052) 

SO.l 
( 804) 

42.8 
( 419) 

18.6 
( 322) 

6S.S 
( 739) 

,. 
25~2 

( 697) 

30.9 
( 433) 

32.2 
( 422) 

2.21 
( 484) 

.21 
( 127) 

\ , 
! 
! 
I 

I 
1 
l 

r 
I 

G-5 

'.~") IThe differences in social characteristics between the two groups are 

I;··h). 
\ 

, 'H ~ 

with respect to age, broken families and narcotics history., Juveniles sen-

tenced t(f'in~arcera tion and subsequently paroled are slight;ly older than those 

assigned to probation (17.5 years to 17.2 respectively), hi3.ve a higher propor-

\ 
tion of individuals coming from broken families (56.9% to. 50.7% for those on 

JI 
probation), and a higher percentage of individuals with Ei.ome narcotics history 

(.68 for parolees to .15 for probationers). 
:1 

IJ 

Re1ationsh~p of Background ,Characteristics and the Rate of Recidivism 

It is clear that differet;j.ces in group compositi(m exist between proba-
..: . ..::' 

tioners and parolees. This is not surprising in that the criminal justice sys-

tern is designed to filter out the least dangerous ofJ1'enders and supervise them 

in the community, while sending the more dangerous ilpdividuals to. prison. Al­

though the crime an offender is convicted of is th~ primary factor taken into 
I, 

account during sentencing, the individual's socia1~d criminal history is also 
II d 

evaluated. Individuals who have been previously q~i:mviC!ed or come from broken 
I' 

families or lack a high school diploma are more lt3.kely to be "imt\risoned, all 
.' \ 

other things being equal, than person with more .'positive backgro~1,ds. Does 
i. 

,,/ \ 
this then make parolees inherently more dangero.;us, more likely to i\tcidivate , \ 

,'I '\ 

than probations? The answer is not necessarily. If the characteris~~cs \yhich 

differentiate between the two groups are also/related to recidivism t~\~n this 
! \ 

" /' \ would be true. But if these characteristics(are 'Qot related to the proDfbility 
1 \\ 

of recidivism then "no relevant differences jetween parolees and probau01s 

can be thought td exist: one group is no more inherently prone to crime t~\nn 

the other. I'.). 0 \ 

(' '\ . '. () 
The relationship between background characteristics and the rate of re";, 

cidivism is presented in Table G-2. Fo~' (adults, there is Ipnly a slight increas~ 
\. 

.... \« • 4,. 
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{f 
Table G-2 

Relationship Between Recidivism and 
Aggregate Background Characteristics Reported in the Literature 

,JUVENILES ADULTS 

PROPORTION OF GROUP r N r N --

Property Offender .09 (686) .11 (6,779) 

One Prior Offense .11 (220) .01 (1,787) 

% with Drug Use Histories .08 --... ~ .21 (980) 

Race (% White) -.23 (845) .02 (2,869) 

Age of Group Members .01 (2,051) -.03 (2,648) 

% from Broken Families .21 (251) .08 (906) 

% High School Graduate -.23 (238) -.08 (950) 

in the recidivism rate as the proportion of property offenders in the group in­

creases (r=.ll). We found almost no relationship between the rate of recidi-

vism and the proportion of the group having at least one previous offense. 

As far as social background characteristics of adults are concerned, 

there is no relationship with the rate of recidivism for age, sex or race, and 

only a very slight relationship with broken familY a~d education. The trend 

between the proportion of adults coming from broken homes and the rate of re~ 
" 

cidivism is positive (r=.08); for education, the trend is negative (r=-.08) , 

indicating that as the proportion of high school graduates in the group in­

creases, the rate of recidivism tends to decrease. But in both instances these 

tendencies are very slight. 
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For juveniles, we also found very little relationship between recidivism 

and criminal history. There is only a slight rise in the rate of recidivism 

coinciding with a rise of the proportion of property offenders in the group 

(r-.09). There is also only a small, positive correlation between the propor-

tion of juvenile offenders with previous convictions and the recidivism rate 

(r=.ll). 

The relationship btftween social background characteristics and the re-

cidivism rate, however, is somewhat stronger for juveniles than their prior 

criminal records. Hith respect to the racial make-up of the group, we found a 

moderate relationship (r=-.23), indicating that as the proportion of whites in 

the groups increases, the rate of recidivism decrease~. The proportion of the 

group coming from broken families also is slightly to moderately related to 

recidivism for juveniles (r=.2l), suggesting a positive trend between the pro-

'portion of individuals coming from broken homes and the recidivism rate. The 

strongest relationship, however, is between education and recidivism, where 

~ there is a negative relationship of -.23. Juveniles who have high school 

diplomas are less likely than their less educated counterparts to recidivate. 

In a general sense, less of a relationship was found than might be ex-

pee ted between the background characteristics reported in the literature and 

criminal recidivism among ad1,1lt and {)venile groups. Although these character-
!..-

istics may be ~mportant in understanding why people commit crime in the first 

place, the data suggest they are of little importance in understanding why 

people continue to do so after being convi~ted, imprisoned, or supervised. 
II 

Common sense suggests that: there are at least some differences in social, cri-

minal and psychological histories which would account for why some offenders 
" 

are more at risk to recidivate than others, but the evidence indicates that 

these characteristics are not known at present. 
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While these characterisltics that differentiate probationers and parolees 

are commonly thought to be asspciated with the risk of recidivism, we found 

little evidence in our data to,support this contention: offenders from broken 

families with little educationi':were only slightly more likely to recidivate 

" than those from less impoveris~led backgrounds. The criminal histories of of-

fenders were not related to th~r probability of recidivism either: groups tend­

ing to be comprised of individ~~als who h;,lve multiple offense records were no 
Ii 

more likely to recidivate than! those whose histories appeared less criminal. 

This suggests that despite the differences that exist in the backgrounds of 

persons on probation and parole, one group cannot be thought of as more inher-

ently prone to crime than the other. Although an attempt is made by the crimi-

nal justice system to allocate the more dangerous offenders to prison, and the 

less dangerous to community supervision, the characteristics that are presently 

used In the evaluation process are not sufficiently predictive of recidivism 

to be effective and therefore do not weigh heavily in the interpretation of 

our findings ~2 

,. 

2Because of the slight relati~nship that does exist between background 
characteristics and recidivism, known background characteristics are provided 
within the text of the report to aid in interpretation. In no instance, how­
ever, do these characteristics account for all of the reported variation. In­
terestingly, although certain locations that were found to be associated with 
higher rates of recidivism appeared to have a higher proportion of offenders 
~ho might be thought of as more "at risk," equally often g~pups assigned to 
tbese locations were found to be comprised of offenders who have characteris­
tics generally believed to be associated with lower risk of recidivism. 
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APPENDIX H 

DIFFERENCES IN AGGREGATE BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 

BETWEEN TREATED AND NON-TREATED GROUPS 
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Assessing the differences in background characteristics between treated 

and non-treated groups is critical in interpreting the data in Chapter 4. .If 

clear, consistent differences were found between groups receiving treatment and 

those not receiving treatment, then differences in outcome could not be di-

rectly tied to the intervention programs. Instead the differences in outcome 

might be due to the differences between the groups themselves or some interac-

tion between group characteristics and the intervention. It could be argued 

that differential assignment to various treatments, or the process of self-

selection might confound the findings about the treatments. But we found lit-

tIe evidence in our study to support this contention. To the contrary, we 

found few relevant differences exist between treated and non-treated groups 

in terms of the background characteristics qf the individuals who comprise 

them~ and that no assumptions about higher risk for either treated or non-

treated groups is warranted. 

Adults 

The data presented in Table H-l shows the proportion of each background 

characteristic reported with some consistency in the literature for both 

treated and non-treated groups.l 
o For adults~ there is a slight difference be-

tweer~treated and non-treated groups in terms of the proportion of the groups 

With property offense records, with the treated groups having a mean of 46.9, 

compared to 41.8 for the non-treated groups. There is also a slightly higher 

proportion of multiple offenders in the non-treated group'S than in the treated 

groups (55.8 to 51.3 respectively). Although these differences are statistic-

ally reliable, they are not substantial. 

IFor details about the proportion of cases on which background character­
istics are reported see Appendix E. 
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Table H-l 

Differences in Aggregate Background Characteristics 
Between Treated and Non-Treated Groups 

JUVENILES:: ADULTS 

VARIABLE DESCRIPTION 

Proportion of Group 
Property Offenders 

Proportion of Croup Con­
victed of ~Jrst Offense 

':,'/,-., 

Proportion of Group with 
One Prior Offense 

Ethnicity 
(% White) 

Average Age 

Proportion of Group with 
Broken Family 

Proportion of Group with 
High School Diploma 

Socio-Economic Status 
(3 Categories) " 

No 
Treatment 

38.7 
( 483) 

31.7 
( 30) 

43.5 
( 116) 

60.9 
( 575) 

17 .2 
(1383) 

57.8 
( 122) 

12.5 
( 101) ~ 

1.7 
( 182) 

.. 

.. 

.. 

Treatment 
Added 

37.4 
( 203) 

24.6 
( 116) 

43.3 
( 104) 

59.6 
( 270) 

17 .5 
( 668) 

51.1 
( 129) 

18.3 
( 137) 

1.8 
( 100) 

*Significant at the .05 level. (2 tailed t-tests) 

No 
Treatment 

41~8 
(6140) 

35.6 
( 586) 

55.8 
(1442) 

65.8 
(2141) 

27.7 
(2004) 

32.2 
( 617) 

26.4 
( 565) 

2.1 
( 609) 

.. 

.. 

.. 

* 

* 

~ __________ ~ __________________________________ ~,_, __ ~, ____ ~~\~c~. __ ~ __ ~ __ -=~~~====~==~~~4 __ ~~ __ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ __________________ ___ 

Treatment 
Added 

46.9 
( 639) 

36.8 
( 328) 

51.3 
( 355) 

62.8 
( 728) 

25.3 
( 644) 

33.6 
( 289) 

31.5 
( 385) 

2.3 
( 384) 
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In terms of social characteristics for adult groups we found a small 

difference in the ethnic composition of treated and non-treated groups: 65.8% 

of the offenders in non-treated groups are White, compared to 62.8% where inno­

vative treatment was administered. Again, these differences cannot be viewed 

as substantial, despite their reliability. There is no difference between the 

average age of the treated vs. non-treated groups or between these groups with 

respect to the proportion of persons coming from broken homes. However, we 

found treated groups to be slightly better educated: 26.4% of the non-treated 

groups received a high school diploma, compared to an' average of 31.5% of the 

treated groups. 

Juveniles 

The criminal backgrounds of treated and non-treated juvenile groups is 

very similar. Comparison of treated vs. non-treated groups of juveniles in 

terms of the proportion of the group with property offese records shows there 

is virtually no difference in the means. There is also no difference for 

treated and non-treated groups in terms of the proportion or the group with 

multiple offense records. 

As far as social characteristics are concerned, we found almost no dif-

ference between treated and non-treated groups in terms of the percentage of 

white, or of average age. There is a slight difference, however, between 

groups in terms of th~ proportion of offenders coming from broken families: 

fewer persons assigned to treatment come from broken homes than non-treated 

persons (51.1% vs~ 57.8%), This may indicate some differential assignment to 

treatment for juveniles based on their family background, or that juveniles 

who come from broken homes tend to opt for treatment less often. We also 

H-5 

/ 
found a difference in the proportion o~ non-treated groups who graduated from 

high school (12.5%) compared to 18.3% in the treated groups. 

/ 
;{ 

/ 

In summary, only slight differences exist between treated and non­
/ 

treated groups in terms of aJtgregate background characteristics. Where dif-
/' 

ferences are found, they qften indicate that the treated groups are comprised 

of fe,.;rer individuals who possess the background characteristics that are 

slightly associated with recidivism than non-treated groups. For example, 

treated adult groups have a slightly lower proportion of multiple offenders, 

and a somewhat higher proportion of high school graduates than the non-treated 

groups. In Appendix G we found tha.t as the proportion of multiple offenders 

in a group increased, the rate of recidivism increased. Thus, for adults, one 

might expect that the recidivism rate for treated groups might be somewhat 

\\1e lower, before taking the impact of the treatment itself into account. 

found, however, that the rate of recidivism for treated adult groups to be 

higher than non-treated groups. 

For juveniles, the data indicate that treated groups had a 1m.;rer propor­

tion of individuals coming from broken families, and a higher proportion of 

Correlation data nresented in Appendix G indicated high school graduates. ~ 

that as the proportion of individuals coming from broken homes increases in 

juvenile groups, the recidivism rate also increases; and as the proportion of 

high school graduate;. increases, the ra te declines. Again, if anything, we 

would expect the rate of recidivi~ to be somewhat lower for the ~\reated vs. 

non-treated groups due to their composition. 

We thus conclude that there are few important differences between 

treated and non-treated "groups in terms of the background, characteristics of 

the individuals who comprise the groups. Where differenc€s do exist, the 

o i 

L ___________ ~ ________________ ~-===·=-=--·=,-=-··=,,·=· ===.~-= ... ~.~~-(~-\~-.~.= •• ~-.~,==~~_~ .. ~,~«L_~~~.~ ______ ~ ____ ~_~ ____ ~ __ ~~IWL __ ~ __ ~~ _______________________________________ ~ ____________ __ _ i 
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( treated groups tend to possess characteristics associated with lower rates of 

recidivism. The available data do no support the contention that treated 

groups have the social and criminal deficits associated with higher rates of 

recidivism. 

In an overall sense, treated groups have higher rates of recidivism than 

their non-treatea counterparts, and this is probably not due to differential 

assignment of higher risk persons to treatment. Nor is it due to differences 

in follow-up time. For juveniles, treated groups were followed for an average 

of 13.4 months; non-treated groups averaged 26.9 months in follow-up. Treated 

adult groups were followed an average of 15.3 months; non-treated groups, an 

average of 21.3 months. 
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APPENDIX I 

T-TESTS FOR AGGREGATE BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS 

------------~------~t 

This Appendix contains\comparisons of group characteristics between groups re­
ceiving various forms of intervention. A list of the comparisons made can be 
found on the pages that follow. 
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'\ Table I-I Table 1-2 

t Analysis of Differences Between Groups I Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 
fl 

Assigned to Probation vs. Those Assigned to Parole 
I" Assigned to Standard Probation vs. Shock Probation 

( 
I! ) 

(Adults) ~ ..... 
II (\ 

II 
ij NUMBER T 2-TAIL 

NUMBER. T 2-TAIL i VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROBe 

VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROB'. I Property Offense i 

Property Offense I Standard Probation 49.04 715 -4.55 0.00 
Parole 41.21 5975 Shock Probation 62.50 54 

Probation 20. 06 804 -7.41 0.00 First Offense 

First Offense Standard Probation 38.34 329 -8.56 0.00 
ParoL'e 30.28 495 Shock Probation 60.71 56 

Probation 42.81 419 -7.71 0.00 One Prior Offense 

One Prior Offense Standard Probation 17.48 236 1.96 0.51 
Parole 62.87 1475 48.28 

Shock Probation 13.84 56 

Probation 18.63 322 0.00 Race 
Race Standard Probation 63.81 632 -5.74 0.00 

Parole 64.89 2130 ShockProba tion . 75.43 58 

Probation 65.48 739 -0.63 0.53 Age 
" Age Standard Probation 25.37 597 

Parole 
,:::.. ~h9ck Probation 25.00 54 

0.40 0.69 
27.80 1951 

Probation 25.16 697 12.13 0.00 Broken Family 

,;, Broken Family Standard Probation 32.32 352 2.65 0.01 
Parple 34.17 473 Shock Probation 25.00 54 

Probation 30.98 433 
2.36 0.02 H.S. Graduate 

C~ 
H.S. Graduate ) 

Standard ProbatiGn 32.66 346 3.31 0.00 
t 25.66 57 

Parole 25.52 528 ~ Shock Probation 

Probation 32.23 422 -5.76 0.00 Class 
Class Standard Probation 2.38 413 13.21 0.00 

Parole 2.13 509 -1. 76 
Shock probation 1.10 59 

Probation 2.22 484 
0.08 Tot. Trt. 

Tot. Trt. Standard Probation 0.46 1305 3.72 0.00 

Parole 0.25 8593 Shock Probation 0.02 65 

Probation 0.47 1436 -10.12 0.00 Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) Standard Probation 20.04 1305 1.53 0.13 

Parole 14.95 8593 Shock Probation 16.79 65 

Probation 19.93 1436 -11.15 0.00 Follow (number of months batch followed up) 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) Standard Probation 18.08 1291 -15.22 0.00 
Parole ~ 20.69 8542 Shock Probation 45.88 65 

Probation 18.96 1421 3.81 0.00 Tym. Trt. 
Tym. Trt. Standard Probation 23.00 1032 10.31 0.00 

Parole ,,14.71 2441 -13.62 
Shock Probation 3.94 62 

Probation 20.96 1154 
0.00 Slam. Tym. (number of months batch incarcerated) 

Slam. Tyro,. (number of months batch incarcerated) Standard Probation 0.08 1179 0.23 0.82 

Parole 21.94 1263 1\ Shock Probation 0.0 62 

Probation 0.11 1305 5~.00 0.00 Super. Tym. 
!~ 

Super. Tym. !! 
Standard Probation 0.45 1208 -11.68 0.00 

Parole 0.71 8225 Shock Probation 17.25 8 

Probation 0.58 1262 ;t.13 0.26 Narcotics History 
" , 

Narcotics History i: Standard Probation 0.22 110 0.91 0.37 
11 

(~~' 
Parole 0.14 4052 !I Shock Probation 0.0 3 

{ . tJ Probation 0.21 127 -:2.39 0.02 ( ') 
',1 

l 
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Table 1-3 

Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 
Assigned to Standard Probation vs. Group Home 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Standard Probation 
Group Home (PPC) 

First Offense 
Standard Probation 
Group Home (PPC) 

One Prior Offellse 

MEAN 

49.04 
51.79 

38.34 
56.62 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

715 
35 

329 
34 

-0.74 

-4.72 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.46 

0.00 

Standard Probation 17.48 236 -8.00 0.00 
Group Home.~(~P~P~C~) __________ ~3~6~.~6~7 __________ ~3~0~ __________________________ _ 

Race 
Standard Probation 
Group Home (PPC) 

Age 
Standard Probation 
Group Home (PPC) 

Broken Family 
Standard Probation 
Group Home (PPC) 

H.S. Graduate 
Standard Probation 
Group Heme (PPC) 

Class 
Standard Probation 
Group Home (PPC) 

Tot. Trt. 

63.81 
75.26 

25.37 
22.65 

32.32 
25.46 

32.66 
44.08 

2.38 
2.17 

Standard Probation 0.46 
~up Home (PPC) 1.14 
Recj_d. ('exact recidivism score) 

'Standard Probation 20.04 
Group Home (PPC) 20.66 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
Standard Probation 18.08 
Group Home (PPC) 9.51 

Tym. Trt. 
Standard Probation 23.00 
Grou Home PPC 3.57 

632 
49 

597 
46 

352 
27 

346 
19 

413 
12 

1305 
66 

1305 
66 

1291 
65 

1032 
60 

Slam. Tym. (number of months batch incarcerate 
Standard Probation 0.08 1179 
Group Home (pPC) 0.94 64 

Super. Tym. 
Standard Probation 
Group Home (~PC) 

Narcotics History 
Standard Probation 
Group Home (pPC)·· 

0.45 
1.04 

0.22 
0.21 

1-6 

1208 
46 

110 
14 

-5.09 0.00 

2.77 0.01 

1. 78 0.08 

-3.24 0.00 

1.00 0.32 

-5.58 0.00 

-0.29 0.78 

4.86 0.00 

10.33 0.00 

-2.61 0.01 

-1.10 0.27 

0.97 

i 
i 
I' 
! 

(~) 

j 

Table 1-4 

Analysis of Differen~es Between Adult Groups 
Assigned to Standard Parole vs. Hork Study 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Standard Parole 
Work Study 

First Offense 
Standard Parole 
Work Study 

One Prior Offense 
Standard Parole 
Work Study 

Race /" 
StanciZard Parole 
Work 'Study 

Age 
Standard Parole 
Work Study 

Broken Family 
Standard Parole 
Work Study 

H.S. Graduate 
Standard Parole 
Work Study 

Class 
Standard Parole 
~~ork Study 

Tot. Trt. 

MEAN 

40.89 
42.97 

25.48 
.50.74 

63.34 
69.83 

67.07 
65.91 

27.97 
26.90 

32.36 
23.91 

19.43 
35.10 

1.88 
2.33 

Standard Parole 0.14 
Work Study 0.71 

Recid.(exact recidivism score~ 
Standard Parole 13.79 
Work Study 21.28 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

5581 
128 

285 
68 

1277 
75 

1674 
132 

1508 
154 

253 
46 

249 
73 

203 
96 

7467 
214 

7467 
214 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
7425 

213 
Standard Parole 21.37 
Work Study 19-.69 

Tym. Trt. 
Standard Parole 
Work Study 

Slam. Tym. (number 
Standard Parole 
Work Study 

Super. Tym. 
Standard Parole 
Work Study 

Narcotics History 
Standard Parole 
Work Study 

17.51 
7.99 

1612 
175 

of months batch incarcerated) 
21.98 1026 

9.87 47 

0.26 
7.86 

0.12 
0.0 
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7313 
132 

3823 
41 

T 
VALUE 

-0.69 

-7.52 

-3.88 

0.57 

2.87 

2.50 

-6.31 

-5.00 

-14.23 

-7.39 

1.54 

10.55 

6.59 

-26.82 

2.3~ 

2-TA1L 
PROB" 

0.49 

0.00 

0.00 

0.57 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.12 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 
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< Table 1-5 Table I-6 
.. ~ 
-h Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 

f 
Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 

( 
Assigned to Standard Parole vs. Halfway House ) 

Assigned to Standard Parole vs. Early Release 

NUMBER T 2-TAIL NUMBER T 2-TAIL 

VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROB. VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROB. 

Property Offense Property Offense 

Standard Parole 40.89 5581 Standard Parole 40.89 5581 

Halfway House 35.90 47 1.01 0.31 Earlx Release 41.79 35 -0.16 0.88 

First Offense First Offense 

Standard Parole 25.48 285 Standard Parole 25.48 285 

Halfway House 12.50 41 3.31 0.00 Earlx Release 12.50 12 1. 79 0.07 
, 

One Prior Offense 
( , One Prior Offense 

Standard Parole 63.34 1277 Standard Parole 63.34 1277 

Halfway House 52.17 46 5.40 0.00 Earlx Release 76.39 9 
-2.86 0.00 

Race Race 

Standard Parole 67.07 1674 Standard Parole 67.07 1674 

Halfway House 52.67 89 5.83 0.00 Earlx Release 44.76 31 5.35 0.00 

Age Age 

Standard Parole 27.97 1508 Standard Parole 27.97 1508 

Halfway House 28.45 60 -0.85 0.40 Ear1x Release 29.50 31 -1.96 0.05 

Broken Family Broken Family 

Standard Parole 32.36 253 Standard Parole 32.36 253 -3.48 
Halfwax House 36.69 62 .-1.45 0.15 Earlx Release 48.86 22 0.00 

H.S. Graduate H. S. Graduate 

(~'." Standard Parole 19.43 249 ,,>?) Standard Parole 19.43 249 1.25 
Halfway House 48.00 50 -10.52 0.00 \~ , Earlx Release 14.77 22 0.21 

<, "';:;l.~ 

Class Class 

Standard Parole 1.88 203 Standard Parole 1.88 203 

Halfwa::x House 2.20 41 -2.31 0.02 Early Release 2.57 21 -3.77 0.00 

Tot. Trt. Tot. Trt. 

Standard Parole 0.14 7467 Standard Parole 0.14 7467 -0.02 
Halfwa House 2.08 263 -52.02 0.00 Earl:x Release 0.14 49 

0.99 

Recid. (exact recidivism score Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

Standard Parole 13.79 7467 Standard Parole 13.79 7467 -1.89 
Halfwax House 24.22 263 -11.35 0.00 Earl::tRelease 17.69 49 

0.06 ". 

Follow. (number of months batch followed up) Follow (number of months batch followed up) 

Standard Parole 21.37 7425 
I Standard Parole 21.37 7425 , 

Halfwax House 8.56 261 13.19 0.00 I Ear1:x Release 13.45 49 
3.55 0.00 

Tyro. Trt. L Tyro. Trt. 

Standard Parole 17.51 1612 I Standard Parole 17.51 1612 4.42 
Halfwa House 3.52 226 18.31 0.00 Earl::t Release 10.20 49 

0.00 

Slam. Tyro. (number of months batch incarcerated Slam. Tyro. (number of months batch incarcera ted) 

Standard Parole 21.98 -., 1026 Standard Parole 2l.9~ 1026 -5.73 
Halfwax House 28.82 7/ 55 -3.93 0.00 EarlI Release 36.38 26 0.00 

\\ 

Super. Tyro. Super. Tyro. 
:....-

Standard Parole 0.26 7313 -25.34 
Standard Parole 0.26 7313 -6.61 0.00 

Halfwax House 5.06 199 
0.00 Earl:x Release 2.71 49 

Narcotics History Narcotics.History 

Standard Parole 0.12 3823 Standard Parole 0.12 3823 1.29 0.20 
Halfway House 0.63 41 ",,:,.9.95 0.00 Earl:x Release 0.0 12 
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Table 1-8 ,', \: Table 1-7 

'i, 
f Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups \ 

(' 
Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 

I( -) Assigned to Standard Parole vs. Hax-Out 
Assigned to Standard Parolevs. Special Parole 

,-," ',",,/ 

,~'-

NUMBER T 2-TAIL NUMBER 7:' 2-TAIL 
VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROBe VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES V'i4tUE PROBe 

Property Offense 
(: 

Property Offense 
Standard Parole 40.89 5581 -4.35 0.00 

Standard Parole 40.89 5581 
SEecial Parole 53.23 143 Max-Out 42.38 41 -0.28 0.78 

First Offense First Offense 
Standard Parole 25.48 285 , -7.l3 0.00 

Standard Parole 25.48 285 
2.43 SEecial Parole 49.81 67 Max-Out 12.50 22 0.02 

One Prior Offense One Prior Offense 
Standard Parole 63.34 1277 6.87 0.00 Standard Parole 63.34 1277 

0.76 SEecial Parole 50.22 57 Max-Out 60.23 11 0.45 

Race Race 
Standard Parole 67.07 1674 0.53 0.60 Standard Parole 67.07 1674 

12.87 SEecial Parole 66.02 142 Max-Out 29.03 62 0.00 

Age Age 
Standard Parole 27.97 1508 4.96 0.00 Standard Parole 27.97 1508 
SEecial Parole 26.14 157 Max-Out 29.28 41 -1.93 0.05 

Broken Family Broken Family 
Standard Parole 32.36 253 -1.29 0.20 Standard Parole 32.36 253 

-3.73 0.00 SEecial Parole- 36.15 74 Max-Out 53.13 16 
H.S. Graduate H. S. Graduate 

( Standard Parole 19.43 249 -3.55 0.00 ( ) Standard Parole 19.43 249 -0.14 0.89 SEecial Parole 26.29 107 Max-Out 19.91 27 
Class Class 

Standard Parole 1.88 203 -4.25 0.00 Standard Parole 1.88 203 -2.22 0.03 SEecial Parole 2.27 120 ~,./- Max-Out 2.25 !~'~-{ 28 
~1 < 

Tot. Trt. Tot. Trt. ;-~~-.,/ 

Standard Parole 0.14 7467 -23.14 0.00 Standard Parole 0.14 7467 -0.52 0.60 SEecial Parole 0.79 1.49 Max-Out 0.17 151 
Recid. (exact recidivism score) Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

Standard Parole 13.79 7467 -10.75 0.00 Standard Parole 13.79 7467 -11.21 0.00 SEecia1;:'parole 21.45 449 Max-Out 27.16 151 
Follow (number of months batch followed up) 

! 
Follow (number of months batch followed up) 

Standard Parole 21.37 7425 7.75 0.00 Standard Parole 21.37 7425 -4.57 0.00 SEecial Parole 15.39 443 I Max-Out 27.26 151 
Tym. Trt. 

~ Tym. Trt. " \ . 

Standard Parole 17.51 1612 Standard Parole 17.51 1612 'I 

S ecia1 Parole 12.94 340 6.67 ,- 0.00 
Max-Out 15.28 39 1.20 0.23 

(-:' $' 

Slam.Tym. (number of months batch incarcerated Slam. Tym. (number of months batch incarcerated) 
Standard Parole 21.98 1026 -2.16 0.03 Standard Parole 21.98 1026 4.40 0.00 SEecial Parole 25.84 50 Max-Out 14.75 59 -' Super. Tym. Super. Tym. 
Standard Parole 0.26 7313 -27.48 0.00 Standard Parole -0.26 7313 1.21 0.23 S:eecialParole 4.66 386 Max-Out 0.0 146 

Narcotics History Narcotics g~s7ory 
Standard Parole 0.12 3823 ':"13.56 i, 0.00 Standard ~\~!ro1e 0.12 3823 " -3.12 0.00 

(' S:eecia1 Parole 0.55 115 
(~) 

Max-Ou t,,;;_ 0.35 20 
~ >,,' 
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Table 1-9 I Table 1-10 

J 
fi 

.~; Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups I Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 
j' 

I (~~ Receiving Financial Aid vs. All Other Cases ~ i"~) 
Receiving Intensive Supervision vs. All Other Cases 

" ~ :K '~'. 

II 
~ ',-

NUMBER T 2-TAIL ! NUMBER T 2-TAIL 

VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROB. I VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROB. , 
Property Offense i Property Offense 

Financial Aid 62.50 21 

f 

Intensive Supervision 48.00 200 2.58 0.01 
All Other Cases 42.19 6758 2.91 0.00 All Other Cases 42.08 6579 

First Offense First Offense 
Financial Aid 12.50 1 Intensive supervision 36.92 86 0.35 0.73 
All Other Cases 36.05 913 -0.93 0.35 All Other Cases 35.93 828 

One Prior Offense One Prior Offense 
Financial Aid 56.25 4 Intensive Supervision 16.28 86 -17.62 0.00 
All Other Cases 54.94 1793 0.12 0.91 All Other Cases 56.89 1711 

Race Race 
Financial Aid 31.25 4 Intensive Supervision 66.22 195 0.78 0.43 
All Other Cases 65.09 2865 -3.13 0.00 All Other Cases 64.96 2674 

Age Age 
Financial Aid 29.09 22 Intensive supervision 24.47 197 -7.67 0.00 
All Other Cases 27.09 2626 1.84 0.07 All Other Cases 27.32 2451 

Broken Family Broken Family 
Financial Aid 87.50 1 Intensive Supervision 32.17 122 -0.27 0.78 
All Other Cases 32.58 905 

2.70 0.01 All Other Cases 32.72 784 

H.S. Graduate H.S. Graduate 

(~, 
Financial Aid 12.50 4 .,"' ..... Intensive supervision 27.50 120 -0.65 0.52 

-1.77 0.08 ~, ) 
All Other Cases 28.57 946 \' All Other Cases 28.64 830 

Class 
"'.~,,/ 

Class 
Financial Aid 3.00 3 Intensive Supervision 2.47 142 4.98 0.00 
All Other Cases 2.17 990 1.83 0.07 All Other Cases 2.12 851 

\ ': 
Tot. Trt. Tot. Trt. 

Financial Aid 1.04 28 5.26 
Intensive supervision 1.83 .283 37.08 0.00 

All Other Cases 0.28 10001 0.00 All Other Cases 0.24 9746 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Financial Aid 14.42 28 Intensive Supervision 23.65 283 8.69 0.00 
All Other Cases 15.67 10001 -0.42 0.6? All Other Cases 15.43 9746 

Follow (numb er of months batch followed up) Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
Financial Aid 6.00 28 Intensive Supervision 13.67 283 -7.29 0.00 
All Other Cases 20.48 9935 

-4.82 0.00 All Other Cases 20.64 9680 

Tym. Trt. Tym. Trt. 
Financial Aid 4.29 28 Intensive Supervision 15.15 281 -2.08 0.04 
All Other Cases 16.82 3567 

-5.03 0.00 All Other Cases J' 16.85 3314 
c 

incarcerated) Slam. Tym. (number of months batch incarcerated) Slam. Tym. (number of months batch 
Financial Aid ' 0.0 0 -38.22 0.00 

Intensive Supervision 1. 22 , 116 -7.46 . 0.00 
All Other Cases 10.85 2568 All Other Cases 11.30 2452 

Super. Tym. Super. Tym. 

Financial Aid 4.71 28 () Intensive Supervision 3.01 190 8.20 0.00 
All Other Cases 0.68 9459 

5.42 0.00 All Other Cases 0.65 9297 

Narcotics History Narcotics History 
Fin;;lncial Aid 0.0 4 Intensive Supervision 0.89 18 9.26 0.00 
All Other Cases 0.14 4175 -0.81 0.42 All Other Cases 0.14 4161 

('- v ~ , (~), .~~ 
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Table 1-11 

Analysis pf Differences Between Adult GroupG 
Recieiving Specialized Supervision vs. All Oth~r Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

First Offel1se 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Case~ 

H.S. Graduate 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Class 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Tot. Trt. 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

MEAN 

48.44 
42.24 

31. 25 II 

36.07 

55.00 
54.95 

42.05 
65.13 

29.50 
27.09 

45.00 
32.51 

35.23 
28.42 

1. 73 
2.18 

1..14 
0.27 

Specialized Supervision 10.59 
All Other Cases 15.72 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
Specialized Supervision 12.71 
All Other Cases 20.53 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

16 
6763 

8 
906 

10 
1787 

11 
2858 

15 
2633 

.10 
896 

11 
939 

11 
982 

115 
9914 

115 
9914 

113 
9850 

Tym. Trt. 
Specialized Supervision 10.36 58 
All Other Cases " 

Slam. Tyro. (number of months 
Specia~ized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Super. Tyro. 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Narcotics History 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

16.82 3537 
batch incarcerated) 

17.00 
10.83 

7.07 
0.65 

0.0 
0.14 

1-14 

6 
2562 

61 
9426 

6 
4173 

\« .. 

T 
VALUE 

0.77 

-0.54 

0.01 

, -3.54 

1.83 

1.93 

1.24 

-1.90 

12.24 " 

-3.48 

-5.21 

-3.71 

1.05 

13.89. i.' 

... 0.99 

2-TAIL 
PROB. 

0.44 

0.59 

0~99 

0.00 

0.07 

0.05 

0.22 

0.06 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.29 

0.00 

0.32 

()~.'. 
.~. 

(~) 

I . 

. r,,:;':', 

Table 1-12 

Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 
Receiving Reduced Supervision vs. All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

F:l,rst Offense 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other-Cases 

'One Prior Off ense 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

H.S. Graduate 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Class 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Tot. Trt. 

MEAN 

44.17 
42.25 

46.59 
35.89 

37.50 
55.07 

62.50 
65.05 

28.36 
27.10 

29.17 
32.67 

41.67 
28.42 

2.00 
2.17 

Reduced Supervision 0.98 
All Other Cases 0.27 

'Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Reduced Supervision 17.11 
All Other Cases 15.65 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

15 
6764 

11 
903 

13 
1784 

9 
2860 

7 
2641 

6 
900 

6 
944 

8 
985 

101 
9928 

101 
9928 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
Reduced Supervision 17.84 
All Other Cases 20.47 

Tyro. Trt. 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases ,. 

S,lam. Tyro. (number of months 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Super. Tyro. 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Narcotics History 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

14.98 
16.76 
batch 
10.80 
10.85 

1.62 
0.69 

0.0 
0.14 

101 
9862 

87 
3508 

incarcera ted) 
15 

2553 

" I-1S 

95 
9392 

4 
4175 

T 
VALUE 

0.23 

1.40 

-2.80 

-0.35 

0.65 

-0.42 

1. 79 

-0.62 

9.31 

0.93 

-1.65 

-1.25 

-0.01 

2.30 

-0.81 

2-TAIL 
PROB. 

0.82 

0.16 

0.01 

0.72 

0.51 

0.68 

0.07 

0.53 

0.00 

0.35 

0.10 

0.21 

0.99 

0.02 

0.42 
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Table 1-13 

Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 
Receiving Residential Non-Permissive vs. All Other CaSE!S 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

First Offense 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Race 
R<esidential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

AgE~ 

Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Residential Non-Permissive 
.All Other Cases 

H"S. Gradu~te 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Class 

MEAN 

37.50 
42.26 

12.50 
36.13 

0.0 
54.95 

62.50 
65.05 

23.88 
27.13 

12.50 
32.73 

62.50 
28.36 

Residential Non-Permissive 0.0 
All Other Cases 2.17 

Tot. Trt. 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Follow (number of months batch 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Tyro. Trt. 

2 0 84 
0.26 

21.37 
15.63 

followed up) 
14.12 
20.48 

Residential Non-Permissive 4.24 
All Other Cases " 16.88 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

10 
6769 

4 
910 

o 
1797 

10 
2859 

16 
2632 

4 
902 

4 
946 

o 
993 

61 
9968 

61 
9968 

57 
9906 

46 
3549 

. S;J.am. Tyro. (number of months batch incarcerated) 
Residential Non-Permissive 7.91 
All Other Cases 10.86 

Super. 'l'ym. 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Narcotics History 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

5.25 
0.68 

1.00 
0.14 

1-16 

.. '-

11 
2557 

36 
9451 

20 
4159 

\ . 

T 
VALUE 

-0.47 

-1.87 

-103.16 

-0.37 

-2.56 

-1.98 

3.79 

-87.32 

27.21 

2.84 

-3.01 

-6.50 

-0.68 

6.97 

11.27 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.64 

0.06 

0.00 

0.71 

0.01 

0.05 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.50 

0.00 

0.00 

'~ 
1 
J 

J 
,j 
;1 

Ii 
il 

II 
~ 

I 
I 
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Table 1-14 

Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 
Receiving Residential Permissive vs. All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

First Offense 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

H.S. Graduate 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Class 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Tot. Trt. 
Residential Permissive 
All Other CaSes 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Follow (number of months batch 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Tyro. Trt. 

MEAN 

38.93 
42.27 

14.73 
37.41 

25.83 
55.19 

64.58 
65.06 

26.25 
27.12 

42.97 
31.86 

43.75 
28.04 

2.05 
2.18 

2.68 
0.25 

26.68 
15.53 

followed up) 
15.36 
20.51 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

35 
6744 

56 
858 

15 
1782 

72 
2797 

36 
2612 

64 
842 

28 
922 

38 
955 

-125 
9904 

125 
9904 

125 
9838 

Residential Permissive 3.97 112 
All Other Cases I' 17.13 3483 

Slam. Tyro. (number of months batch incarcerated) 
Residential Permissive 21.05 
All Other Cases 10.68 

Super. Tyro. 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Narcotics History 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

4.47 
0.67 

0.78 
0.14 

1-17 

41 
2527 

70 
9417 

9 
4170 

T 
VALUE 

-0.62 

-6.66 

-5.05 

-0.18 

-1.02 

4.24 

4.57 

-0.96 

37.85 

7.90 

-3.60 

-10.56 

4.60 

8.08 

5.53 

,.,---,.-..,.-_.,._.".--

2-TA1L 
PROBe 

0.54 

0.00 

0.00 

0.86 

0.31 

0.00 

0.00 

0.34 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 
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,'~ ~ Table 1-16 >, Table 1-15 ( ~: 

Analysis of Differer,1ces Between Adult Groups r Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 

(~ :' 
Receiving Job Training vs. All Other Cases I ().n) Receiving Job Placement vs. All Other Cases 

I 
" I 

.... ,. 

I 

NUMBER T 2-TAIL NUMBER T 2-TAIL 
VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROBe 

I 
VARIABLE HEAN OF CASES VALUE PROBe 

Property Offense Property Offense 
Job Training 45.31 16 0.38 0.70 

Job Placement 58.~)3 6 1.23 0.22 All Other Cases 42.25 6763 ;~ All Other Cases 42,,24 6773 
! ''!''"'\I 

First Offense 'j First Offense / 

Job Training 22.50 5 -1.20 0.23 
, Job Placement 3~. 77 11 0.49 0.62 Ali Other Cases 36.10 909 All Other Cases 35.98 903 

One Prior Offense One Prior Offense 
Job Training 56.25 16 0.23 0.82 

Job Placement ,22.50 15 -5.64 0.00 All Other Cases 54.93 1781 All Other Cases 55.22 1782 
Race 

~ 
Race 

Job Training 51.04 24 -3.19 0.00 Job Placement 60.12 21 -1.05 0.30 All Other Cases 65.16 2845 All Other Cases 65.08 2848 
Age Age 

Job Training 28.00 18 0.75 0.45 
Job Placement 21.03 17 -4.98 0.00 All Other Cases 27.10 2630 'All Other Cases 27.15 2631 

Broken Family /, Broken Family 
" ~ Job Training 25.00 18 Job Placement 12.50 11 

All Other Cases 32.80 '888 -1.61 0.11 ~ All Other Csses 32.89 895 -3.31 0.00 

H. S. Graudate ~ H.S. GJ:~diiate 

(~~ 
Job Training 24.40 21 -1.05 0.30 «') j6b Placement 30.83 15 0.50 0.62 All Other Cases 28.59 929 All Other Cases 28.46 935 

.!£->,}' 

Class Class 
Job Training 1. 79 19 -2.15 0.03 Job Placement 1.95 21 -1.30 0.19 All Other Cases 2.18 974 All Other Cases 2.18 972 

Tot. Trt. " Tot. Trt. 
Job Training 1.82 51 14.64 0.00 

C) Job Placement 2.08 37 14.54 0.00 All Other Cases 0.27 9978 All Other Cases 0.27 9992 
Recid. (exact recidivism score) Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

Job Training 14.95 51 -0.33 0.74 Job Placement 17.72 37 0.80 0.43 All Other Cases 15.67 9978 All Other Cases 15.66 9992 
Follow (number of months batch followed up) Follow (number of months batch follo~led up) 

Job Training 10.47 51 -4.50 0.00 

I 
Job Placement 14.30 37 -2.36 0.02 All Other Cases 20.49 9912 ,',,\ All Other Cases 20.46 9926 

Tym. Trt. Tyro. Trt. 
Job Training 6.16 45 I Job Placement 12.17 29 -5.44 0.00 I -1.87 0.06 All Other Cases 16.85 ", 3550 All Other Cases 16.76 3566 \. l J' 

Slam. Tyro. (number of ~onths batch incarcerated) r Slam. Tyro. (number of mubths batch incarcerated) j 
Job Training 15.7'9 19 I Job Placement 12.94 18 1.50 0.13 i 0.62 0.54 All Other Cases 10.8'1 2549 \ All Other Cases 10.83 2550 l 

Super. Tyro. i Super. Tym. ... 
Job Training 3.41 44 4.59 0.00 Job Placement 8.06 35 11.15 0.00 All Other Cases 0.6n 9443 All Other Cases 0.67 9452 

.. '1 Narcotics History Narcotics History ~,q p.. 
Job Training 0.0 3 -0.70 0.48 Job Placement 0.0 0 -26.10 

\., 
0.00 

(~" 
All Other Cases 0.14, 4176 

(~) 
All Other Cases 0.14 4179 

() 1"':18 
I-19 
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Table 1-17 

Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 
Receiving Practical Individual Assistance vs. All Other Cases 

I ) 
••••• f'" 

Table 1-18 

Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 
Receiving Psychotherapeutic Individual Assistance vs. All Other Cases 
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,'~ Table 1-19 Table 1-20 

Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 

( 
Receiving Educa tion vs. All Other Cases ) 

Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 
Receiving Behavior Modification vs. All Other Cases 

" 

" 

NUMBER T 2-TA1L NUMBER T 2-TAIL 
VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROBe VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROBe 
Property Offense 

Education 41.60 61 
Property Offense 

All Other Cases 42.26 6718 -0.16 0.87 Behavior Modification 0.0 0 

First Offense ""' 
All Other Cases 42.26 6779 -108.90 0.00 

.'J First Offense 
Education 56.25 56 
All Other Cases 34.70 858 6.31 0.00 Behavior Modification 0.0 0 

All Other Cases 36.02 914 -4.310 0.00 
One Prior Offense One Prior Offense 

Education 0.0 0 
All Other Cases 54.95 1797 -103.16 0.00 Behavior }lodification 0.0 a 

All Other Cases 54.95 1797 -103.16 0.00 
Race 

i) Education 71.,25~-=~~-c::::",:::-. 60 
Race 

All Other Cases 64.91 ':::-~2809 2.25 0.03 Behavior Modification 0.0 0 

Age 
--illl Other Cases 65.04 2869 -161. 02 0.00 

Education 27.13 75 
Age 

All Other Cases 27.11 2573 0.03 0.97 Behavior Modification 0.0 a 
Broken Family 

_ All Other Cases 27.11 2648 -275.12 0.00 

Broken Family 
Education 0.0 0 
All Other Cases 32.64 906 -48.12 0.00 Behavior Modification 0.-0 a 

H. S. Gr~udate 
All QEher Cases 32.64 906 -48.12 0.00 

H.S. Graduate 

( Education 56.80 57 
All Other Cases 26.69 ' 893 13.22 0.00 f/) Behavid~ Modification 0.0 0 

~f ' Class ----rr ~ , All Other Gases 28.50 -48.46 0.00 
:"'''~ 950 

Class 
Education ' 2.50 56 
All Other Cases 2.15 937 3.24 0.00 Behavior Modification 0.0 0 

All Other Cases 2.17 993 -87.32 0.00 
Tot. Trt., J 

Education 
! Tot. Trt. 

1.00 77 "/8.34 / All Other Cases 0.27 9952 0.00 I 
Behavior Modification 0.0 0 

Recid. (exact' recidivism score) 
All Other Cases 0.28 100~9 

-36.83 0.00 

Education 32.21 71" I Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

_ All Other Cases 15.54 9952 9.30 0.00 '\' 
Behavior Modification 0.01\ 0 

(n1"lmbei'" of months 
, -99.69 

Follow batch followed l,lp) 

I 
,~ ~l Other Cases 15.67 10029 0.00 

Education 17.68 76 
F'o) .. low (number of months batch followed up) 

All Other Cases 20.46 9887 -1.52 0.13 Behavior Modification 0.0 0 

Tym. Trt. 
All Other Cases 20.44 9963 -128.43 0.00 

Education 10.63 49 '., 
Tym Trt. 

'I 

AllOther'Cases 16.80 3546 -3.26 0.00 Behavior Modification 0.0 0 

Slam. Tyro. (nl.llllber of months batch incarcerated) 
All Other Cases 16.72 3595 -76.10 0.00 

," 

Education 14.00 11 
Slam. Tyro. (number of months batch incarcerated) 

All Other Cases 10.83 2557 0.73 0.47 Behavior Modification 0.0 0 
I~ All Other Cases 10.85 2568 -38.22 0.00 

Super. Tyro. 
Education 16.50 16 

Super. Tyro. 

All Other Cases 0.67 9471 16.29 0.00 Behavior Modification 0.0 0 

Narcotics History 
~ Other Cases 0.70 9487 

-17.20 0.00 

Education 
';:'1 

0.0 56 
Narcotics History 

(~" 
All Other Cases 0.14 4123 -3.05 0.06 Behavior Modification~ 0.0 0 

< " (') All Other Cases 0.14 -26.10 0.00 4179 

-,' 
0 

(" 
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.'~ Table 1-21 Table 1-22 r: 

l~ ~~alysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 
Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups , 

Receiving Group Therapy vs. All Other Cases ( ,. 

\\ Receiving Non-Professional Gtoup Counseling vs. ·All Other Cases 
) .. 

NUMBER T 2-TA1L NUMBER T 2-TA1L 
VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROBe VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROBe 
Property Offense Property Offense 

Group Therapy 38.82 19 -0.47 0.64 Non-Profes. Group Counseling 62.50 36 3.82 0.00 All Other Cases 42.27 6760 All Other Cases 42.15 6743 
First Offense First Offense 

Group Therapy 29.17 18 -1.16 0.25 Non-Profes. Group Counseling 54.17 36 4.44 0.00 All Other Cases 36.16 896 All Other Cases 35.28 878 
One Prior Offense One Prior Offense 

Group Therapy 87.50 4 2.89 0.00 Non-Profes. Group Counseling 37.50 20 -3.49 0.00 All Other Cases 54.87 1793 All Other Cases 55.14 1777 
Race Race 

Group Therapy 81.25 24 3.69 0.00 Non-Profes. Group Counseling 67.50 45 0.77 0.44 All Other Cases 64.91 2845 All Other Cases 65.01 2824 
Age Age 

Group Therapy 28.42 12 0.90 0.37 Non-Profes. Group Counseling 21.28 23 -5.57 0.00 All Other Cases 27.10 2636 All Other Cases 27.16 2625 
Broken Family Broken Family 

Group Therapy 62.50 4 2.94 0.00 Non-Profes. Group CounseliiA6 37.50 7 0.63 0.53 -,&;1. Other Cases 32 .• 51 902 All Other Cases 32.61 899 
H.S. Graduate H.S. Graduate 

(' Group Therapy 12.50 9 -2.67 0.01 
,.~. Non-Profes. Group Counseling 12.50 16 -3.58 0.00 All Other Cases 28.65 941 .> All Other Cases 28.77 934 

Class Class ' 

1 Group. Therapy 1.00 4 ' ) Counseling 0.0 0 -3.01 0.00 Non-Profe:'" Group -87 •. 32 0.00 All Other Cases 2.18 989 All Other Cases 2.17 993 
Tot. Trt. Tot. Trt. 

Group Therapy 1.42 {/ 50'" Non-Profes. Group Counseling 1.00 45 
All Other Cases 0.27 9979 10.65 0.00 

All Other Cases 0.28 9984 6.36 0.00 
Recid. (exact recidivism score) Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

Group Therapy 34.74 50 8.62 0.00 Non-Profes. Group Counseling 25.80 '45 4.33 0.00 All Other Cases 15.57 9979 All Other Cases 15.62 9984 
Follow (number of months batch followed up) Follow (number of months batch followed up) 

Group Therapy 23.13 45 1.56 0.12 Non-Profes. Group Counseling 22.73 45 0.97 0.33 All Other Cases 20.42 9918 ~ All Other Cases 20.43 9918 
Tyro Trt. Tyro. Trt. 

Group Therapy 12.38 34 -1.93 0.05 Non-Profes. Group Counseling 9.33 40 -3.58 0.00 ()All Other Cases 16.76 3561 All Other Cases 16.80 3555 .. 
incarcerated) " Slam. Tyro. (number of months batch Slam. Tyro. (number of months batch incarcerated) 

Group Therapy 23.20 5 1.92 " 0.05 Non-Profes. Group Counseling 1.90 21 -2.87 0.00 All Other Cases 10.82 2563 All Other Cases 10.92 2547 
Super. Tyro. Super. Tyro. 

Group Therapy 18.96 25 23.91 0.00 Non-Profes. Group Counseling 10.51 35 14.95 0.00 All Other Cases 0.65 9462 All Other Cases 0.66 9452 
Narcotics History Narcotics History 

Group Therapy 0.0 0 ... 26.10 0.00 Non-Profes. Group Counseling 0.75 8 4.99 0.00 ~ 

C-' All Other Cases 0.14 4179 
(~) 

All Other Cases 0.14 4171 ., 
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Table 1-23 

Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 
Receiving Hedical Methods vs. All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Hedical Methods 
All Other Cases 

First Offense 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Medical Methods 

___ 411 Other Cases 
Race 

Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

H.S. Graduate 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

Class 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

Tot. Trt. 

MEAN 

15.44 
42.39 

33.33 
36.08 

87.50 
54.87 

26.56 
65.26 

27.J6 
27.10 

12.50 
32.73 

12.50 
28.60 

2.03 
2.18 

Medical Methods 2.14 
All Other Cases 0.26 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

34 
67-45 

18 
896 

4 
1793 

16 
2853 

41 
2607 

4 . 
902 

6 
944 

29 
964 

105 
9924 

Medical Methods 36.12 105 
All Other Cases 15.45 9924 

Follow (number of months bacch followed up) 
Medical Methods 15.13 105 

9858 All Other Cases 20.50 
Tym. Trt." 

Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

.Slam. Tyro. (number 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

Super. Tym. 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

Narcotics History 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

12.50 
16.83 

88 
3507 

of months batch inca~cerated) 
7.46 " 56 

10.92 2512 

4.49 
0.66 

1-26 

96 
9391 

73 
4106 

\ . 

T 
VALl.lE 

I.~~J 

-4.91 

-0.46 

2.89 

-7.20 

0.83 

-1.98 

-2.17 

-0.96 

26.00 

13.51 

-3.44 

-3.05 

-1.78 

9.53 

19.83 

2-TAIL 
PROB. 

0.00 

0.65 

0.00 

0.00 

0.41 

0.05 

0.03 

0.34 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.08 

0.00 

0.00 

J 
.4 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 

Table 1-24 
Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 
Receiving Speci~l Prison vs. All Other Cases 

MEAN 
NUMBER 

OF CASES 
T 

VALUE 
2-TAIL 

PROBs 

Special Prison 32.50 160 -0.97 0.33 
All Other~C~a~s~e~s~ ______ ~4=2~.2~7~ ________ ~6~7~9 __________________________ _ 

First Offense 
Special Prison 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Special Prison 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Special Prison 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Special Prison 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Special Prison 
All Other Cases 

H.S. Graduate 
Special Prison 
All Other Cases 

Class 
Special Prison 
All Other Cases 

Tot. Trt. 

3~). 23 
36.03 

40.13 
55.10 

83.33 
64.65 

22.14 
27.23 

41.45 
32.45 

13.36 
29.~8 

2.38 
2.17 

11 
903 

19 
1778 

60 
2809 

66 
2582 

19 
887 

58 
892 

24 
969 

-0.11 0.92 

-2.88 0.00 

6.67 0.00 

-8.17 0.00 

1.90 0.06 

-6.71 0.00 

1.28 0.20 

Special Prison 2.41 91 27.73 0.00 
All Other;... ~c.!!;as~e:!s~~-:--_.......;0!:!..':..;2~6!..-___ --,9~9~3~8 _____________ _ 

Recid. (e~ect recidivism score) 
Special Prison 23.50 91 
All Other Cases 15.59 9938 

Follow (number of r.lonths batch followed up) 
Special Prison 13.40 
All Other Cases 20.51 

Tyro Trt. 
Special Prison 
All Other Cases 

Slam. Tyro. (number 
Special Prison 
All Other Cases 

Super. Tyro. 
Special Prison 
All Other Cases 

Narcotics History 
Special Prison 
All Other Cases 

7.59 
16.85 

of "months batch 
18.36 
10.67 

0.90 
0.69 

0.0 
0.14 

91 
9872 

49 
3546 

incarcerated) 
59 

2509 

1-27 

90 
9397 

1 
4178 

4.78 0.00 

-4.25 0.00 

-4.90 0.00 

4.07 0.00 

0.50 0.62 

-0.40 .... 0.69 
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Table 1-25 
Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 

Receiving Contract Programming vs. All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

First Offense 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Contract Programming 
All-Other Cases 

H.S. Graduate 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

Class 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

Tot. Trt. 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

MEAN 

45.00 
42.25 

0.0 
36.02 

62.50 
54.88 

62.50 
65.07 

26.80 
27.11 

0.0 
32.64 

62.50 
27.95 

0.0 
2.17 

1.00 
0.28 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Contract Programming 15.28 
All Other Cases 15.67 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

30 
6749 

o 
914 

15 
1782 

30 
2839 

30 
2618 

o 
906 

15 
935 

o 
993 

30 
9999 

30 
9999 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
Contract Programming 5.67 
All Other Cases 20.49 

Tyro. Trt. 

30 
9933 

Contract Programming 3.87 30 
All Other Cases" 16.83 3565 

Slam. Tym. "(number of months batch incarcerated) 
Contract Programming .. 18.80 .. 30 
All Other Cases 10.75 2538 

Super. Tym. 
Contract PrQgramming 
All Other Cases 

Narcotics Programming 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

4.40 
0.69 

0.0 
0.14 

1-28 

'= 

25 
9462 

o 
4179 

T 
VALUE 

0.47 

-43.10 

1.30 

-0.65 

-0.33 

-48.12 

7.53 

-87.32 

5.18 

-0.13 

-5.11 

-5.39 

3.05 

4.72 

-26.10 

,« .. 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.64 

0.00 

0.19 

0.52 

0.74 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.89 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

.. 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 

Table 1-26 
Analysis of Differences Between Adult Groups 

Receiving Vocational Training vs. All Other Cases 

MEAN 
NUMBER 

OF CASES 
T 

VALUE 
2-TAIL 

PROBe 

Vocational Training 53.27 111 
All Other Cases 42.07 6668 0.00 

~~~~~~~~--------~~-~.--------~~------------------------­First Offense 

3.66 

Vocational Training 
All Other Cases . 

One Prior Offense 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Tot. Trt. 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Recid. (exact recidivism 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Follow (number of months 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Tym. Trt. 

0.0 
36.02 

85.36 
53.06 

51.95 
65.56 

22.85 
27.15 . 

17.50 
32.73 

2.46 
2.17 

2.55 
0.25 

score) 
20.83 
15.59 

batch followed up) 
1.5.71 
20.51 

o 
914 

105 
1692 

109 
2760 

23 
2625 

5 
901 

13 
980 

140 
9889 

140 
9889 

139 
9824 

Vocational Training 13.09 113 

-43.10 0.00 

15.10 0.00 

-6.49 0.00 

-4.06 0.00 

-1.66 0.10 

0.27 

1.34 0.18 

37.93 0.00 

3.91 0.00 

-3.54 0.00 

-2.98 0.00 All Other Cases .' 16.84 3482 
~S~l~a~m~.-T~ym~~.~(~n~u=m~b~e~r~of~m~o~n~t~h-s~b~a~t~ch~i~n-c-a-r-c-e-r-at~e~d~)~----------------------------

Vocational Training 12.25 107 
All Other Cases 10.79 2461 

Super. Tym. 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Narcotics History 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

2.98 
0.67 

0.33 
0.14 

I-29 

121 
9366 

6 
4173 

1.03 0.30 

6.42 0.00 

1.36 0.17 
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" Table I-27 ~ Table 1-28 
~); 

• l' Analysis of Differences Betw'een Groups I Analysis of Differances Between Juvenile Groups 
, 

... Assigned to Probation vs. Those Assigned to Parole i Assigned to Standard Probation vs. Shock Probation 

( 
: 

, ,,) i 
(Juveniles) 

NUMBER T 2-TAIL 

NUMBER T 2-TAIL VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROB. 

VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROB. Property Offense 

() Property Offense 
Standard Probation 38.50 423 

Parole 36.16 186 Shock Proba tion 58.93 7 -1.66 0.10 

Probation 39.15 500 
-1.26 0.21 First Offense 

First Offense 
Standard Probation 23.41 55 

Parole 21.59 33 Shock Probation 16.07 7 0.80 0,,43 

Probation 27.32 113 
-1.33 0.19 One Pni.or Offense 

One Prior Offense 
Standard Probation 13.75 20 

Parole 48.93 164 7.43 
Shock Probation 0.0 a 11.00 0.00 

Probation 27.23 56 
0.00 Race 

Race 
Standard Probation 65.63 128 

Parole 59.92 601 Shock Probation 54.95 43 2.58 0.01 

Probation 61.89 244 
-1.31 0.19 Age 

Age 
Standard Probation 17.13 659 

Parole 17.47 1023 Shock Pr.oba tion 17.00 121 2.14 0.03 

Probation 17.14 1028 
7.67 0.00 Broken Falllily 

Broken Family 
Standard Probation 50.38 33 

Parole 56.98 145 Shock Proba tion 25.00 8 3.14 0.00 

Probation 50.71 106 
2.70 0.01 H.S. Graduate 

('~ H. S. Graduate ) Standard Probation 20.45 44 

.. .,.~ Parole 15.03 148 Shock Probation 87.50 1 -3.75 0.00 

Probation l7!.22 90 
-1.16 0.25 Class 

Class 
Standard probation 1.77 53 

Parole 1. 75 188 Shock Probation 1. 25 4 1.87 0.07 

Probation 1.63 94 
1.58 0.12 Tot. Trt. 

Tot. Trt. 
Standard Probation 0.42 742 

Parole 0.52 1041 Shock Probation 0.17 121 2.85 0.00 

Probation 0.79 1111 
-5.68 0.00 Recid. (exact recidivism s(,!ore) 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Standard Probation 24.48 742 

Parole 31.24 1041 Shock Probation 15.31 121 5.20 0.00 

Probation 25.95 1111 
5.80 0.00 Follow (number of months batch followed up) 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) Standard Probation 40.36 729 

Parole 14.15 1039 Shock Probation 8.43 121 11. 76 0.00 

Probation 30.71 1094 
-16.60 0.00 ' ;', Tyro. Trt. .'. 

Tyro. Trt. 
c, Standard Probation 11.73 310 

ParoJ.e .. ,11.10 778 Shock Probation 6.37 113 7.35 0.00 

2.01 0.05 
.-

Probation 8.25 659 Slam. Tyro. (number of months batch incarcerated) 

Slam. Tyro. (number of months batch incarcerated) Sta.ndard Probation 0.01 736 

Parole 12.31 472 Shock Probation 0.17 89 -5.89 0.00 

Probation 0.17 1068 
33.31 0.00 Super. Tyro. 

Super. Tyro. 
Standard Probation 0.14 378 

Parole 1.68 940 Shock Probation 4.26 92 -19.31 0.00 

... Ii Probation 2.31 686 
-2.49 0.01 Narcotics History 

Narcotics History 
Standard Pr~bation 0.0 55 

(~ 
Parole 0.68 101 8.42 ~) Shock Probation 0.6 13 0.0 1.00 

Probation 0.15 80 
0.00 !~. 

'. 
\" . 
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Table 1-31 

Analysis .of Differences Between Juvenile Greups 
Assigned to StandardParele vs. Halfway Heuse 

NUMBER T 
VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE 

Preperty Offense 
Standard Parele 37.93 115 
Halfwal Heuse 35.00 20 0.68 

First Off ense 
Standard Parele 24.04 26 
Halfway: Heuse 12.50 1 0.53 

One Prier Offense 
Standard Parele 48.52 127 
Halfway: Heuse 37.50 18 2.08 

Race 
,,~?J". 

Standard Parele 63.69 4(53 . :~, 

Halfway: Heuse 63.16 38 0.26 

Age 
Standard Parele 17.33 814 
Halfway: Heuse 18.58 40 -7.24 

Breken Family 
Standard Parele 56.43 103 
Hal'fway: Heuse 47.50 5 

1.27 

H.S. Graduate 
Standard Parele 12.50 128 
Halfway: Heuse 12.50 1 

0.0 

Class 
Standard Parele 1.68 139 
Halfway Heuse 1.29 21 3.46 

Tet. Trt. 
Standard Parele 0.36 821 
Halfway Heuse 1.51 41 

-8.55 
c... 

Rec:td. (exact recidivism scere) 
Standard Parele 30.67 821 
Halfway: Heuse 28.33 41 

0.66 

F.ollew (number .of menths batch fellewed up) 
Standard Parele 14.25 819 
Halfway: Heuse 13.02 41 

0.53 

Tym. Trt. 
Standard Par.ole 11.59 586 
Halfwa Heuse 2.97 29 

1.13 

Slam. Tym. (number .of m.onths batch incarcerated 
Standard Par.ole 11.90 346 
Halfway: H.ouse 1.18 17 4.07 

Super. Tym. 
Standard Parele 1.15 751 
Halfway Heuse 5.59 22 -4.13 

Narcetics History "<. 

Standard Parele 0.70 54 I 

HalfwaI Heuse 1.00 14 
-2.39 

1-34 
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2-TA1L 
PROBe 

0.50 

0.60 

0.04 

0.79 

0.00 

0.21 
c 

" 
) 1.00 . 

0.00 

0.00 

0.51 

0.59 [)' 

0.26 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

~~ 
(~') 

£' f 

Table 1-32 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Greups 
Assigned te Standard Parele vs. Early Release 

NUMBER T 
VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE 

Preperty Offense 
Standard Parele 37.93 115 
Early Release 0.0 0 21.39 

First Offense 
Standard Parele 21~. 04 26 
Early Release 0.0 0 5.71 

One Pri.or Off ense 
St~hdard Parele 48.52 127 
Earll Release 0.0 0 24.39 

Race 
Standard Pare Ie 63.69 463 
Earll Release 62.50 4 0.19 

Age 
( 

) '-, 
l,r'''~\ 

Standard Pare Ie 17.33 814 
Early Release 17.00 6 0.79 

Breken Family 
Standard Parele 56.43 103 

, Earlx Release 37.50 4 2.51 

H. S. Graduate 
Standard Parele 12.50 128 
Early Release 0.0 0 

0.0 

Class 
Standard Par.ole 1.68 139 
Earlz Release 1.00 4 

2.87 

Tet. Trt. 
Standard Parele 0.36 821 
Early Release 0.67 6 -0.93 

Recid. (exact recidivism scere) 
Standard Parele 30.67 821 
Early Release 27.68 6 0.33 

Fell .ow (number .of m.onths batch f.ollDwed up) 
Standard Parele 14.25 819 
Early Release 11.67 6 

0.44 

Tym. Trt. 
Standard Pare1e 11.59 586 
Early Release 8.33 6 0.19 

Slam. Tym. (number .of menths batch incarcerated) 
Standard Par.ole 11.90 346 
Early Release 1.00 6 

2.46 

Super. Tym. 
Standard Parole' 1.15 751 
Early-Release 0.0 6 

0.58 

Narcetics Hist.ory 
Standard Parole 0.70 54 
Early Release 0.0 4 

3.03 

v 

1-35 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.85 

0.43 

0.01 

1.00 

0.01 

0.35 

0.74 

0.66 

0.85 

0.01 

0.56 
-.", 

0.00 

(<-; 
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Table 1-33 

Analys~,s of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
Assigned to Standard Parole vs. Special Parole 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Standard Parole 
Special ;;;;'Parole 

First Offense 
Standard Parole 
Special Parole 

One Prior Offense 
Standard Parole 
Special Parole 

Race 
Standard P~role 
Sj?ecial Parole 

Age 
S'tandard Parole 
Special Parole 

Broken Family 
Standa-rd Parole 
Special Parole 

H.S. Graduate 
Standard Parole 
.special Parole 

Class 
Standard Parole 
Special Parole 

Tot. Trt. 

37.93 
32.62 

24.04 
12.,50 

48.52 
0.0 

63.69 
49.72 

17.33 
18.30 

56.43 
0.0 

12.50 
0.0 

1.68 
2.60 

Standard Parole 0.36 
Special Parole 1.52 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Standard Parole 30.67 
Special Parole 29.19 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

115 
41 

26 
6 

127 
o 

463 
45 

814 
102 

103 
o 

128 
o 

139 
5 

821 
106 

821 
106 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
Standard Parole 14.25 819 
Special Parole 12.32 106 

Tyro. Trt. 
Standard Parole 11. 59 586 
Special Parole to 9.98 94 

Slam. Tym. (number of months batch incarcerated) 
Standard Parole 11.90 346 
Special Parole 24.37 54 

Super. Tyro. 
Standard Parole 
Special Parole 

Narcotics History 
Standard Parole 
Special Parole 

1.31 
4.25 

0.70 
0.59 

I-3.~s 

h_ 

751 
100 

., 

54'\1 
29 

T 
VALUE 

1.62 

1.30 

24.39 

7.00 

-8.34 

38.07 

0.0 

-4.30 

-12.94 

0.66 

1.36 

0.38 

-8.10 

-5.70 

1.07 

= _\ , .. ~« , 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.11 

0.20 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

1.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.51 

0.18 

0.70 

0.00 

0.00 

0.29 

+ 

Table 1-34 
Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 

Assigned to Standard Parole vs. Max-Out 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Standard Parole 
Max-Out 

FirSt Offense 
Standard Parole 
Max-Out 

One Prior Offense 
Standard Parole 
Max-Out 

Race 
Standard Parole 
Max-Out 

Age 
Standard Parole 
Max-Out 

Broken Family 
Standard Parole 

.... Max-Out 
H.S. Graduate 

Standard Parole 
Max-Out 

Class 
Standard Parole 
11ax-Out 

Tot. Trt. 
Standard Parole 
Max-Out 

Recid. (exact recidivism 
Standard Parole 
Max-Out 

FQ1low (number of months 
Standard Parole 
Max-Out 

Tyro. Trt. 
Standard Parole 
Max-Out 

MEAN 

37.93 
0.0 

24.04 
0.0 

48.52 
0.0 

63.69 
25.30 

17.33 
17.00 

56.43 
62.50 

12.50 
0.0 

1.68 
0.0 

0.36 
0.32 

score) 
30.67 
61.90 

batch fo119wed 
14.25 
21.07 

11.59 
17.45 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

up) 

115 
o 

26 
o 

127 
o 

463 
41 

814 
35 

103 
33 

128 
a 

139 
o 

821 
41 

821 
41 

819 
41 

586 
38 

Slam. T}-m.c (nhmber 
Standard Parole 
Max-Out 

of months patch incarcerated) 

Super Tyro. 
Standard Parole 
Max-out 

Narcotics History 
Standard Parole 
Max-Out 

11.90 346 
0.0 27 

1.15 
0.0 

0.70 
0.0 

1-37 

751 
39 

54 
o 

T 
VALUE 

21.39 

5.71 

24.39 

16.43 

1.50 

-2.31 

0.0 

42.08 

0.34 

-8.71 

-2.97 

.-0.88 

5.70 

1.47 

11.22 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.06 

0.02 

1.00 

0.00 

0.73 

0.00 

0.00 

0.38 

0.00 

0.14 

0.00 

, 
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Table 1-35 ~ Table 1-36 

, ~ Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
( Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 

j \' ',) 
Receiving Intensive Su?p.rvision vs. All Other Cas~s • 

~l Receiving Financial Aid vs. All Other Cases 

f (,: ~ 
:~ 

2-TAIL 
NUMBER T 2-TAIL 

NUMBER T 
:1 

VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROB. 

VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROB. 
!J Property Offense 

Property Offense Ir Intensive Supervision 46.17 49 

Financial Aid 0.0 0 -36.14 0.00 All Other Cases 37.74 637 i\ 
2.05 0",04 

All Other Cases 38.34 686 First Offense 

First Offense 
Intensive Supervision 12.50 6 

Financial Aid 0.0 0 -14.43 0.00 All Other Cases 26.61 140 -1.56 0.12 ' 

All Other Cases 26.02 146 One Prior Offense 

One Prior Offense 
Intensive Supervision 0.0 0 

Financial Aid 0.0 a -30.54 0.00 All Other Cases 43.41 220 -30.54 0.00 

All Other Cases 43.41 220 Race 

Race 
Intensive Supervision 41.31 59 

Financial Aid 0.0 '0 -89.22 0.00 All Other Cases 61.93 786 -8.03 0.00 

All Other Cases 60.49 845 Age 

Age 
Intensive Supervision 17.41 119 

\-2') Financial Aid 0.0 a -795.13 0.00 All Other Cases 17.30 1932 1.23 0.22 

All Other Cases 17.30 2051 Broken Family 

Broken Family 
Intensive Supervision 43.45 21 

Financial Aid 0.0 a -46.82 0.00 All Other Cases 55.33 230 -2.87 0.00 

A11 Other Cases 54.33 251 ll. S. Graduate 

H.S. GraduaJ:e 1 ( ,~) 
Int,ensive Supervision 87.50 3 

(-' Financial Aid 0.0 0 -17.32 0.00 i All Other Cases 14.95 235 10.77 0.00 

All Other Cases " 15.86 238 
I Class I 

> _v-.-

- Class 

\ 
Intensive Supervision 1.56 9 

Financial Aid 0.0 0 -46.70 0.00 All Other Cases 1.71 273 -0.76 0.45 

All Other Cases 1. 71 282 Tot. Trt. 

'Tot. Trt. 
Intensive Supervision 1. 76 119 

Financial Aid 0.0 a -27.91 0.00 All Other Cases 0.60 2033 11.64 0.00 

All Other Cases 0.66 2152 Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) Intensive Supervision 35.34 119 . 

Financial Aid 0.0 0 -62.10 0.00 All Other Cases 28.11 2033 3.61 0.00 

All Other Cases 28.51 2152 Follow (number of months batch followed up) 

Fpllow (number of months batch followed up) Intensive Supervision 11.28 119 -5.25 
Financial Aid 0.0 a -42.74 0.00 All Other Cases 23.32 2014 0.00 

All Other Cases 22.64 2133 Tyro. Trt. 

Tyro. Trt. 
Intensive Supervision 10.69 103 

Financial Aid 0.0 0 -49.77 0.00 All Other Cases 8.99 " 1333 2.40 0.02 

All Other Cases 9.11 1436 Slam. Tym. (number of ~~nths batch incarcer~ted) 

Slam. Tym. '(number of months batch incarcerated) Intensive Supervision 3.63 97 

Financial Aid 0.0 a -17.66 0.00 All Other Cases 3.91 1443 -0.31 0.76 

All Other Cases 3.89 1540 Super. Tym. 

Super. Tyro. 
Intensive Supervision 1. 72 116 -0.48 

Financial Aid 0.0 0 -15.34 0.00 All Other Cases 1.96 1510 0.63 

All Other Cases 1.95 1626 Narcotics History ~ 

Narcotics History 
Intensive Supervision 0.40 43 -0.78 

Financial Aid '0.0 0 -12.07 O.QO ('~) 
All Other Cases 0.46 138 0.43 

<{ 
All Other Cases .0.45 181 

, 

('''' 
."tk 

~.~ 

1-39 
1-38 

L 
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Table 1-37 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
Receiving Specialized Supervision vs. All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

First Offense 

MEAN 

62.50 
38.27 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

2 
684 

Specialized Supervisio!]. 
All Other Cases 

" 12.50 
27.13 

11 
135 

One Prior Offense 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Specialized Supervision 
~ll Other Cases 

Age 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

H.S. Graduate 
Specialized Supervision' 
All Other Cases 

Class 
Specialized Supervision 

"All Other Cases 
Tot. Trt. 

Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Specialized $upervision 
All Other Cases 

Follow (number of months batch 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Tym. Trt. 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

0.0 
43.41 

75.00 
60.45 

19.33 
17.29 

3"7.50 
54.40 

12.50 
15.88 

1.00 
1.71 

2.63 
0.65 

39.66 
28.43 

followed 
13.25 
22.72 

up) 

o 
220 

2 
843 

15 
2036 

1 
250 

1 
23.1 

1 
281 

16 
2136 

16 
2136 

16 
2117 

11.13 16 
9.09 1420 

Slam. Tyro. (number of months 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

batch incarcerated) 

'.' Super. Tyro. 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Narcotics History 
Specialized Supervision 
All Other Cases 

0.19 
3.93 

0.55 
1.95 

0.0 
0.45 

1-40 

16 
1524 

11 
1615 

o 
181 

T 
VALUE· 

1.23 

-2.17 

-30.54 

1.04 

-0.92 

-0.24 

-1.16 

7.7i7 

2.10 

-1.54 

1.17 

-1.72 

-0.91 

-12.07 

2-TAIL 
PROB. 

0.22 

0.03 

0.00 

0.30, 

0.00 

0.36 

0.81 

0.25 

o.ob 

0.04 

0.12 

0.24 

0.09 

0.36 

0.00 
j' 

Table t-38 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
Receiving Reduced Supervision vs. All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

First Offense 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

llroken Family 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

H.S. Graduate 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Class 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Tot. Trt. 

MEAN 

0.0 
38.34 

0.0 
26.03 

0.0 
43.41 

0.0 
60.49 

0.0 
17.30 

0.0 
54.33 

0.0 
15.86 

0.0 
1.81 

Reduced Supervision 0.0 
All Other Cases 0.66 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Reduced Supervision" 0.0 
All Other Cases 28.51 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
Reduced Supervision 0.0 
All Other<Cases 22.64 

Tyro. Trt. 'i:.J 

NlJMBER 
OF CASES 

o 
686 

o 
146 

o 
220 

o 
845 

o 
2051 

o 
251 

o 
238 

o 
282 

Q 

2152 

o 
2152 

o 
2133 

Reduced Supervision 0.0 0 

T 
VALUE 

-36.14 

-14.43 

-30.54 

089.22 

-795.13 

-46.82 

-17.32 

-46.70 

-27.91 

-62.10 

-42.74 

-49.77 

2-TAIL 
PROB. 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 All Other ~ases ,. 9.11 1436 
Slam. Tym. (n=un51bfe:-:r:-:o~f:::m'=o=n~t'Lns::-;br:a:-:;t:::c~h~i'::"n"':'"ca=-:r-c~e:-:r~a-;:t:::e~d~)~--------------

Reduced Supervision 0.0 0 
All Other Cases 3.89 1540 

Super. Tyro. 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

Narcotics History 
Reduced Supervision 
All Other Cases 

0.0 
1.95 

0.0 
0.45 

1-41 

o 
1626 

o 
181 

-17.66 0.00 

-15.34 0.00 

-12.07 0.00 
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Table 1-39 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
Receiving Residential Non-Permissive vs. All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases I 

First Offense 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

One P~ior Offense 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

H.S. Graduate 

(J 
- MEAN 

39.17 
38.28 

29.17 
25.59 

54.61 
42.35 

85.29 
59.1.5 

17.07 
17.31 

16.35 
56.41 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

18 
128 

34 
811 

49 
2002 

13 
238 

T 
VALUE 

0.21 

0.65 

2.45 

7.75 

-1.6'7 

-8.72 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.52' 

0.02 

0.00 

0.10 

0.00 

Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

12.50 
16.62 

44 -1.76 0 08 
~-.----------------~-.---Class 

Residential Non-Permissive 1.00 
All Other Cases 1.71 

Tot. Trt. 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Follow (number of months batch 
Residential Non-Permissive 
All Other Cases ' ~ 

2.20 
,0.62 

36.i9 
28.33 

followed up) 
14.67 
2~.83 

1 
281 

49 
2103 

49 
2103 

49 
2084 

Tyro. Trt. 
, Residential Non-Permissive 1.,53 47 
All Other Cases 9.17, 1389 \\'~ 

'-::S"::"l-am-'=-. -:T::-yro~.---:('-;n";';u";'mb::'-'-er-o-:f::--"'m""o-n-t':"'h-s-:b::-a-t-.c-::h---'i"':"P-c-a-r-c-er>-a-t'-ed":'"1):---~~"~1 

Residential Non-Permissive 37 •• 5
7
9
7 

l449'19'~ / 
All Other Cas cas II 

Super. Tym~ 
Residential Non-PermissN'e 10.89 47" 
All Other Cases 1.68 1579 

Narcotics History 
Re~'idential Non-Permissive 1.60 
All Other Cases 0.41(, 

12 
169 

0.25 

10.20 0.00 

2.56 0.01 

-2.31 0.02 

-1.59 0.11 

3.05 0.00 

12.76 

4;15 0.00 

'i \\ 

!. 

[ 
I 
! 

o 

Table 1-40 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
Receiving Residential Permissive vs. All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Residential Permissive' 
All Other Cases 

First Offense 
Residential Permissiv(: 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Rac:e 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Oases 

Age 
,Residential Permissive 
All bther Cases 

Broken Family 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases , 

H.S. Grad~ate 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Class 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Tot .. Trt. 
Res~dential Permissive 
All 'Other Cases 

R.eCi(i. (exact recidivism score) 
Residential Permissive 
Ai~ Other Cases 

Follow (number of months batch 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

Tym. Trt. 
Residential .Permissive 
All Other Cases 

MEAN 

33.33 
38.57 

40.50 
23.04 

40.06 
44.13 

62.05 
60.38 

17.53 
17.29 

57.50 
53.82 

12.50 
16.06 

1.64 
1.7,2 

1.91 
0.57 

39.37 
21.76 

followed up) 
20.76 
22.77 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

30 
656 

25 
121 

,39 
181 

55 
790 

138 
1913 

35 
216 

13 
225 

39 
243 

139 
2013 

139 
2013 

137 
1996 

8.04 111 
9.20 1325 

Siam. Tym. (number of ~onths 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

~atch incarcerated) 

Super. Tym. 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

~arcotics History 
Residential Permissive 
All Other Cases 

6.90 
3.69 

7.07 
1. 70 

1.00 
'0.40 

1-43 

98 
1442 

74 
1552 

14 
167 

T 
VALUE 

-1.01 

3.81 

-1.09 

0.61 

2.83 

1.10 

-0.88 

-0.75 

14.50 

6.27 

-0.93 

-1. 70 

3.57 

9.04 

4.55 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.31 

0.00 

0.28 

0.55 

0.01 

0.27 

0.38 

0.46 

0.00 

0.00 

0.35 

0.09 

0.00 

0.00 
(:~ 7 

0.00 
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-- Table 1-41 
, 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups ' ~ 

,~i 

Receiving Job Tr,aining vs. All Other Cases ~, 

( I: 
; 

I"l Table 1-42 II \:. ,. 
'I 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups // 
!/ 

1/ 

Receiving Job Placement vs. All Other Cases /;/ 

~) (/ Ii ' ;/ 
>,--':' '/ 

1\ 

NUMBER T 2-TAIL 
;,( VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROBe 

NUMBER T \1 2-TAIL \' 
VALUE 

,\ 
PROBe VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES 

Property Offense 
10 Job Training 32.50 -0.67 0.50 All Other Cases 38.42 676 

Fir,st Offense 
Job Training 12.50' 22 -3.26 0.00 
All Other Cases 28.43 124 

One Prior Offense I' 

Job Training 0.0 0 .. ·30.54 0.00 All Other Cases 43.41 220 

Property Offense 
Job Placement 37.50 14 -0.11 0.91 
All Other Cases 3:~L36 672 

First Offense 
Job Placement 0.0 0 -14.43 0.00 
All Other Cases 26.03 146 

One Prior Offense 
Job Placement 0.0 0 -30.54 0.00 
All Other Cases 43.41 220 

Race 
Job Training 39.77 22 -5.07 0.00 All Other Cases 61.04 823 

Age <:;,-)-
"\.~ 

Job Training 17.70 30 2.22 0.03 All Other Cases 17.30 2021 
Broken Family 

Job Training 62.50 4 0.90 0.37 
All Other Cases 54.24 247 

H.S. Graduate 

(W~ 
Job Training 12.50 16 -0.99 0.33 'All Other Cases 16.10 222 

Class 
Job Training 0.0 0 -46.70 0.00 
All Other Cases 1.71 282 

Race 
Job P1acemct"t 0.0 0 -89.22 0.00 
All Other Cases 60.49 845 

Age 
17 Job Placement 19.26 8.38 0.00 

All Other Cases 17.29 2034 
Broken Family 

14 Job Placement 62~50 1. 72 0.09 
All Other Cases 53.85 237 

H.S. Gt~duate 
14 Job Placement 12.50 -0.92 0.36 

( ) All Other Cases 16.07 224 
1 *".' 

Class, 
Job Placement 0.0 0 -46.70 0.00 
All Other Cases 1.71 282 

Tot. Trt. 
Job Training 2.37 30 8.72 0.00 
All Other Cases 0.64 2122 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
~, Job Training 22.18 30 -1.64 0.10 ,,' All Other Cases 28.60 2122 
Follow (number of months batch followed up) 

Job Training 7.96 28 -3.20 0.00 !'. 

All Other Cases 22.84 2105 

Tot. Trt. 
17 Job Placement 2.82 8.29 0.00 

All OtherCa'ses 0.64 2135 
Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

17 Job Placement 31.35 0.55 0.58 
All Other Cases . 28.49 2135 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
Job Placement 9.82 17 -2.17 0.03 
All Other Cases 22.75 ' 2116 

Tym. Trt. 
Job Training 4.35 26 -3.55 0.00 
All Other Cases ., 9.20 1410 

Slam. Tym. (nmnber of months batch incarcerated) 
Job Training 1.83 24 -1.18 0.24 
All Other 'Cases 3.92 1516 

/, Super. Tym. 
Job Training 3.10 29 1.23c 0.Z2 r ')c' 

All Other Cases 1.92 1597 
:[ Narcotics History 
d Job Training 0.0 0 -12.07 .,' 0.00 ~ 

" " All Other Cases 0.45 181 ; 

(~~, 

.-

Tyro. Trt. 
Job Placement 1.67 15 -4.20 0.00 
All Other Cases 9.19 1421 

Slam. Tym. (number of ,mol.lths batch incarcerated:) 
Job Placement 0.0 15 -1. 75 0.08 
All Other Cases 3.93 1525 

Super. Tyro. 
5.60 15 Job Placement 2.79 0.01 

All"Other Cases 1.91 1611 
Narcotics History 

0 Job Placement 0.0 -1~.O7 0.00 
All Other Cases 0.45 181 

(j 

(~) .' 

~ 

.:-;,~ ! 

1-44 1-45 
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Table 1-43 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
Receiving Practical Individual Assistance vSo All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Practical Individual Assistance 
All Other Cases 

First Offense 
Practical Individual Assistance 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Practical Individual Assistance 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Practical Individual Assistance 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Practical Individual Assistance 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Practical Individual Assistance 
All Other Cases 

H.S. Graduate 
Practical Individual Assistance 
All Other Cases 

Class 

MEAN 

17.50 
38.49 

17.50 
26.33 

0.0 
43.41 

56.73 
60.55 

17.16 
17.31 

62.5Q-' 
54.30 

12.50 
15.92 

Practical Jnrlividual Assistance 2.00 
All Other Cases 1. 71 

Tot-. Trt. 
Practical Individual Assistance 
All Other Cases 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

1.23 
0.65 

Practical Individual Assistance 34.24 
All Other Cases 28.45 

Follow (number of months batch follow~d up) 
Practical Individual Assistance 18~S5 
All Other Cases 22.69 

Tym. Trt. 
Practical Individual Assistance 
All Other Cases 

Slam. Tym. (number of months batch 
Practical Individual Assistance 
All Other Cases 

Super. Tyro.·' 

4.70 
9.14 

incarcerated) 
9.52 
3'.81 

Practical, Individual Assistance, 0.53 
All Other Cases 1.96 

Narcotics History 
Practical Individual Assistance 0.0 
All Other Cases O. 47 

1-46 ,'. 
\I 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

5 
681 

5 
l!d 

o 
220 

13 
832 

,22 
2029 

1 
250 

4 
234 

4 
278 

22 
2130 

22 
2130 

22 
2111 

10 
1426 

21 
1519 

15 
1611 

8 
17'3 

T 
VALUE 

-1.69 

-0.89 

-30.54 

-0.69 

-0.69 

0.44 

-0.48 

0.95 

2.44 

1.27 

-0.79 

~2.02 

3.01 

-1.07 

-2.64 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.09 

0.38 

0.00 

0.49 

0.49 

0.66 

0.63 

0.34 

0.02 

0.21 

0.43 

0.04 

0.00 

0.28 

0.01 

i 
I 

'~~-;I 
I 

I 

o 

Table 1-44 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
Receiving Psychotherapeutic Individual Assistance vs. All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 
All Other Cases 

First Offense 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 
All Other Cas'as 

H. S. Graduate"-
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 
All Other Cases 

Class 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 
All Other Cases 

Tot. Trt. 
" Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 

All Other Cases 
Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

MEAN 

0.0 
38.34 

0.0 
26.03 

12.50 
43.69 

12.50 
60.60 

17.50 
17.30 

0.0 
54.33 

0.0 
15.86 

1.00 
1.71 

1.52 
0.65 

Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 39.21 
All Other Cases 28.41 

Follow (number ofinonths batch followed up) 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 12.86 
All Other Cases 22.74 

Tym. Trt. 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 
All Other Cases " 

Slam. Tym. (number of months batch 
Psychotherap@ul=ic Indiv. Assist,. 
All Other Case~ 

Super. Tym. 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 
All Other Cases 

Na~cotics History 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assist. 
All Other Cases 

8.23 
9.12 

incarcera ted) 
0.60 
3.90 

7.31 
1.90 

0.0 
0.45 

1-47 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

o 
686 

o 
146 

2 
218 

2 
843 

21 
2030 

o 
251 

o 
238 

1 
281 

21 
2131 

21 
2131 

21 
2112 

13 
1423 

5 
1535 

13 
1613 

o 
181 

T 
VALUE 

-36.14 

-14.43 

-2.10 

-3.47 

0.92 

-46.82 

-17.32 

-1.16 

3.63 

2.32 

-1.84 

-0.46 

-0.85 

3.81 

-12.07 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.00 

0.36 

0.00 

0.00 

0.25 

0.00 

0.02 

0.07 

0.65 

0.39 

0.00 

0.00 
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Table 1-45 Table 1-46 J 
\- II 

It 

l: Analysis of Dtfferences Between Juvenile Groups Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups r{,') 

All Other C Receiving Education vs. All Other Cases 
~) Receiving Behavior Hodification vs. Cases 
.,~-

NUMBER T 2-TAIL NUMBER T 2-TAIL VARIABLE HEAN OF CASES VALUE PROBe VARIABLE HEAN OF CASES VALUE PROBe 
Property Offense Property Offense 

Education 28.75 20 -1.57 0.12 Behavior Hodification 62.50 1 
All Other Cases 38.63 666 All Other Cases 38.30 685 0.87 0.39 

First Offense First Offense 
Education 12.50 7 -1.69 0.09 Behavior Hodification 0.0 0 -14.43 r· All Other Cases 26.71 139 All Other Cases 26.03 146 0.00 

;, 

One Prior Offense One Prior Offense ;. 

Education 31. 73 13 -2.07 0.04 Behavior Modification 37.50 6 
-0.70 0.49 All Other Cases 44.14 207 All Other Cases 43.57 214 

Race Race 
Education 61.25 20 0.17 0.86 Behavior Modification 66.67 6 

0.77 0.44 All Other Cases "60.47 8:l5 All Other Cases 60.40 839 
Age 

'137 
Age 

Education 17.23 -0.91 (1 0 •36 Behavior Modification 17.00 9 -0.93 All Other Cases 17.31 1914 All Other Cases 17.31 2042 0.35 
Broken Family Broken Family 

Education 69.32 11 2.80 0.01 Behavior Modification 62.50 1 
All Other Cases 53.65 240 All Other Cases 54.30 250 0.44 0.66 

Ii.s. Graduate H.S. Graduate 

(~ 
Education 41.25 20 10.00 0.00 f'-) Behavior Modification 0.0 

" 
0 -17.32 All Other Cases 13.53 218 All Other Cases 15.86 i,' 238 0.00 

.-~"" Class Class 
Education 1.81 16 0.69 0.49 Behavior Modification 3.00 3 

3.74 0.00 All Other Cases 1. 70 266 All Other Cases 1. 70 279 
Tot. Trt. Tpt. Trt. 

Education 2.28 145 19.98 0.00 Behavior Modification 1.89 9 3.37 0.00 All Other Cases. 0.54 2007 All Other Cases 0.66 2143 
oRecid. (exact recidivism score) Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

Education 34.60 0145 3.57 0.00 Behavior Modification, 20.84 9 -1.08 0.28 All Other Cases 28.07 2007 All Other Cases 28.54 2143 
Follow (number of months batch followed up) Follow (number of months batch followed up) 

Education 0 9.59 145 
-6.73 0.00 ~ehavior Modification 15.33 9 -0.90 0.37 All Other Cases 23.60 1988 L\ All Other Cases 22.68 2124 

Tym. Tr.t. Tym. Trt. 
Education 4.30 139 -8.84 0.00 Behavior Modification 3.50 6 

-1.99 0.05 All Other Cases 9.63 1297 All Other Cases 
" 

9.14 1430 
Slam. Tyro. (number ofJ~onths batch incarcerated) ii Slam. Tyro. (number of months batch incarcerated) 

1'], '\ ,~: Education ,0.74 144 -4.62 0.00 Behavior Modification 7.50 6 
1.02 0.31 " 4.22 1396 1-; All Other Cases All Other Cases 3.88 1534 li 

Ii 
Super· 

'; Super. Tyro. -::::?"..:. Tyro. e, 
li. Education 5.74 131 9.08 0.00 B~havior Modification 6.00 6 1.95 0.05 
H 

1495 1} All Other Cases 1.61 All Other Cases ' 1.93 1620 ~ 
d 
il 

warcotics History Narcotics History " !oj 
,~ ( 

Education 0.0 :' 0 0.00 Behavior Modification .. ,0.0 0 
• :1 

-12.07 -12.07 0.00 " 0.45 181 r .. , 

0.45 Ii (~ 
All Other Cases 

f~) 
All Other CastiiJ 181 d " '{ 

·i '>'~ , 
! 
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Table 1-47 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
Receiving Group Therapyvs. All Other Cases 

". 

I 

, ! 
! 

,~~) 
.0\ ..... 
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Table 1-48 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
Rec6iving Non-Professional Group Counseling vs. All Other Cases 

NUMBER T 2.;..TAIL 
VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE PROBe 

Property Offense 
Non-Profes. Group Counseling 12.50 1 -0.93 0.35 All Other Cases 38.38 685 

First Offense 
Non-Profes. Group Counseling 87.50 1 2.90 0.00 All Other Cases 25.60 145 

One Prior Offense 
Non-Profes. Group Counseling 62.50 12 3.30 0.00 All Other Cases 42.31 208 

Race 
Non-Profes. Group Counseling 64.42 13 0.73 0.47 All Other Cases 60.43 832 

Age 
Non-Profes. Group Counseling 20.23 13 11.06 0.00 All Other Cases 17.29 2038 

Broken Family 
Non-Profes. Group Counseling 0.0 0 -46.82 0.00 All Other Cases 54.33 251 

H.S. Graduate 
Non-Profes. Group Counseling 0.0 0 -17.32 0.00 
All Other Cases 15.86 238 

Class 
Non-Profes. Gro'up Counseling 0.0 0 -46.70 

~~ 

All Other Cases 1.71 282 c-=~O.OO 

Tot. Trt. 
Non-Profes. Group Counseling 1.92 13 4.18 0.00 
All Other Cases 0.65 2139 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Non-Profes. Group Counseling 42.44 13 2.37 0.02 
All Other Cases 28.43 2139 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
Non-Profes. Group Counseling 10.50 12 -1.72 0.09 
All Other Cases . "22.71 2121 

Tyro. Trt. ,rpW-' 
Non-Profes. Group Counsel:f.ng 4.50 4 -1.33 0.18 
All Other Cases 9.13 1432 

Slam. Tyro. (n~mber of months batch incarcerated) 
Non-Profes. Group Counseling 0.0 1 -0.45 0.65 
All Other Cases 3.89 1539 

Super. Tyro. 
:.\ 12' Non-Profes. Group Coun~eling 0.50 -0.98 0.33 

All. Other Cases 1.96 1614 
Narcotics History ~ 

Non-Profes. Group Counseling 1.00 12 4.15 0.00 
All Other Cases 0.41 169 \1 

I-51 
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Table 1-49 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
Receiving Med,ical Methods vs. All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

First Offense 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

H.S. Graduate 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

Class 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

Tot. Trt. 

MEAN 

0.0 
38.34 

0.0 
26.03 

0.0 
,43.41 

0.0 
60.49 

0.0 
17.30 

0.0 
54.33 

0.0 
15.86 

0.0 
1.71 

Medical Methods 0.0 
All Other Cases 0.66 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Medical Methods 0.0 
All Other Cases 28. 51 

NUMBER 
P'F CASES 

o 
686 

o 
146 

a 
220 

o 
845 

o 
2051 

a 
251 

o 
238 

o 
282 

o 
2152 

o 
2152 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
o 

2133 
Medical Methods 0.0 
All Other Cases 22.64 

Tym. Trt. 
Medical Methoq.$ 

I ~'j ) 

All Other Cas~s 
Slam. Tym. (number of 

Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

Super. Tyro. 
Medical Methods 
All Other, Cases 

Narcotics History 
Medical Methods 
All Other Cases 

0.0 ,,0 
_ 9.11 1436 
months batch incarcerated) 

0.0 0 
3.89 1540 

0.0 
1.95 

0.0 
0.45 

,> 

I-52 

o 
1626 

o 
181 

T 
VALUE 

-36.14 

-14.43 

-30.54 

-89.22 

-795.13 

-46.82 

-17.32 

-46.70 

-27.91 

-62.10 

-42.74 

.. -49.77 

-17.66 

-15.34 

-12.07 

. , ' .. ~ ~ ., ~.- . 

i} 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.00 

0.00 ' 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 t-') 
" >'-10"'1'("" 

f:': ~, 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 
I) 

0.00 

0.00 

0 

Table I-50 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
Receiving Special Prison vs. All Other Cases 

NUMBER T 
VARIABLE MEAN OF CASES VALUE 

Property Offense 
Special Prison 37.50 13 -0.11 All Other Cases 38.35 673 

First Offense 
Special Prison 12.50 13 -2.38 All'-::Uther Cases 27.35 133 

One Prior Offense 
Special Prison 0.0 0 -30.54 All Other Cases 43.41 220 

Race 
Special Prison 50.00 2 -0.75 All Other Cases 60.51 843 

Age 
Special Prison 17.64 44 2.27 All Other Cases 17.30 2007 

Broken Family 
Special Prison 62.50 13 1.65 All Other Cases 53.89 238 

H.S. Graduate 
Special Prison 12.50 13 -0.88 All Other Cases 16.06 225 

Class 
Special Prison 2.00 13 1.75 All Other Cases 1.70 269 

Tot. Trt. 
Special Prison 2.78 4,6 

13.83 All Other Cases 0.61 2106 
Recid. (exact recidivism score) 

Special Prison 30.41 46 0.61 All Other Cases 28.47 2106 
Follow (number of months batch followed up) 

Special Prison 12.70 46 -2.79 All Other Cases 22.86 2087 
Tym. Trt. 

Special Prison 7.73 45 -1.36 All Other Cases " 9.16 1391 
Slam. Tyro. (number of months batch incarcerated) 

Special Prison 7.39 36 2.46 
All Other Cases 3.81 1504 

Super. Tyro. 
Special Prison 8.00 28 6.40 
All Other Cases 1.84 1598 

Narcotics History 
Special Prison 0.0 0 ~It 

-12.07 
All Other Cases 0.45 181 

I-53 
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2-TAIL 
PROBe 

O.Ql 

0.02 

.0.-00 

0.45 

0.02 

0.10 

0.38 

0.08 

0.00 

0.54 

0.01 

0.18 

0.01 

0.00 

~ 

0.00 

' 1 
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Table I-51 

Analysis of Differences Between Juvenile Groups 
Receiving Contract Programming vs. All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

First Offense 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 

MEAN 

0.0 
38.34 

0.0 
26.03 

0.0 
43.41 

87.50 
60.30 

17.00 
17.30 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

o 
686 

o 
146 

o 
220 

6 .. 
839 

6 
2045 

Contract Programming 0.0 0 

T 
VALUE 

-36.14 

-14.43 

-30.54 

3.39 

-0.76 

-46.82 

2-·TAIL 
PROBe 

o~oo 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.45 

0.00 
All Other Cases 54.33 251 

~~~~~~~--------~~~------~~~------------~------­H.S. Graduate 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cas~s 

Class 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

Tot. Trt. 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

0.0 
15.86 

0.0 
1.71 

3.00 
0.65 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Contract Programming 37.03 
All Other Cases 28.49 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
Contract Programming 8.00 
All Other Cases 22.69 

Tyro. Trt. 

o 
238 

o 
282 

6 
2146 

6 
2146 

6 
2127 

Contract Programming 4.00, 6 

-17.32 0.00 

-46.70 0.00 

5.26 0.00 

0.98 0.33 

-1.47 0.14 

-1.81 0.07 
All Other Cases .. ,~\ 9.14 1430 

Slam. Tyro. (number of mon~6~S-\~b-a~t~c~h~i~n-c-a-r-c-e-r-a~t-e~d~)~--------~----------------
Contract Programming :~, ~ 0.0 6 
All' Other Cases 3.91 1534 

Super. Tym. 
Contract Progl'amming 
All Other Cases 

( Narcotics History 
Contract Programming 
All Other Cases 

0.0 
1.95 

0.0 
0.45 

I-54 

o 
1626 

o 
181 

-1.10 0.27 

-15.34 0.00 

-12.07 0.06 

I 
i 
I 

1 

t , 
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Table I-52 

Analysis of Differences Betwe<an Juvenile Groups 
Receiving Vocational Training vs. All Other Cases 

VARIABLE 

Property Offense 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

First Offense 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

One Prior Offense 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Race 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Age 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Broken Family 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

H.$. Graduate 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Class 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Tot. Trt. 

MEAN 

41.07 
38.31 

44.64 
25.09 

37.50 
43.46 

83.?5 
60.12 

18.31 
17.30 

37.50 
55.03 

12.50 
15.96 

1.64 
1.71 

Vocational Training 2.63 
All Other Cases 0.65 

Recid. (exact recidivism score) 
Vocational Training 27.03 
All Other Cases 28.52 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

7 
679 

7 
139 

2 
218 

13 
832 

16 
2035 

10 
241 

7 
231 

11 
271 

16 
2136 

16 
2136 

Follow (number of months batch followed up) 
Vocational Training 16.13 
All Other Cases 22.69 

Tym. Trt. 
Vocational Training 13.36 
All Other Cases _, 9.08 

Slam. Tyro. (number of months batch 
Vocational Training 7.55 
All Other Cases ;-\ 3.87 

Super. Tyro. 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

Narcotics History 
Vocational Training 
All Other Cases 

4.36 
1.93 

0.0 
0.45 

16 
2117 

11 
1425 

incarcerated) 
11 

1529 

I-55 

11 
1615 

o 
181 

T 
VALUE 

0.26 

2.35 

-0.40 

4.32 

4.13 

-3.00 

7 0•64 

-0.40 

7.27 

-0.28 

-1.07 

2.04 

1.41 

1.57 

-12.07 

2-TAIL 
PROBe 

0.79 

0.02 

0.69 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.52 

0.69 

0.00 

0.78 

0.29 

0.04 

0.16 

0.12 

0.00 
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PART I 

PROBATION AND 'PAROLE VS. THEIR ALTERNATIVES FOR EACH DEFINITION OF RECIDIVISM. . \ 
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Table J-1 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation 

on tbe Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- FAILURE 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.61 

.37 

.32 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 19.81 

73.72) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South A1:1antic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific. 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1==<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's 

.' 

(Constant = 

B 

-12.19 
12.98 

-1.51 

8.40 
-39.56 
-34.13 
-34.37 
-21.57 

-13.78 

J-6 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

20.35 
9.54 

.25 

20.49 
10.82 
5.84 

15.41 
20.41 

4.53 

BETA 

-.05 
.11 

-.48 

.03 
-.29 
-.53 
-.18 
-.08 

-.29 

F RATIO 

.36 
1.85 

36.29 

.17 
13.36 
34.11 
4.97 
1.1'2 

9.27 



Ci 

(""'''' 
)'1 

!.:.--. 

----- - --~-- --------------

Table J-2 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism ~ 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- ABSCOND 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.59 

.35 

.32 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 7.36 

13.73) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Prob~tion 
Group Home, PPC 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

(Constant = 

B 

8.31 

-.19 

10.83 
-1.21 
,8.04 

.39 
-2.62 

16.73 
7.78 

-.40 

J-7 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

2.01 

.04 

5.34 
2.42 
2.32 
2.35 
2.10 

3.31 
1.82 

1.60 

BETA 

.27 

-.45 

.11 
-.03 

.26 

.01 
-.09 

.32 
• 43 

-.02 

F RATIO 

17.10 

20.72 

4.11 
.25 

12.02 
.03 

1.56 

25.54 
18.19 . 

.06 

I 
l' 

o 

Table J-3 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geograppic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- ARREST 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.55 

.30 

.28 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 12.97 

503.63) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to otper U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

" 

(Constant = 

B 

-31.15 
5.97 

.,61 

4.43 
-5.03 
-.34 
7.50 

23.27 

-40.60 

J-8 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

6.75 
13.01 

.09 

4.25 
4.44 

14.21 
2.20 

13.05 

7.55 

BETA 

-.05 
• 06 

.59 

.06 
-.10 
-.00 

.19 

'.10 

-.29 

F RATio 

21.32 
2 . 

48.40 

1.08 
1.28 

.00 
11.63 

3.18 

28.89 

c' 
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Table J-4 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up,' 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

ADULTS --., CONVICTION 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.46 

.21 

.17 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 13.16 

70.73) (Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

(relative to standard probation) 
IIShock" Probation -8.68 4.53 
GrouE Home, PPC 4.58 4.82 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 

.95 .10 (months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England -30.89 16.29 
Mid;.,Atlantic -17.37 14.44 
East-North Central -18.08 13.28 .} 

West-North Central -35.27 13.95 
South Atlantic -8.57 14.23 
East-South Central -9.93 18.82 
Mountain 4.19 18.78 
Pacific -17.69 13.54 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 

-2.54 2.42 (1~<19602 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

J-9 

BETA 

-.21 
.09 

.08 

-.20 
-.19 
-.63 
-.76 
-.11 
-.04 

.02 
-.55 

-.12 

F RATIO 

3.67 
.90 

1.00 

3.59 
1.45 
1.85 
6.40 

.36 

.28 

.05 
1.71 

1.11 

[ 
1 

t-) 
't. , .......... 

o 

Table J-5 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent impact of Alternatives to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

ADULTS -- IMPRISONMENT-TECHNICAL 

Multiple R .50 
.25 
.23 

R' Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 11.18 

= 76.89) (Constant 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

(relative to standard probation) 
IIShock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW~up 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South" Atlantic 
East-Sout~ Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

8.03 
1.60 

-.15 

-2.49 
5.60 

-5.75 
-7.91 

20.23 
13.23 

-5.54 

J-I0 

11.40 
12.07 

.06 

4.40 
2.59 

11.34 
2.72 

11.38 
2.07 

1.62 

BETA 

.04 

.02 

-.16 

-.03 
.14 

-.67 
-.19 

.09 

.52 

-.25 

L-__________________ ~ __ ~~ __ ~~~ __ ~~~ __ ~L_~~~ ______________ ~~ ___ ___ 

F RATIO 

.50 

.02 

7.29 

.32 
4.68 

.26 
8.47 

3.16 
40.76 

11.64 

., 
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Table J-6 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- IMPRISONMENT-NEW CONVICTION 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.60 

.36 

.31 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 12.34 

-73.10) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home~ PPC 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLO\i-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 

"East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960,s; 3=1970's) 

,. 

(Constant = 

B 

36.54 
8.72 

-.59 

-11.71 
-33.02 
-40.95 

-62.07 
2.72 

-26.24 

9.98 

,') 

J-11 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

8.58 
10.28 

.14 

9.55 
6.74 

11.89 

15.79 
9.28 
6.01 

5.76 

.55 

.07 

-.53 

-.12 
-.93 
-.34 

-.36 
.03 

-.88 

:29 

F RATIO 

18.12 
.72 

18.63 

1.50 
23.98 
11.85 

15.46 
.09 

19.06 

3.01 

I 
r 
t 

I 

I 
1 
I 
I 
I 

:~ 

o 

Table J-7 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- IMPRISONMENT-ALL 

MUltiple R .74 
.55 
.52 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 10.38 

124.90) (Constant = 

INST~TUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(inonths) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

B 

.20 
25.10 

-.60 

-4.34 
6.60 

-5.47 

12.53 

-9.44 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

4.69 
6.74 

.08 

3.00 
3.,69 

9.15 

4.67 

4.02 

BETA 

.00 

.29 

-.06 

-.15 " 
.16 

-.04 

.34 

-.28 

F RATIO 

.00 
13.86 

.60 

2.09 
3.29 

.3'6 

7.20 

1)5~?2 
.-- ;::::-

, 
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Table J-8 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOH-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

ADULTS -- FAILURE 

Multiple R .51 
.26 
.24 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 17.05 

152.46) (Constant = 

B 

-2.13 
21.41 

-16.54 
-4.67 

.29 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

2.70 
3.35 
6.21 
2.44 

.06 

(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 2.97 3.76 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

" 

4.63 3.29 
-1.42 2.84 
18.78 4.12 

5.29 6.49 
2.68 2.76 
1.52 3.66 
9.92 2.17 

-10.76 2,~01 

...:---:: 

J-13 

:;.03 
.27 

-.10 
-.08 

.18 

.03 

.06 
-.02 

.19 

.03 

.04 

.02 

.24 

-.23 

.i " 

F RATIO 

.62 
40.75 

7.10 
3.67 

21.82 

.63 
1. 98 

.25 
20.80 

.66 

.94 

.17 
20.99 

28.55 

o 

Table J-9 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

ADULTS -- ABSCOND 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.51 

.26 

.26 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 7.81 

95.91) (Constant = 

B -

.12 
17.09 
14.22 
3.90 

.95 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

1.45 
1.13 
2.28 
1. 27 

.02 

(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 2.06 1.87 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~l960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

-6.04 1.47 
-6.93 1.44 
-9.35 1.43 
-9.35 1.40 
-6.69 1.49 
-6.05 1.44 
-2.73 1.38 

-6.91 .89 

":,;' 

\1-14 

BETA 

.00 

.30 

.12 

.06 

.01 

.03 
-.18 
-.25 
-.38 
-.46 
-.19 
-.22 
-.10 

-.16 

F RATIO 

.01 
229.96 
39.00 

9.45 

.24 

1.21 
16.82 
23.28 
42.94 
44.90 
20.13 
17.69 

3.94 

60.10 
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Table J-10 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Co:ntro11ing for Length of Time in Fo11mv-tJp, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 
\',\ \\ 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

ADULTS -- ARREST 

Multiple R .61 
R Square .37 
Adjusted R Square .35 
Standard Error 15.96 

(Constant =-134.50) 

B 

11.00 
4.68 

35.77 
16.72 

.65 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

3.56 
2.66 
9.76 
2.62 

.06 

(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England -15.96 12.04 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

-20.50 4.08 
-31.22 6.22 
-10.37 6.98 
-15.35 3.65 
-33.22 16.50 
-5.30 5.12 

-21. 76 3.84 

13.90 2.85 

BETA 

.14 

.08 

.16 

.35 

.53 

-.06 
-.39 
-.26 
-.07 
-.38 
-.09 
-.06 
-.49 

.27 

F RATIO 

9.57 
3.09 

13.45 
40.72 

107.89 

1. 76 
25.20 
25.21 

2.21 
17.66 

4.05 
1.07 

32.11 

23.87 

Table J-1l 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geogr;;tphic Location and Decade Data Collected 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLmv-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

ADULTS -- CONVICTION 

Multiple R .74 
R Square .54 
Adjusted R Square .51 
Standard Error 11.68 

(Constant = -19.18) 

B 

1\ 

-8.34 
-4.30 

.16 

.44 

.50 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

3.99 
3.70 
3.86 
2.52 

.04 

(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 2.89 3.93 
Mid-Atlantic -1.61 3.95 
East-North Central 2.60 5.09 
West-North Central 4.25 4.01 
South Atlantic -2.28 3.27 
East-South Central 54.09 11.98 
Mountain 12.49 12.00 
Pacific 2.66 3.17 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's} 2.34 1.98 

,I 
I 

BETA 

"';.12 
-.09 

.00 

.01 

.67 

.05 
-.03 

.04 

.08 
-.05 

.23 

.05 

.08 

.07 

F RATIO 

4.36 
1.35 

.00 

.03 

141.44 

.54 

.17 

.26 
1.12 

.48 
20.38 
1.08 

.71 

1.40 

..... _ ... ". ". "~""'''rt , 

, 
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Table J-12 

,"I:; Regression Equation: 
The Independent Imp'act of Afternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Cr:i.minal Recidivism 
Controlling for Lengtn of Time in Follow-Up~ 

Geographic Loca'tion and Decade Data Collected 

A;DULTS -- Ii:1PRISO~NT-TECHNICAL 

Hultiple R 
R Square 

.44 

.1.9 
~19 Adjusted RSquare 

Standard Error 10.78 
10.17) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Hid-Atlantic 
East-No~th Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

(Constant = 

B 

-3.25 
8.26 

-15.21 
-1. 78 

.21 

',' .98 
-.27 

-3.92 
-1.45 
-4.66 
-1.56 
1. 711 
5:61 

-2.05 

J-17 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

1. 76 
1.62 
4.11 
1.18 

.02 

1.90 
1.44 
1.38 
1.18 
1.16 
1.40 
1.29 
1.14 

.63 

BETA 

-.04 
.1l 

-.07 
-.03 

.27 

.01 
-.00 
-.08 
-.05 
-.16 
-.03 

.04 

.20 

-.07 

F RATIO 

3.44 
25.81 
13.6~ 
2.29 

183.75 

.2;7 

.00 
8.02 
1.51 

16.03 
1.24 
1.83 

24.35 . (;) 

10.44 

1 .. ' '" , 

! 
I 
I 
i 

0·' " 

Table J-13 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- IMPRISONMENT-NEW CONVICTION 

!fultiple R 
R Square 

.47 

.22 

.22 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 7.15 

37.85) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLmv-Up 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Hid-Atlan tic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Hountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2~196e's; 3=1970's) 

" 

(Constant ::r 

B 

-.27 
.72 

2.07 
2.26 

.18 

4.92 
-6.18 
-5.02 
-5.66 
-7.74 
-8.24 
-5.14 
-5.14 

-2.40 

J-18 

. --::'.: 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

1.65 
1.94 
2.75 

.88 

.01 

1.55 
.88 

" .87 
.72 
.69 
.84 
.78 
.70 

.54 

/ 
I ,; 

BETA 

,', 

-.00 
.01 
.02 
.05 

.31 

.08 
-.18 
-.15 
-.26 
-.40 
-.27 
-.19 
..... 26 

,', 

,,";;.09 ' 

j ... 

F RATIO 

.03 

.14 

.57 
6.67 

226.02 

10.12 
49.02 
34.41:, 
62.35 

124.78 
95,.63 
43.04 
53.83 

19.47 



Table J-14 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of C~~minal Recidivism 
C9n):rolling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parol~) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

ADULTS -- IMPRISONMENT-ALL 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.56 

.31 

.31 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 12.52 

98.32) (Constant = 

B 

-15.46 
-8.81 
11.12 

7.80 c 

.28 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

2.72 
2.89 

12.57 
2.03 

.02 

(compared to other U,S. & Canada) 
New England 13.29 2.25 
Mid-Atlantic 4.26 2.44 
East-North Central 2.97 2.25 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 

-10.75 5.46 
-3.25 2.71. 

East-South Central .21 6.57 
Mountain -.13 4.58 

BETA 

-.15 
-.08 

.02 

.10 

.43 

.24 

.06 

.07 
-.05 
-.04 

.00 

F RATIO 

32.21 
,!,J 9.30 

.78 
14.80 

270.90 

34.74 
3.04 
1. 73 
3.87 
1.44 

.00 

Pacific 
DECAD~E~D~~~T~A~C~OL~L~E~C~T~ED~--------------~~------~~~------~~------~~-

-.00 .00 
-1.38 1.81 -.04 .58 

(1=<.1960: 2=1960's:3=1970's) -6.77 1.02 -.24 44.05 

"~. 

i) \;. 
\- .,~:<' 

o 

J/ 

\i 

Table J-15 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

JUVENILES -- FAILURE 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.60 

.36 

.30 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 19.29 

546.04) (Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

(relative to standard proQation) 
"Shockll Probation 20.92 9.23 
GrouE Home! PPC 5.75 6.24 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 

1.50 .58 (months) , 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central -33.48 7.64 
West-North Central -17.71 12.78 
South Atlantic -18.01 9.17 
East-South Central -86.29 25.38 
Mountain 4.91 20.47 
Pacific -26.81 10.33 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 

-43.59 14.24 {1=<l960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

\) 

, ;' 

BETA 

.26 

.13 

.27 

-.71 
-.12 
-.30 
-.34 

.02 
-.34 

-.38 

F RATIO 

5.14 
.85 

6.60 

19.22 
1.92 
3.86 

11.56 
.06 

6.74 

9.37 

,; 



Table J-16 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives ~o Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- ABSCOND 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.31 

.10 

.07 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 14.62 

34.34) (Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 

8,.29 
10.73 

LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 

~15.l4 
4.40 

.03 

.14 

F RATIO 

.30 
5.96 

(months) 
GEOGRA~P~H~I~C-L~O~C~A~T~IO~N~~---------------------------------------------------

~. 92 .71 .07 .12 

(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid;:-Atlantic 
East-North .Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific ,I 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<J960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

-19.07 
-9.64 
-3.08 
-3.52 

-20.34 
1.23 

-1.00 

J-21 

5.10 
6.95 
4.23 
5.99 

15.57 
5.40 

2.03 

L=.:-

-.28 13.99 
-.08 1.92 
-.06 .53 
-.10 .3~ 

-.06 1.71 
.02 .05 

-.03 .24 

!, '~')' 
P. 
" . ~.,. 

o 

.. 

Table J-17 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Fqllow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- ARREST 

Multiple R .70 
R Square .50 
Adjusted R Square .47 
Standard Error 16.80 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" 'Probation 
Group "Home. PPC 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
..fmonths) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

" 

(Constant = -228.29) 

B 

-20.85 
23.03 

.89 

-7.97 
-10.36 
-32.72 
-3.03 

.73 

21.61 

3-22 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

3.94 
3.39 

.22 

5.39 
6.04 
5.73 
5.81 

4.61 

6.59 

-~---~,----~--

BETA 

-.36 
.49 

.33 

-.09 
-.14 
-.34 
-.03 

.01 

.32 

F RATIO 

27.98 
46.26 

16.56 

2.19 
2.94 

36.61 
.27 

.03 

10.76 
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Table J-18 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alterncitives to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follmf2Up 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

JUVENILES -- CONVICTION 

Multiple R .86 
. R Square .74 

Adjusted R Square .67 
Standard Error 9.13 

(Constant = 103.89) 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home. PPC 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1690; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

23.86 4.21 

.51 .17 
~ 

-84.06 41.95 
-13.21 12.30 
-19.00 5.81 
-2.72 8 • ..29 
-5.90 5.87 
-3.28 6.94 

-8.66 9.65 

J-23 

BETA 

.73 

1.32 

-1.12 
-.24 
-.31 
-.04 
-.09 
-.04 

-.28 

F RATIO 

32.09 

8.89 

f'") 
~ .. ~,-

4.02 
1.15 

10.70 
.ll 

1.01 
.22 

.81 

0"--, ' , 
' .. , 

Table J-19 

" Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- ll1PRISONMENT-TECHNICAL 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.61 

.44 

.41 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error .10.32 

16.92) (Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home. PPC 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New Engl;;md 
Mid-At,;J .. antic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970' s) 

-14.75 
-.14 

.52 

24.37 
-8.06 
15.66 
11.15 

9.54 
6.45 

-.67 

J-24 

2.15 
2.08 

.16 

9.08 
8.70 
8.07 
9.00 

12.72 
7.39 

2.52 

BETA 

-.53 
-.00 

.22 

.44 
" -.11 

.40 

.12 

.05 

.21 

-.03 

F RATIO 

46.98 
.00 

11.09 

7.21 
.86 

3.77 
1.54 

.56 

.76 

.07 
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Table J-20 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
QControlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 
Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- I~RISq~NT-NEW CONVICTION 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.66 

.44 

.33 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 6.49 

27.33) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standafd probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home. PPC 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific' 
D~CADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970'5) 

(Constant = 

B 

-8.60 
1.07 

.22 

-22.35 
-19.01 

J-25 

\) STD. EAAoR 
OF B 

10.12 
8.33 

.84 

12.08 
/~ 19.60 
'~ 

/,\ 

BETA 

-.43 
.03 

.09 

-1.24 
-1.00 

F RATIO 

.72 

.02 

.07 

3.42 
.94 

o 

Table J-2l 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Probation 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES --IMPRISONMENT-ALL 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.61 

.37 

.30 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 12.01 

15.13) (Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation -3.22 10.90 Grou Home PPC 22.33 7.04 LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) .18 .26 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England -12.78 8.47 Mid-Atlantic -1.53 9.86 East-North Central, -2.25 7.89 West-North Centi'al 
South Atlantic 1.34 7.13 East-South Central 
Mountain 11.89 6.03 Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) -.40 7.15 

J-26 

-.04 
.60 

.11 

-.19 
-.02 
-.05 

.03 

.21 

-.01 

F RATIO 

.09 
10.07 

.51 

2.27 
.02 
.08 

.04 

3.89 
Q 

.00 
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Table J-22 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Releas'e 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

JUVENILES FAILURE 

Multiple R .66 
.44 
.35 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 16.8,0 

231.28) (Constant = 

STD. ERROR 
B OF B 

-7.15 25.04 
-28.02 18.28 
-11.33 11.69 
-36.18 44.18 

.36 .80 

(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 17.10 48.71 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain "',, 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
JL~=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

-40.90 35.49 
-.64 7.47 

49.16 48.73 

-16.19 8.57 

J-27 

BETA 

-.07 
-.16 
-.11 
-.58 

.31 

.31 
-.33 
-.02 

.55 

-.36 

F RATIO 

.08 
2.35 

.94 

.67 

.20 

.12 
1.33 
" .01 
1.02 

3.57 

I;! 

"') j\ 
;~ 
\; ,.;::1.. 

o 

Table J-23 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Imp~tt of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Fo11o~~Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

JUVENILES -- ABSCOND 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.49 

.24 

.18 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 18.14 

8.31) (Constant = 

B 

-28.21 
-7.52 

-20.95 
-4.23 

.57 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

7.25 
6.27 

19.09 
4.43 

.22 

(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England -8.52 20.66 

14.22 
10.03 
10.85 

Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South A~.lantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA" COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

-36.66 
-8.27 

-16.37 

-3.97 8.90 

2.49 4.75 

J-28 

BETA 

-.41 
-.11 
-.09 
-.10 

.23 

-.04 
-.27 
-.15 
-.23 

-.09 

.06 

F RATIO 

15.14 
1.44 
1.21 

.91 

6.67 

.17 
6.64 

.68 
2.28 

.20 

.27 

L.-_____________________ --'" _____ --._--=.::.-...;...o.. __ ...-.l...L.._ ................. _________ ~ __ ._..o_ ......... ___ ~_~_io.. __ ~~........,.~_~_~ __________ ~ ______ ______'" _______ __ " _______________ _ 

,. 
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Table J-24 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up~ 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
l~ork Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

JUVENILES -- ARREST 

Multip;te R .85 
.72 
.68 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 15.37 

73.15) (Constant = 

B 

-42.35 
-13 .86 

11.69 

1.23 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

6.61 
15.66 

17.32 

.20 

(compared to other U.S. &,Canada) 
New England -7.64 4.41 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

-63.24 13.42 
-21.65 5.57 
-16.28 16.07 
-17.31 16.36 

-34.99 15.81 

-2.21 7.32 

J-29 

BETA 

-.43 
-.16 

.06 

.52 

-.12 
-.54 
-.29 
-.18 
-.06 

-.12 

-.03 

F RATIO 

41.01 
.78 

.46 

38.67 

3.00 
22.20 
15.11 
1.03 
1.12 

"''II 4.90 \\ 

.09 
--:, 1.> 

i, 
I, 

, , , 

,0'" " , 

Table J-25 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 

JUVENILES -- CONVICTION 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.90 

.81 

.69 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 11.37 

4.79) (Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B BETA F RATIO 

Halfway House 31.17 12.64 .49 6.08 
Early Release 4.90 16.08 .05 .09 
~P~a~r~ol~e~P~r~o~g~r~a~m~~~~~~ ___________ -~.3~3~ ______ =1~1.5~0~ _______ -~.0~0~ _______ .00 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 2 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

,. 

.52 .34 • 7 2.39 

-2.75 11.39 -.05 .06 
-7.06 14.07 -.09 .25 

-18.38 19.20 -.24 .92 
33.53 11.29 .65 8.81 
-8.18 10.65 -.14 .60 

.27 9.23 .01 .00 

J-30 
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Table J-26 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follm-l.'Up 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- IMPRISONMENT-TECHNICAL 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

Multiple R .81 
.66 
.66 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 12.10 

83.23) (Constant = 

B 

-5.58 
-9.83 

7.35 

1.16 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

4.40 
12.35 

2.51 

.06 

(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 3.33 8.14 
Mid-Atlantic 19.85 6.81 
East-North Central 1.89 5.77 
West-North Central 10.95 5.69 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 33.46 13.27 
Pacific 26.57 5.50 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) -7.50 1.69 

J-3l 

,,« .. -. 

BETA 

-.04 
-.02 

.09 

.63 

.02 

.16 

.0,;; 

.26 

.08 

.63 

-.19 

f 
I 

F RATIO 

1.60 /,J 
.63 

8.57 

39 t+.81 

.17 
8.49 

.11 
3.70 

6,;36 
2~ 

19.65 

() 

Table J-27 
Ii. 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- ]}~RISONMENT~NEW CONVICTION 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.81 

.66 

.62 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 6.34 

5.61) (Constant = 

B 

16.29 

-54.73 

.99 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

6.73 

6.3? 

.17 

(compared to other U.S, & Canada) 
New England 10.83 

53.86 
4.01 
1.15 

5.83 
6.43 
5.02 
5.53 

Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960'5; 3=1970's) 

I ;f 

/ 
/ 

/' 

12.69 8.29 

-.19 2.48 

o 

BETA 

.17 

-.80 

.01 

.19 
1.10 

.14 

.05 

.13 

-.01 

F RATIO 

5.85 

73.97 

.00 

3.45 
70.21 

.64 

.04 

2.34 

.01 
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Table J-28 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Alternatives to Parole 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- IMPRISONMENT-ALL 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard parole) 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) II 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.45 

.20 

.14 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 17 .62 

47.86) (Constant = 

B 

-31.55 
-.71 

-19.44 

.14 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

19.'45 
17.99 

5.18 

.07 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION!l 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 20.17 11.84 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1~1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

2.14 9.86 
4.64 9.61 

11.09 9.33 
23.88 11.54 
25.33 23.61 
8.73 9.28 

21.23 9.46 

-2.38 3.02 

J-33 

'= \ « ~~. .• 

BETA 

-.12 
-.01 

-.30 

.15 

.19 

.04 

.08 

.23 

.24 

.14 

.19 

.49 

-.06 

r , 
! 

F RATIO 

a 
it 

~ 
~ 

I 
I , 

2.63 
.00 

j 
14.08 

3.49 

2.91 
.05 
.23 

1.42 

l 
i 

4.28 
1.15 

.88 
5.04 

.62 

( 
,~ ) 

o 

Ii ,/ 
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Table J-29 

General Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS - ANY TREATMENT 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to no supervision) 
Probation 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early RCelease 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOH-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
Ea$t-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l;Else=O) 

B 

26.59 
0.44 

18.84 
10.07 

6.47 
14.64 

-10.16 
-17.52 
-4~27 

-10.38 
-10.73 
-4.84 

-11..28 
-10.58 

0.18 

5.64 
-2.23 
-0.'76 
-2.61 
-3:47, 
-2.44 

0.33 
1.07 

-4.95 

2.29 

J-35 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

0.54 
0.35 
0.58 
0.67 
0.35 
0.44 

1.04 
1.81 
1.81 
1.00 
1.29 
1.28 
1.97 
1.16 

0.0 

0.89 
0.65 
0.60 
0.60 
0.56 
0.71 
0.66 
0.52 

0.31 

0.40 

BETA F RATIO 

0.42 2361.28 
0.01 1.54 
0.29 1048.39 
0.13 225.44 
0.17 331. 48 
0.31 1065.58 

-0.21 94.91 
-0.08 92.84 
-0.02 5.58 
-0.28 ~106 .21 
-0.09 68.71 
-0.04 14.23 
-0.05 32.65 
-0.13 82.76 

0.19 546.38 

0.05 40.07 
-0.03 11. 73 
-0.01 1.62 
-0.05 18.78 
-0.08 37.57 
-0.03 11.57 
O~O 0.26 
0.03 4.30 

-0.12 240.29 

0.05 32.47 

() 

(~) 

Table J-30 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

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 -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .55 
.30 
.29 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 14.28 

64.45) (Constant = 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic­

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOlv-UP 
mont s 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 

Ne\17 England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1='<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; Else~2) 

B 

~l 

24.10 
-5.50 
12.49 
11.58 
3.20 
3.92 

-.50 

4.48 
-6.98 
-2.62 
-6.47 
-1.87 
8.17 

14.66 
1.04 

-4.27 

2.96 

J-36 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

1.85 
1.69 
1.66 
1.78 
1.56 
2.06 

.03 

6.54 
2.07 
1.62 
3.41 
1.88 

14.42 
4.13 
1.47 

.99 

1.08 

BETA F RATIO 

.41 169.64 
-.12 10.66 

.28 56.50 

.24 42.23 

.08 4.21 

.07 9.63 

-.04 2.11 

.02 .47 
-.12 11.34 
-.06 2.59 
-.05 3.60 
-.03 .99 

.01 .32 

.09 12.60 

.03 ,50 

.14 18.74 

.07 7.57 



________ w_·~ ........ ·~ 

!,' 

o 

c 

Table J-3l 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- "SHOCK" PROBATION -- ANY TREATHENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.22 

.05 

.11 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 10.95 

14.04). (Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B BETA F RATIO 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Convict;i.on 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonm~m.t (either new convic-

tion oft technical offense) 
LENGTH Oft! TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) Ii 
GEOGRAPH}C LOCATION 
(compare/a to other U.S. & Canada) 
New Eng~iand 
Mid-Atl~intic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; Else=O) 

14.70 

2.17 
3.14 
9.70 
1 .• 61 

.90 

-6.27 
-9.80 

7.36 

.00 

J-37 

,\ 

15.49 

5.24 
5.13 

15.49 
7.09 

, .10 

12.17 
12.21 

9.46 

.00 

.18 

.09 

.15 

.12 

.05 

.02 

-.07 
-.20 

.12 

II 
.00 

.,; \,« • - -r -, __ 

.90 

.17 

.37 

.39 

.bS 

.01 

.27 

.64 

.61 

.00 

,i. ,·f 

1 
~ I 
I 

'\ 

o 

Table J-32 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- PARTIAL PHYSICAL CUSTODY -- ANY TREATMENT 

Hultiple R 
R Square 

.79 

.62 

.55 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 11.53 

9.40) (Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B BETA F RATIO 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

ti£n or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
Ll=<1960i 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT C/' . 

,!Added=l; Else=O) 

27.48 
3.00 

13.73 
-.56 

-8.73 
26.89 

.24 

10.96 

10.36 

.35 

I,' 

J-38 

10.00 .43 7.55 
8.70 .08 .12 

10.08 .23 1.86 
9.08 -.02 .00 

10.23 -.15 .73 
11.30 .38 5.66 

.20 .12 1.38 

6.07 .20 3.26 

4.77 .26 4.72 

3.90 .01 .01 

,; 
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Table J-33 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

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 -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.71 

.50 

.50 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 10.12 

65.44) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new' convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOH-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared ~o. other U.S. & Canada) 
New England" 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East~South Central 
Hountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=li Else=O) 

(Constant ::; 

B 

25.37 
.29 

15.93 
8.40 
6.55 

1.4.99 

..• 19 

10.74 
.78 
.57 

-1.11 
-3.08 
-1.20 
1.61 
3.08 

-5.23 

3.52 

J-39 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

.60 

.33 

.85 
1.14 

.33 

.44 

.01 

.99 

.69 

.64 

.61 

.58 

.69 
.65 
.56 

.34 

.50 

BETA F RATIO 

.39 l794.20 

.01 .74 

.16 350.34 

.06 54.53 

.20 390.78 

.37 1178.813 

.21 564.77 

.10 116.93 

.01 1.26 

.00 .00 

.03 3.33 

.09 26.68 
'0.02 3.01 

.03 6.05 

.09 29.97 

.13 237.20 

.06 49.75 

I) 

"·0 ' . 

Table J-34 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- WORK STUDY -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

o 

.72 

.52 

.48 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 14.95 

167.55) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) . 
LENGTij OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compar.ed to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1::;<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1~j"70's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; 'Else=O) 

C' 

, 

(Constant ::; 

B 

22.28 
1.86 

30.60 
-2.10 

2.70 

.32 

-3.12 
-9.23 
13 .68 

6.95 

-13.11 

.37 

,J .... 40 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

4.48 
4.61 
5.55 
6.14 

4.76 

.07 

4.85 
5.37 
9.41 
6.55 

6.59 

2.91 

BETA 

.47 

.03 

.48 
-.02 

.04 

.30 

.05 

.14 

.08 

.07 

-.13 

.01 

F RATIO 

24.72 
.16 

30.36 
.12 

.32 

20.04 

.41 
2.95 
2.12 
1.12 

3.96 

.02 

'''-IIi!iO_lk'''i:l~_~_)1I"if.lMK ..... tf~~7~t1W'~~'''~'''~\q("~~~'':"·-"'1"""'·.·"~r'~~=~·~,,,,, ... 't,.=:·""~""""'~~ """T"_"",,_~ ""." ~ 
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Table J-35 

Regression ,~quation: 
The Independent Impact !Iof Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Cdrminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recid~i"ism, Length of Time in 

Geographic Location and [IDecade Data Collected 
Follow-Up, 

ADULTS -- HALFWAY HOtlSE -- ANY TREATMENT 
i'l 

Mul tiple R /1 . 68 
R Square, .46 
Adjusted R S~uare .42 
Standard Error 15.35 

(Constant = 319.41) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic­

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLmv-up - m 

(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to oth~r U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North 'Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960; 2=1960' s; 3=1~r70' s) 

ANY TREATMENT, 
(Added=l; Else=O) 

STD. ERROR 
B OF B 

39.25 4.96 
19.55 4.69 
16.52 4.73 

6.50 5.50 
13.41 4.59 
8.66 5.14 

.20 .15 

21. 99 12.68 
10.34 12.71 
19.73 12.79 
14.20 12.95 
20.23 12.80 

7.14 15.09 
4.93 13.28 

20.99 13.15 

-27.03 7.46 

-8.53 4.13 

,i' " 

J-4l 

\. ..; \« .. . 

BETA F RATIO 

.66 62.65 

.39 17.37 

.33 12.18 

.10 1.40 

.27 8.53 

.12 2.83 

.08 1. 75 

.45 3.01. 
" 

.20 .66 

.40 2.38 

.17 1.20 

.38 2.50 

.04 .22 

.06 .14 

.26 2.55 

-.22 13.12 

-.17 4.26 

Ij 

11 

I 
I 
! 

I 
! 

I 
I 
! 
1 
\ 

I 
! 

I 
1 

'. ~~ 

v',,') ~ 

t ~) 
\ ' 

... ,," 

0 

Table J-36 

Regression Equation: 
The Independeu,t Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of R~cid;f,vism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- EARLY RELEASE -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.88 

.77 

.69 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 7.14 

66.31) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonmept 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
'(months) 
~GRAPHIC LOCATION 
(CO~ared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New'\ ngland 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlant;t.c 
East-South Ce~tral 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(l=~1960; 2 ... -1960' s; 3=1970' s) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; Else=O) 

(Constant = 

B 

15.92 
12.66 
30.61 

4.37 
-5.94 
17.68 

.95 

-9.45 

-10.57 

-5.07 

-.54 

J-42 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

4.35 
4.21 
5.08 
3.91 
3.91 
8.39 

.20 

9.74 

7.09 

6.09 

2.22 

3.58 

BETA F RATIO 

.46 13.37 

.43 9.05 

.58 36.33 

.14 1.25 
-.16 2.31 

.20 4.44 

.67 23.06 

-.15 .04 

-.48 4.01 

-.39 3.02 

-.28 5.23 

-.02 .02 



( Table J-37 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Dat~ Collected 

ADULTS -- PAROLE PROGRAM -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .67 
.45 
.43 

R Square , 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 14.09 

57.86) (Constant = 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
~lest-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=19"70's) 

ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; Else=O) 

B 

19.53 
4.63 

19.08 
5.89 
3.26 

20.84 

.32 

-9.00 
-11.56 
-19.49" 
-3.86 
-6.81 
-6.84 

-24.87 
-12.47 

-3.17 

-4.86 

J-·43 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

2.85 
2.86 
2.41 
2.84 
2.22 
2.83 

.04 

4.26 
4.05 
4.06 
4.35 
4.24 
5.29 
5.89 
3.20 

1.43 

1.68 

BETA 

.37 

.07 

.39 

.10 

.07 

.33 

.31 

.11 

.17 

.26 
• 05 
.09 
.06 
.19 
.33 

.09 

-.13 

I ) 
~ 

F RATIO 

46.88 
2.61" 

62.41 
4.30 
2.16 

54.08 

64.77 

4.48 
8.17 

23.02 
.79 

2.58 
1.67 

17 .84 
15.14 

4.93 

8.39 

o 

+ 

Table J-38 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- MAXIMUM SENTENCE 

Multiple R 
R Square 

ANY TREATMENT 

.85 

.73 

.70 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 10.55 

301.51) (Constant = 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOH-UP 
(months) ':" 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. &, Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

ANY TREATMENT 
.~dded=1i E1se=0) 

B 

-2.70 
9.02 

25.17 
15.85 

33.62 

.37 

-8.91 
-.70 

-8.87 
-14.55 
-15.11 

30.77 

-19.21 

-23.57 . 

-6.22 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

15.96 
B.09 
3.50 
2.62 

6.99 

.06 

7.20 
4.10 
8.84 
5.34 
3.51 

11.38 

4.05 

11.03 

5.11 

BETA F RATIO 

-.01 .03 
.05 1.24 
.60 51.80 
.31 36.48 

.31 23.13 

.35 43.69 

-.07 1.53 
-.01 .03 
-.05 1.01 
-.18 7.44 
-.32 18.57 

.18 7.32 

-.50 22.52 

-.10 4.57 

-.OB 1.48 

----- --



, 
! ., 
f 
~. c 

c 

Table J-39 

, Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- FAILURE 

Multiple R 
R Square 

ANY TREATMENT 

.47 

.22 

.20 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 18.34 

195.64) (Constant = 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------~ STD. ERROR 
OF B 

j 

F RA.TIO B BETA --.,-...---./ 

// JNSTITUTIONAL LOCATION / /,/ 
·(relative to standard probation) // 
II Shock" Probation -14.80 18. 63 -.03 ,j .63 
Group '8'.oiUe, PPC 8.79 8.43 .04 if. 1. 09 
P~lrole -3.24 1.98 .08/ 2.67 
WO}:'k Study -6.27 3.26 .08 3.69 

. ~ 
Halfway House 14.95 3.90 ;16 14.69 
Early Retease -17.74 6.79 /"::09 6.83 
Parole Program -6.21 3.04 /i -.09 4.18 

/// ~Ma=x.::::im~u::::m:;....:S::.::e;;:.n:.::t;.:;e:.!:n~c,:;;e _______________ _::::8.!..;;!.. 46~ ____ =1:::.:.:8. 6~5~_~/>! .02 .21 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP f;j~'--~=-----~~-
( h ) .15.06 .1 II .09 5.56 mont s Il II 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION ;,: I; 

/~ j/' (compared to other U. S. & Canada) I .;// 
New England 1. 80 3.91/ 
Mid-Atlantic -1. 71 3{39/ 

It " East-North Central -5.22 /2~ft9 
West-North Central 14.90 l li~ 23 
South Atlantic 5.78 §/ 6.5\5 
East-South Central 1.l2~, 2.94 
Mountain -.88 Ii"'.' 3.88 

j ~P~a~c~if~i~c~· --------__________________ ~6~.~~¥j 2.01 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED .j 

(l=oc1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) -1~l.21 1.84 ' 
ANY TREATMENT )i 4.96 

" (Added=l; E1se=0);, 1.64 

J-45 

, - ...... \, he . 

.02 

.02 

.08 

.14 

.03 

.02 

.01 
• .16 

.27 

.12 

.21 

.25 
3.77 

12.43 
.78 
.14 
.05 

11.42 

51.60 

9.12 

f) 

1\ 

----__ u~.--

Table J-40 

Regre~sion Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
C9ntrolling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- ABSCOND -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .51 
.26 
.26 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 7.83 

75.56) (Constant = 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

:--, 

Maximum Sentence. 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New ~ng1and 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Cep.tl='a1 
West-North Centrlil 
South Atlantic 
,:East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
Cl=~1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
lAdded=l: E1se=0) 

,1~ 

B 

12.73 
2.45 

.88 
12.26 
16.91 

.64 
15.48 

-.47 

7.65 
.28 

-.32 
-2.50 
-2.95 
-.25 

.86 
3.25 

-4.58 

7.79 

J-46 

, 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

1.85 
.66 

1.49 
1.39 
2.36 
1.46 
5.58 

.02 

1.63 
1.18 
1.15 
1.15 
1.10 
1.24 
1.17 
1.04 

.77 

.81 

BETA F RATIO 

.13 47.48 

.10 13.92 

.01 .35 

.20 78.12 

.13 51.48 

.10 .19 

.05 7.68 

-.06 8.56 

.11 22.04 

.01 .06 
-.00 .00 
-.10 4.76 
-.14 7.17 
-.01 .04 

.03 .55 

.13 9.85 

-.14 35.31 

.23 92.87 

- ,-'..,'"'::: ';>"',.1'.( O:~<~'f'.,~~'';1q::-•• _' -:-~4""';'~._-' .~,,-,,~ .. ,. 
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Table J-41 

RegreSSion Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- ARREST -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .61 
R Square .37 
Adjusted R Square .35 
Standard Error 14.58 

(Constant = -48.38) 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B BETA F RATIO 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 

1=<1960' 2=1960's' 3=1970's 
ANY TREAT.HENT 
(Added=l; Else=O} 

-30.66 5.50 
-4.04 7.52 

-10.08 1.71 
5.08 3.33 
-.65 2.47 

22.20 8.82 
7.57 2.29 
8.55 2.89 

.63 .05 

-2.44 11.10 
-12.64 3.80 
-20.54 4.83 

-.59 6.34 
-5.71 3.60 

-23.61 15.13 
7.30 5.04 

-11. 90 3.70 

7.27 2.43 

-2.19 1.28 

J-47 

-.27 31.03 
-.02 .29 
-.24 34.61 

.06 2.33 
-.01 .07 

.08 6.33 

.14 10.93 

.12 8.72 

.54 163.50 

-.01 .05 
-.22 11.08 
-.26 18.07 
-.00 .01 
-.15 2.52 
-.05 2.43 

.07 2.09 

.33 10.36 

.13 8.98 

-.06 2.92 

() 

j 
f 

I 

I , 

I l':"<) 
" II 
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Table J-42 

Regression E~uation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- CONVICTION ANY TREATNENT 

Multiple R .57 
R Square .33 
Adjusted R Square .30 
Standard Error 13.07 

(Constant = 29.66) 

)~-!/ STD. ERROR 
.'( 

'\\\ B OF B BETA F RATIO 
',-~ 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation -16.59 3.32 -.28 24.97 
Group Home, PPC -2.95 3.71 -.04 .63 
Parole -7.58 2.36 -.19 10.31 
Work Study -13.74 4.33 -.15 10.08 
Halfway House -6.14 3.25 -.09 3.56 
Early Release -7.67 4.40 -.08 3.05 
Parole Program~ ,-4.45 2.55 -.09 3.06 
Maximum Sentence 1.77 3.05 .03 .34 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
{,months} .39 .04 .44 90.26 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 1.09 4.25 .01 •. 07 
Mid-Atlantic -5.22 4.15 -.08 1.58 
East-NorthCentral :·,1 -2.44 4.15 -.07 .34 
West-North Central -7.66 3.96 -.15 3.74 
South Atlantic -3.16 3.76 -.06 .71 
East-South Central 24.31 10.00 .10 5.91 
Mountain 14.03 9.82 .06 2.04 
Pacific -2.63 3.55 .08 .55 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970·s} -.67 1.49 -.03 .20 
ANY TREATMENT 

0 -1.21 1.83 -.04 .44 (Added=l; Else=Q) 

C: 

,') 

D 

J-48 

J;~ _ 

:.; 

~\ ,-

~ 

" .', 
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Table J-43 

fJ Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervent.ion 

on the Rate of "Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- IMPRISONMENT-TECHNICAL ~- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .45 
.20 
.20 

~ Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 10.85 

24.85) (Constant = 

INSTITUTIONAL ,.LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF 'rIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months)" 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2-l960's; 3~1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; Else-a) 

o 

B 

-.59 
-3.35 
-1.00 
~3.05 
11.25 

-15.27 
.84 
.00 

.18 

.8"3 

.50 
-3.43 
-1.91 
-5.24 
-2.03 
1.15 
6.41 

-1.01 

-5.78 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

10.91 
4.59 

.73 
1.89 

\ 

1.90 
4.17 
1.45 

.00 

.01 

1.85 
1.34 
1.23 
1.09 
1.05 
1.33 
1.22 

.97 

.56 

1.00 

BETA 

-.00 
-.01 
";.03 
-.03 
1.35 
-.07 

.01 

.00 

.23 

.01 

.01 
-.07 
-.06 
-.17 
-.04 

.03 

.24 

-.04 

-.14 

F RATIO 

.00 

.53 
1.89 
'2.60 

34.89 
13.39 

.34 

.00 

146.74 

.20 

.14 
7.81 
3.06 

24.76 
2.33 

.89 
43.23 

3.31 

33.59 

--) 
'''.,,;r.'. 

~) "' " 
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Table J-44 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- IMPRISONMENT-NEW CONVICTION -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .50 
.25 
.25 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 7.65 

62.80) (Constant = 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION. 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
"Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) ;) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; Else=O) 

B 

-4.56 
4.21 

-5.69 
-5.33 
-7.89 
-4.86 
-6.20 

.38 

.16 

4.42 
-5.45 
-5.3() 
-5.16 
-7.09 
-7.48 
-4.26 
-5.93 

-4.04 

q.16 

J-56 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

3.06 
5.47 

.76 
1.89 
2.25 
3.01 
1.22 
1.20 

.01 

1.64 
.94 
.89 
.78 
.75 
.92 
.85 
.70 

.56 

.73 

-.03 
.01 

-.23 
-.06 
-.08 
-.03 
-.13 

.00 

.25 

.06 
-.15 
-.16 
-.21 
-.33 
-.22 
-.15 

-.15 

.14 

F RATIO 

2.22 
.59 

56.09 
7.93 

12.34 
2.62 

25.85 
.00 

156.95 

7.27 
33.58 
35.42 
43.92 
88.50 
66.76 
25.33 

51.27 

32.17 

'./ 

I,; 
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Table J-45 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Control~ing for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Inst~tutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- IMPRISONMENT-ALL -- Al\TY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .62 
R Square .39 
Adjusted R Square .38 
Standard Error 12.30 

(Constant = 141.11) 
\'-, 

~>:, 
~'-...~ 

STD. ERROR 
B OF B BETA F RATIO 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 1.72 4.64 .01 .14 
Group Home, PPC 37.97 6.44 .14 34.75 
Parole 9.39 1.42 .23 43.72 Work Study -6.39 3.02 -.06 4.48 Halfway House, .74 3.15 .01 .06 
Early Release 19.52 12.41 .03 2.47 Parole Program 16.65 2.43 .19 47.13 
Maximum Sentence 43.22 5.69 .17 57.67 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 

.27 .02 (months~ .40 275.54 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 12.56 2.12 .21 '34,,95 
Mid-Atlantic -1.50 1.96 -.03 .59 
East-North Central 2.68 1.95 .06 1.88 
West-North Central -10.53 5.32 -.05 3.92 
South Atlantic. -3.73 2.51 -.04 2.21 
East-South Central .78 6.42 .00 .02 
Mountain .28 4.44 .00 .00 
Pacific -.33 1.63 .01 .04 
DECADE DATA COLLeCTED 

-7.57 .88 -.25 (1=<1960 2 2=1960's; 3=1970's2 73.83 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; Else=O~ 2.02 1.18 .05 2.93 

t 
1 

il 
f 
I 

» 
Table J-46 

.... :/ 
General Regression Equation: " 

The Independent Impact of Added Inte1-':;I'lution 
on the Rate of Criminal Recidivi~~ 

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

JUVENILES - ANY TREATMENT 

I 
l 
II STD. ERROR 
1\ B OF B BETA F RATIO :1 ---
i.i DEFINITION 

I (relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 35.88 2.15 0.48 277.68 

I Abscond· 13.33 1.98 0.28 45.28 
Re-Arrest 30.01 2.08 0.47 207.30 
Re-Conviction 5.42 2.76 0.04 3.85 

'j Imprisonment (technical offense) 11.B7 1.77 0.25 44.81 

1 Imprisonment (either new convic- 12.24 2.00 0.18 37.42 
tion or technical offense) 

~ 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

t :(') (relative to no supervision) 

~ '" , 
Probation -24.54 2.97 -0.54 68.07 
"Shock" Probation -31.81 3.21 -0.34 97.83 j Group Home, PPC -15.11 3.11 -0.22 23.48 

1 
Parole -B.91 3.01 -0.20 8.73 
Work Study -36.39 4.52 -0.18 64.64 

~ 
Halfv7ay House -16.19 3.90 -0.10 17.19 
Earl,y Release -21.25 7.61 -0.05 7.79 

.' , 
Parole Program -17.02 3.39 -0.17 25.11 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 

0.30 0.02 0.34 119.02 (months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England -2.87 3.01 -0.02 0.90 
Mid-Atlantic -9.05 2.70 -0.09 11.19 
East-North Centra'l -13.33 2.34 -0.20 32.28 
West-North Central -9.34 2.36 -0.17 15.56 
South Atlantic -10.16 2.63 -0.18 l4.B2 

,) 

East-South Central -12.75 6,.20 -0.03 4.22 
Mountain -2.04 3.02 -0.01 0.45 
Pacific 2.05 2.22 0.04 0.B5 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 

-1.37 
Ie 

0.87 -0.03 2.48 
~1=<1960! 2""'1960'si 3=1970's) 

ANY TREATMEtt~T 
(Added=l; E,~~e=O) 

4.71 1.01 0.10 21.67 j).. 

,,', 0 

J-5,2 
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Table J ... 47 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- PROBATION -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.55 

.30 

.28 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 15.30 

75.?8) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC ~OCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 'I 

East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=(1960; 2=1960's; 

ANY TREATMENT 
3=1!hO's) 

(Added=l; E1se""0) 

(Constant = 

B 

29.01 
.25 

18.55 
-8.96 

2.33 
-5.20 

.24 

-7.54 
-9.82 

-!2.49 
-7.34 

-10.67 
-5.50 
-.15 

-2.30 

-1.71 

'! 3.38 

J-53 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

4.71 
4.72 
I~. 91 
'6.23 
4.72 
4.64 

.07 

8.01 
4.14 
4.14 
3.70 
5.42 

12.09 
4.71 

<3.51 

1.77 

2.00 

BETA F RATIO 

.42 37.92 

.00 .00 

.31 14.26 

.07 2.07 

.04 .24 
-.08 1.26 

.39 10.28 

.03 .89 
-.11 5.61 
-.18 9.09 
-.12 3.94 
-.29 3.88 
-.02 .21 
-.00 .00 
-.54 .43 
-.05 .93 

.07 2.85 

{ '~) 
, . 

() 

b' 

Table J-48 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES "SHOCK" PROBATION -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .89 
.80 
.78 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 8.02 

138.52) (Constant = 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conViction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (ted1l1ical offem:e) 
Imprisonment (either new convic­

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
1=<1960' 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; E1se.:O) 

B 

62.66 
33.94 
29.93 

15.20 
26.88 

.62 

30.91 

-.59 

-12.94 

-14.57 

J-54 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

9.02 
9.98 
4.16 

3.71 
9.74 

'" 

.17 

6.62 

4.93 

4.86 

7.33 

BETA 

1.05 
.18 
.80 

.44 

.24 

.17 

.42 

-.02 

-.34 

.29 

F RATIO 

48.24 
11.56 
51.69 

16.81 
7.61 

14.05 

21. 79 

.01 

7.10 

3.95 
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Table J-49 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected . , 

JUVENILES -,- PARTIAL PHYSICAL CUSTODY ._- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .71 
R Square .50 
Adjusted R'Square .46 
Standard Error 15.82 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for .a new convic tion) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Centra1'\ 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1.960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 

ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; E1se=0) 

(Constant =245.78) 

B 

32.38 
15.58 
36.47 
8.62 
-.39 

16.34 

.32 

11.82 
-12.76 
-6.24 
22.36 
11.42 

-33.02 
10.74 
21.57 

-20.08 

-2.45 

J-55 

~") 

STD. ERROR 
_-..:c.0F:.:......;1L-

11.63 
11.83 
11.80 
11.96 
11.95 
12.64 

.07 

12.46 
13.16 
11.72 
12.06 
11.88 
20.40 
14.52 
11.56 

4.85 

5.94 

BETA 

.63 

.19 

.77 

.13 
-.01 

.18 

.03 

.• 13 
.19 
.12 
.24 
.18 
.10 
.05 
.49 

.43 

.03 

F RATIO 

7.75 
1. 73 
9.55 

.52 

.00 
1.67 

.20 

.90 

.94 

.28' 
3.44 

.92 
2.62 

.55 
3.48 

17.14 

.. p 

{{ " 

;.~) 

\ 'ot;1 

o 

-Table J-50 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent~mpact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- PAROLE -- ANY TREATMENT 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a ne'07 conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

(Constant = 

B 

33.17 
20.65 
30.72 
12.40 

Imprisonment (technical offense) 15.24 
Imprisonment (either new convic- 19.46 

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOIv-UP 
(months) .50 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 18.95 
Mid-Atlantic 7.60 
East-North Central 5.06 
West-North Central 4.84 
South A1=lantic 18.85 
East-South Central -8.98 
Mountain 10.22 
Pacific 23.15 
·DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) -3.16 

ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; Else=O) 

.45 

J-56 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

3.13 
2.91 
3.64 
6.07 
2.05 
2.63 

.05 

5.75 
5.69 
5.13 
5.08 
7.21 

10.64 
5.70 
5.00 

1.38 

1.69 

BETA F RATIO 

.37 112.14 

.26 50.41 

.33 71.32 

.07 4.18 

.34 55.16 

.35 54.62 

.33 123.52 

.20 10.88 

.07 1. 78 

.09 .98 

.10 .91 

.10 6.84 

.03 .71 

.10 3.22 

.47 21.45 

.08 5.25 

.01 .07 
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Table J-51 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- WORK STUDY -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square . 

.91 

.83 

.78 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 6.49 

3.11) 

l)!EFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

1?ai1ure 
Abscond 
;Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
i!Imprisonment (technical off ens e) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
'(Added=l; E1se=0) 

(Constant = 

B 

9.71 
9.83 

.59 

1.33 

-17.99 

-19.66, 

.00 

J-57 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

13.94 
7.02 
6.89 

.41 

7.37 

3.96 

.00 

" « 

BETA F RATIO 

.23 .48 

.37 1.96 

.02 .01 

1.00 10.79 

-.48 5.96 

-.65 24.67 

.00 .00 

I 8 
I 

/"''') if ' 
\ ' 

.,::;4 .... 

0, 
" ' 

Table J-52 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- HALFWAY HOUSE -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.70 

.49 

.29 Adjusted RSquare 
Standard Error 15.14 

3.45) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Convittion 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U. S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
S01,lth Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960'8; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; E1se=0) 

(Constant = 

B 

8.64 
4.86 

17.46 
.94 

-4.44 
22.83 

1.54 

9.92 

1.27 

24.73' 

-10.34 

J--58 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

24.41 
19.86 
21.87 
21.17 
18,,87 
24.51 

.40 

11.29 

20.70 

11.36 

12.04 

BETA F RATIO 

.07 .13 

.13 .06 

.45 .64 

.01 .00 
-.10 .06 

.34 .87 

.81 14,47 

.17 .77 

.02 .00 

4.74 

.29 .74 

--
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Table J-53 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 

~ 0 ' 
i, \ 

Controlling for Defini·tion of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 
Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- EARLY RELEASE -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R 1.0 
R Square 1.0 
Adjusted R Square 0.0 
Standard Error 0.0 

(Constant = 27.83) 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TI~m IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 

55.50 
6.60 

2.20 

-4.17 

28.87 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

BETA 

1.31 
.12 

.04 

-.35 

.64 

F RATIO 

99999.99 
99999.99 

99999.99 

99999.99 

99999.99 

Pacific ~;;;;:;~~~~ _______________________ -:~~i _________ _ 

DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960: 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; E1se=0) 

.00 

J-59 

.00 .00 .00 

.I "")' 
'.~", ' 

I 

() 

Controlling 

Table J-54 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up 
Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected ' 

JUVENILES -- PAROLE PROGRAH -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

.33 
13.77 

66.66) (Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B F RATIO 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England ~ 

Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; E1se=0) 

29.27 
6.07 

10.90 
6.95 
8.48 

-3.55 

.65 

-1.16 
4.75 

31.39 

27.51 

-6 .• 34 

-4.95 

J-60 

13.75 
11.54 
13.77 
13.77 
11. 75 
11.59 

.33 

14.48 
11.95 

11.37 

11.04 

5.90 

3.38 

.49 

.18 

.09 

.06 

.23 

.08 

.20 

.01 

.09 

.77 

.80 

.19 

.14 

4.53 
.28 
.63 
.26 
.52 
.09 

3.95 

.01 

.16 

7.63 

6.21 

1.16 

2.15 

______________________ '"""-___ ~_~ ____ ' -"-_..:.. .... _~___"~....J, ....... ~ ___ ___...._'__ _ ___'_ __ ~_~~~ __ ~~ __ ~_~~~'_'__~~~~~~ -~-~-------~ -~-- --~--



.1 

( 

Table J-55 
'I 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Adde~pIntervention 

on the Rate of Criminal ~ecidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- MAXIMUM SENTENCE -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .89 
R Square .79 
Adjusted R Square .77 
Standard Error 12.22 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 

.Re-Conviction 
~c'i-Imprisorunen t (technical offense) 

Imprisonment (eithl:r new convic­
tion, or technic~ll offense) 

LENGTH i:OF Tum IN .FOLLQtv-UP 
Jmonths) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DEC~E DATA COLLECTED 

(Constant = -7.30) 

B 

58.45 

1.10 

-39.36 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

5.68 

.17 

9.79 

BETA F RATIO 

.82 106.06 

.52 42.13 

-.34 16.16 

{1=<1960; 2::;:1960' s; 3=1970 I s1 _____ -::------~---------.......,,-
MlY TREA'InENT 8·)9 -5. 
(Added~~l; Else 0) 

4.51 -~ll 4.51 

.J-6l 

) 
'I 

Table J-56 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- FAILURE -- ANY TREATMENT 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

Multiple R .61 
R Square .37 
Adjusted R Square .30 
Standard Error 18.56 

(Constant = 345.28) 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 9.44 9.09 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halftvay House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF 'TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlant~;~ . 
East-North Central 
lvest-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960; 2~1960Is; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; Else=O) 

-4.83 6.56 
9.04 5.27 

-31. 99 13.70 
-40.02 20.29 
-13.33 12.65 

8.14 13 .56 
.00 .00 

1.17 .27 

-47.99 16.76 
-14.32 23.48 
-22.97 6.37 
-12.68 12.12 
-5.99 8.31 

-57.14 21.50 
11.99 19.71 

-18.48 7.73 

-24.86 7.71 

6.52 4.69 

BETA F RATIO 

.10 .108 
-.10 .54 

.18 2.95 
-.18 5.45 
-.13 3.89 
-.07 1.11 

.08 .36 

.00 • OQ..,'>· 

.65 18.89 

.53 8.20 

.53 23.70 

.51 13.01 

.11 1.09 

.09 .52 

.19 7.07 

.04 .37 

.28 5.71 

.37 10.40 

.15 1.93 

-~------------ .. --'"---~~-- -

L-____________ ------------------~----~~--~~~~~'~--------~-------~-~--~~~~ -----,--,~----" 

. 

~ 
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Table J-57 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JdvENILES -- ABSCOND -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.44 
;19 
.17 Adjusted R Square 

Standard Er·;C,or 15.50 
42.BO) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
IIShockll Probation 
Group Home~ PPC 
Parole 
Work St:udy 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Progni~ 
Maxinit!lm Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGM..PHIC LOCATION 
(¢ompared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-AtlanJ:ic 
Ea·st-North Central 
West-·North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
PacHic 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1910's) 
MJi'y TREA'f.MEN'r. 
(Added=l; Else=O) 

(Constant =: 

B 

Il.lB 
8.92 

17.36 
-11.32 

6.97 
··B.59 
826 
;;:00 

.14 

-6.10 
-16.41 
-5.01 
-5.44 
-6.,89 

-20.37 
-.68 

-1.14 

3.26 

J ... 63 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

l5.B2 
4.41 
3.1.9 
5.07 
4.B3 

16.19 
3.43 

.00 

.07 

.02 
4.B9 
5.09 
4.04 
5.63 

16.33 
4.11 

1.86 

2.41 

, ~,' 

, c" 

:SETA 

.03 

.09 

.33 
-.10 

.06 
-.02 

.13 

.00 

.24 

16.13 
-.24 
-.07 

.10 
-.20 

-.05 
-.02 

-.04 

.OB 

F RATIO 

.50 
' •• 10 

29.70 
4.99 
2.08 

• 28 
5.B1 

.00 

3.B1 

.19 
15.73 

.97 
1.82 
1.50 

1.56 
.03 

.38 

1.B2 

I 
! 
i 
I 

I 
I 
f 

f 

I 
I 

I 

"I " ')-
" , 
'".;:: . 

('" 
.j 

(J 

Table J-513 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

On the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

' Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- ARREST -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .77 
.59 
.56 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 16.46 

163.02) (Constant = 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. Or Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960i 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
ANy TREATMENT 
(Added=l; Else=O) 

:s -. 

-25.16 
26.74 
20.66 

-28.73 
-9.52 

-15.33 
19.74 

.98 

-B.14 
-16.08 
-29.12 
-4.60 

-15.72 

.20 

18.09 

-8.38 

c 

J-64 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

3.92 
3.63 
4.41 
6.48 
6.66 

12.91 
4.08 

.15 

4.10 
5.36 
4.37 
5.38 

'17.48 

4.44 

4.88 

2.68 

-.34 
.46 
.31 
.20 

-.08 

.05 

.26 

.39 

-.11 
-.18 
-.35 
-.05 
-.04 

.00 

.25 

-.17 

F RATIO 

41.27 
54.11 
21.95 
19.66 

2.04 

1.41 
23.40 

45.02 

3.04 
9.01 

44.51 
.73 
.81 

.00 

13.72 

. 9.80 

'" 
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Table J-59 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- CONVICTION -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .83 
R Square .69 
Adjusted R Square .60 
Standard Error 11.18 

(Constant = 51. 91) 

STD. ERROR 
B OF B BETA F RATIO 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 31.31 9.75 .87 10.32 
Parole 17.52 6.11 .41 8.23 
Work Study 
Halfway House 36.74 12.20 .42 9.06 
Early Release 25.67 17.25 .17 2.22 
Parole Program 18.12 11. 76 .17 2.37 
Maximum §.entence 5.17 5.45 .08 .90 

\ LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
.71 .15 .32 22.55 ~monthsl 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) " 

New England -17.79 32.70 -1.02 10.87 
Mid-Atlantic -7.13 11.49 -.13 .38 
East-North Central -13.78 12.03 .20 1.31 
West-North Central -5.53 13.41 -.07 .17 
South Atlantic 14.59 11.64 .26 1.57 
East-South Central -6.93 9.56 -.11 .52 
Mountain 
Pacific 4.93 10.82 .14 .21 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 

-4.56 c:') !1=<1960 i 2=1960'Si 3=1970's) 6.64 -.11 .47 
ANY TREATMENT 
{Added=l; E1se=0) -7.98 8.13 -.23 .96 
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Table J-60 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added 'Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- IMPRISONMENT-TECHNICAL -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R .34 
R Square .12 
Adjusted R Square .11 
St1;lndard Error 18.43 

(Constant = 30.36) 

STD. ERROR 
B OF B BETA F RATIO 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation -6.18 2.37 -.10 6.80 
Group Home, FPC .95 2.46 .01 .15 
Parole 11.08 1.90 .27 34.04 
Work Stlldy 
Halfway House 4.64 4.65 .03 1.00 
Early Release -1.45 12.57 -.00 .01 
Parole Program 16.40 2.87 .18 32.73 
Maximum Sentence 
L'E:NGTILOF TIME IN FOLLOIv-UP 1.13 .06 .59 417.28 'months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England -.38 7.74 -.00 .00 
Mid-Atlantic 22.60 5.80 .22 5.19 
East-North Central -1.71 5.05 -.02 .11 
West-North Central 8.97 4.94 .22 3.30 
South Atlantic 25.32 7.86 .10 10.39 
East-South Central 
Mountain 28.08 9.86 .08 8.11 
Pacific 19.96 4.71 .51 17 .94 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 

-6.71 1.47 -.19 20.84 !1=<"1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's2 
ANY TREATMENT 

3.15 1.57 .07 4.03 (Ags;1~s;1=li t;l§e=O) 

J-66 
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Table J-6l 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling,for Definition of Recidivism, Length ~~ Time in Follow-Up, 

Institut~onal and Geographic Location and Decae~ Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- IMPRISONMENT-NEW CONVICTION -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.79 

.62 

.57 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 6.31 

-36.19) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard prob~tion) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study . 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
.(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
Mountain 

(Constant = 

B 

-5.94 
9.53 

-2.64 

21.37 

-57.78 

.15 

3.65 
51.37 
-3.71 
-4.80 

STD. ERROR 
. OF B 

3.97 
6.50 
2.84 

7.51 

7.03 

.15 

7.05 
6.67 
6.41 
7.20 

··BETA 

-.13 
.13 

-.12 

.20 

-.77 

.09 

.06 

.96 
-.18 

. ~.24 

F RATIO 

2.24 
2.15 

.86 

8.09 

67.48 

.91 

.27 
59.30 

.34 

.44 

Pacifac 12.67 8.10 .17 2.45 
DE~~E~DAhrT~A~Cn-OL~L~E~C~T~EDn-------------~~~------~~--------~~----~~~ 
(1=~1960; 2=1960's; 3=19'70's) -.96 2.58 -.05 .14 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; Else=2) 

-6,,63 
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4.00 -.18 2.75 
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Table J-62 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Added Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional and Geographic Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- IMPRISONMENT-ALL -- ANY TREATMENT 

Multiple R ' 
R Square 

.55 

.30 

.26 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 16.38 

10.15) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home. PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIHE IN FOLLOH-UP 

, (months) 
\\ GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

(compared to other U.S. & Canada) 
New England 
Mid-Atlantic 
East-North Central 
West-North Central 
South Atlantic 
East-South Central 
:Mountain 
Pacific 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960'9; 3=1970's) 
ANY TREATMENT 
(Added=l; Else=O) 

(Constant = 

B 

-6.22 
17.59 
23.40 

.36 
28.96 

8.32 

.16 

14.97 
4.73 
7.78 

11.99 
21.92 
19.72 
1l~67 
17.95 

-.53 

-.93 

'.J-68 

I 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

10.58 
6.04 
3.11 

17.84 
16.69 

4.76 

.15 

10.15 
9.13 
8.74 
9.12 
9.82 

21.90 
8.59 
8.75 

2.54 

2.82 

BETA F RATIO 

-.03 .35 
.21 8.47 
.61 56.65 
.00 .00 
.16 3.01 

.11 3.06 

.15 6.46 

.15 2.18 

.07 .27 

.14 .79 

.21 1. 73 

.26 4.98 

.09 .81 

.23 1.84 

.46 4.21 

-.01 .04 

-.02 .11 

[

' .. .,' i 
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PART III . 

ANALYSIS OF SPECIFIC TREATMENTS 
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Table J-63 

General Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional Location and Decade Data Collected 
ADULTS -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R .65 
R Square .43 

. Adjusted R Square .42 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (tech. offense) 
Imprisonment (either new con­

viction or tech. offense) 
INSTITUTIONAL LocATION 
(relative to no supervision) 
Probation 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home - PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Pro ram 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. Assisti 
Drug/Medical 
Special Prison 
Reduced Supervision 
Residential - Non-Permissive 
Group Therapy 
Residential - Permissive 
Intensive Supervision 
Educ(ition 
Non-Profess. Group Counseling 
Vocational Training 
Job Training 
Practical Individual Assistance 
Speci~lized Supervision 
Financial Aid 
Job Placement 
Contract Programming 

Standard Error 11.92 
(Constant = 75.28) 

.Q!L 
33 

105 
91 

101 
61 
50 

125 
283 

77 
45 

140 
51 

127 
115 

28 
37 
30 

B 

27.33 
.22 

18.37 
10.07 

6.67 
16.02 

-10.27 
-17.93 
-5.76 

-11.23 
-10.19 
-3.42 

-11.03 
-8.67 

.19 

-5.12 

18.95 
8.50 
6.23 
5.25 
4.90 
4.64 
4.26 
3.92 
1.89 
1.84 

.76 

.40 
-0.28 
-1.89 
-6.56 
,r:J.~~1 
~il.54'< 

J-70 
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STD. ERROR 
OF B 

.56 

.36 

.59 

.68 

.36 

.43 

1.05 
1. 79 
1.92 
1.01 
1.31 
1.35 
1.98 
1.22 

.01 

.32 

2.33 
1.21 
1.28 
1.21 
1.69 
1.80 
1.24' 

.79 
1.47 
1.93 
1.03 
1.77 
1.15 
1.33 
2.37 
2.02 
2.25 

BETA F RATIO 

.44 2341.10 

.01 .37 

.28 966.74 

.13 221. 23 

.18 350.66 

.34 1362.62 

-.22 95.02 
-.09 100.53 
-.03 9.03 
-.31 124.24 
-.09 60.75 
-.03 6.39 
-.05 30.97 
-.11 50.31 

.20 575.57 

-.13 261.41 

.06 66.16 

.06 49.22 

.04 23 •. 84 

.03 18.76 

.02 8.43 

.02 6.65 

.03 11.85 

.04 24.43 

.01 1.66 

.01 .90 

.01. .54 

.00 .00 
-.00 .06 
-.01 2.01 
-.02 7.63 
-.03 14.52 
-.04 26.36 
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Adults 

Adults Parole vs. Its Alternatives 

Probation vs. Its Alternatives Specific Treatment 

Specific Treatment 
Multiple R .69 

I 
R Square .47 

Multiple R .53 Adjusted R Square .47 

R Square .28 Standard Error 11.19 

Adjusted R Square .27 
t (Constant = 83.96) I 

Standard Error 14.34 I 
(Constant = 63.10) ! STD. ERROR 

! B OF B BETA F RATIO 

DEFINITION 
STD. ERROR (relative to imprisonment 

B OF B BETA F RATIO for a ne~17 conviction) 

DEFINITION Failure 26.76 .58 .43 2098.43 

(relative to imprisonment Abscond .96 .35 .03 7.38 

for a new conviction) Re-Arrest 18.90 .68 .25 764.91 

Failure 23.75 1.82 .40 170.57 Re-Conviction 7.75 .86 .08 80.63 

Abscond -6.34 1.61 -.14 15.61 Imprisonment (technicaL off.p..nse 6.79 .35 .19 375.05 

Re-Arrest 11.71 1.56 .27 56.26 Imprisonment (either new convic- 17 .14 .43 .38 1586.87 
Re-Conviction 9.04, 1.62 .20 31.33 tiQn or technical offense) 

(~' , 

Imprisonment (technical offense) 2. 6!~ 1.51 .06 3.09 .~) 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATI(~ 

Imprisonment (either new convic- .71 
'l (relative to standard parole) 1. 78 .01 .16 ~ 

tion or technical offense) 
" .' Maximum Sentence 11.80 .96 .10 150.91 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION Work Study 1.71 .85 .02 3.99 

(relative to standard probation) Parole Program 4.26 .75 .06 32.32 ; 
" 

"Shock" Probation -3.64 2.15 Early Relea.se 2.13 1.63 C'
V 

1~~ .~,;.;:(C. 
~;.-

-.05 2.85 .01 

GrouE Home a ,PPC 2,26 2.76 .03 ,86 Halfwa~ House 10.05 .97 .11 108.20 

LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP -.46 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP .22 

~months~ 
.03 -.00 .02 (months) .01 .22 715.57 

DECADE DATA COLLECTED -4.21 .87 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED -5,87 .34 

~1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) -.13 23.23 !1=..;:1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's2 .14 290.60 

TREATMENT TREATMENT 

Residential Non-Permissive 18.80 6.06 .08 9.64 Individual Psythotherapy 17.06 2.19 .06 60.53 

Practical Assistance 12.44 4.04 .07 9.46 Medical Intervention(usually drugs) 11.80 1.49 .07 63.02 

Residential Permissive 10.53 4.04 .07 6.78 Non-Professional Group Therapy 8,51 2.30 .03 13.66 

Intensive Supervision 4.65 1.16 .10 15.98 Special Prison 6.69 1.21 ~04 30,75 

Job Placement 2.38 4.60 .01 .''27 Reduced Supervision 6.06 1.20 .04 25.34 

Medical Intenrention(usually drugs) .42 2.34 .00 .03' , Group Therapy 4.00 1.69 .02 5,57 

Reduced Supervision -4.46 4.59 .02 .95 Residential Permissive 2,20 1.26 .02 3.05 

Non-Professional Group Therapy -8.82 4.08 .06 4.68 Education 2.20 1.39 .01 2.52 

Job Training -10.86 10.19 -.02 1.14 Residential Non-Permissive 1.95 1.69 .01 1.33 
Vocational Training 1.11 .97 .01 1.31 ~. 

.. 
Practical Assistance -2.84 1.16 -.02 5.98 
Special Supervision -3.06 1.28 -.02 5.72 
Intensive Supervision -5.17 1.52 -.03 11.58 .. ~ 
Financial Aid .:\ -7.60 2.24 -.03 11.48 

(~" \.~',) Job Placement -11.98 2.25 -.04 28.36 
pontract Programming -10.91 2.12 -.04 2{2.g3 , 

J-71 J-72 
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Table J-66 

Regression Equation: " 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of 'Cr:Chir.;nl Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time ill Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- PROBATION -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 
I 

(I 
II Multiple R .53 

R Square .29 
Adjusted R Square .28 
Standard Error 14.43 

(Constant = 60.89) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Non'''Professional Group Therapy 
Practical Assistance 
Residential Permissive 
Intensive Supervision 
Job Placement 
Medical Intervention(usual1y drugs) 
Reduced Supervision 
Job Training 

" 

B 

23.95 
-6.90 
11.83 
10.15 

2.93 
-.21 

-.14 

-4.03 

15.77 
HL7l 
11.69 

4.56 
2.29 
-'.10 

-4.67 
-10.44 

J-73 

'> 

STD. ERROR 
OF. B 

1.88 
1.68 
1.64 
1. 73· 
1.55 
1.87 I 

.03 

.89 

14.66 
4.24 
7.30 
1.18 
4.63 
2.36 
4.62 

10.26 

"* 
\, , ., . 

BETA 

.41 
-.15, 

.27 

.21 

.07 
-.00 

-.00 

.13 

.03 

.08 

.04 

.10 

.01 
-.00 
-.02 
-.02 

I 
j 
j 

! 
I 

I. 

1 

,F RATIO 

161. 86 
16.80 
52.32 
34.27 

3.56 
.01 

.00 

20.38 

1.16 
10.45 

2.57 
,,15.02 

.25 

.00 
1.03 
i.'04 

o 

.. 

Table J-67 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- "SHOCK" PROBATION SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

DEFINlTION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
.Abscond 
Re-Arr.est 
Re-Conviction 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

.17 

.03 
-.09 

10.89 
12.61) (Constant = 

B 

6.32 

3.56 
4.54 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

11.89 

4.95 
4.67 

Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

1.32 
5.14 

11.89 
6.36 

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Practical Assistance 

.97 .09 

-8.36 11.71 

J-74 

BETA 

.08 

.15 

.22 

.·02 

.16 

.02 

.10 

\\ 

F RATIO 

.28 

.52 

.95 

.01 

.65 

.01 

.51 
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Table J-68 

Regression Equation: 
The Inclependent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism ~ 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Colle~ted 

ADULTS -- PARTIAL PHYSICAL CUSTODY -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.76 

.58 

.50 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 12.13 

10.89) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
fo~ a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960; 2~1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREAT~fENT 

Residential Non-Permissive 
Residential Permissive 
Non-Professional Group Therapy 

(Constant = 

B 

30.,37 
3.99 

11.20 
-3.19 

-13.47 
29.46 

.32 

1.61 
4.36 
2.41 

J-75 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

10.38 
9.21 

10.79 
9.86 

10.97 
10.73 

.21 

5.78 
4.81 
4.74 

u 

13 ETA 

.47 

.11 

.19 
-.09 
-.23 

.41 

.16 

.14 

.10 

.07 

F RATIO 

8.56 
.10 

1.08 
.11 

1.51 
7.53 

2.33 

1. 74 
.82 
.26 

I 0,', 

'-

'l'able J-69 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- PAROLE -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

MUltiple R 
'R Square 

.70 

.49 

.49 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

(Constant = 
10.29 

73.83) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a neW conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960; 2=1960 t s;,3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Individual Psychotherapy 
Intensive Supervision 
Medical Intetvention(usually drugs) 
Non-Professional Group Therapy C 

Special Prison 
Reduced Supervision 
Job Training 
Group Therapy 
Residential Permissive ,. 
Vocational lraining 
Education 
Residential Non-Permissive 
Special Supervision 
Practical Assistance 
Contract Pro.&!,atllllling ~, 

B 

26.81 
.27 

15.20 
9.67 
6.92 

17.31 

.20 

-5.98 

17.17 
14.13 
13.76 

8.53 
7.42 
5.55 
4.45 
4.08 
3.15 
1.45 

.64 
-.18 
-.24 

-2.89 
-12.,75 

J-76 

o 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

.63 

.34 

.88 
1.16 

.33 

.42 

.01 

.34 

2.02 
3.44 
1.91 
2.27 
1.15 
1.35 
3.64 
1.66 
2.37 

.92 
1.64 
3.10 

10.29 
1.85 
2.72 

BETA 

.42 

.01 

.16 

.07 

.21 

.42 

.2? 

.15 

.07 

.03 

.06 

.03 

.06 
6'" • ':>~" 

.01 <::;, 

.02 

.01 

.01 

.00 ~" 
-.00 
-.OOc 

.01 

.04 

F RATIO 

1836.31 
.66 

298.48 
69.97 

423.58 
1737.10 

629.25 

307 :81 ' 

72.35 
16.92 
51.80 
14.17 
41.41 
16.82 
1.49 
6.06 
1. 76 
2.49 

.15 

.00 

.00 
2.45 

21.95 
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Table J-70 if' 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

'. Length of"Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- WORK STUDY -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

.71 

.50 

.46 
, L,5.30 

(Constant = 133.77) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (:either new convic-

tion ot technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Vocational Training 
Special Prison 
Education 
Job Training 
Practical Assistance 
Residential Permissive 
Reduced Supervision 
Residential Non-Permissive 

B 

17.18 
2.99 

33.99 
2.61 

-2.90 
3.75 

.38 

-10.93 

18.16 
12.41 
12.19 

4.69 
.66 

-6.51 
-8.6J, 

-12.51 

3-77 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

4.98 
4.71 
4.88 
5.78 
4.35 
4.98 

.09 

6.38 
, •.. ·_r 

'15.67 
15.80 

4.42 
.10 

5.20 
5.44 
8.39 
8.70 

i!/ 

.36 

.05 

.53 

.03 

.05 

.06 

.36 

.11 

.06 

.04 

.22 

.07 

.01 
-.08 
-.07 
-.08 

F RATIO 

'11.92 
.40 

48.43 
.20 
.44 
.57 

18.36 

2.93 

1.34 
.62 

7.60 
1.3J. 

.02 
1.43 
LOS 
2.06 

() 

.\ 

\'J 

Table J-71 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Imp'act of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- HALFWAY HOUSE SPECIFIC TREATMENT' 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.70 

.48 

.45 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 15.01 

272.85) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
. '", , Abscond 

Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic­
_ tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TI~m IN FOLLOW-UP 
(montbs) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Special Prison 

(Constant = 

B 

37.06 
14.61 
20.22 
8.06 

10.32 
11.21 

-.21 

-21. 60 

50.07 
Medical Intervention(usually 
Residential Permissive 
Residential Non-Permissive 
Practical Assistance 
Vocational Training 

drugs) 2.38 

Contract Programming 
Job Training 
Special ~upervisio~ 
Job Plac~ment ' 

-I '.' 

,. 

.16 
-2.76 
-5.70 
-5.94 
-9.13 

-10.49 
-16.07 

~:~~)-30.18 

J-78 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

4.87 
4.53 
4.58 
5.58 
4.53 
5.11 

.14 

11.43 

20.05 
13.53 

2.89 
3.68 
;3.06 
9.~.8 
5.06 
4.49 

15.74 
5.03 

BETA 

.63 

.29 

.41 

.12 

.20 

.16 

.08 

.17 

.15 

.01 

.00 

.04 
-.11 
-.03 
-.11 
-.13 
-.05 
-.33 

~..,..... _____________________ _..l.>._ ....... -...:::" ............. ____ .... -\1.. .... ,._..II._-............. _____________________________ ..... i...-__ ~_'_""__"_~'__ ___ ~ _____________ ~~ _______________ ---'-~ 

F RATIO 

58.02 
10.42 
19.49 

2.09 
5.19 
4.82 

2.47 

3.57 

6.24 
.03 
.00 
.56 

3.47 
.36 

3.25 
5.44 
1.04 

36.00 
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Table J-72 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in Follow-Up cand Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- EARLY RELEASE -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction '0 

Multiple R .86 
R Sq'cib1re .74 
Adjusted R Square .69 
Standard Error, 7.19 

(Constant = 45.39) 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

3.89 
3.72 
4.96 
3.57 

Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

13.67 
8.88 

28.59 
1.15 

-6.48 
17.72 

,,,~.87 
'7.92 

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECAPE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960 t S; 3=1970' s) 
TREATMENT 

. , 

.84 .14 

-3.90 1.86 

J-79. 

BETA 

.40 

.30 

.54 
, .04 
.18 
.20 

.59 

.22 

F RATIO 

12.32 
5.70 

32.75 c· 

~, ") 
.11 

2.80 
5.01 

35.93 

4.37 

f'> 

(0 

Table J-73 

Regression Equation: 
" The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Contro11irlg.fg~ Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in FolloW-Up and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- PAROLE PROGRAM -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R .66 
R Square .43 
Adjusted R Square .41 
Standard Error 14.37 

(Constant = 33.65) 

STD. ERROR 
B OF B BETA 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new cqnvict~on) 

18.01 2.94 .35 Failure 
Abscond .' 2.21 3.01 .03 

'.!'---~-

Re-Arrest 18.07 2.63 .37 
Re-Conviction 5.30 3.07 .09 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 3.08 2.27 .07 
Imprisonment (either new convic- 17.16 3.23 .27 

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP .33 .04 .32 
(montns) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED -1.96 1.68 -.06 
~1=<l960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's} 
TREATMENT 
Residential Non-Permissive 16.08 8.48 .07 
Non-p .• <>feSSiont Group Therapy 8.24 8.52 .04 
Medical Interv I tion(usually drugs) 3.29 3.27 .04 
Reduced Supervision -.64 3.46 -.01 
job Placement -.92 4.17 .92 
Group Therapy .. ' -1.96 6.71 .01 
Practical Assistance -6.54 4.19 .06 
Special Supervision -7.54 2.37 -.17 
Inten~ive Supervision " -8.31 2.55 -.14 
Fltiancia1 Aid -9.12 3.11 -.12 

II 
'" .r~\" 

\'r\) 

I"~ A 
L?"" ",~ 

., 

1\ 
\1 

J-80 

t..-_______________________ .:...... __ ....::.;-. ................ __ ol..&._ .................. ____________ .......... ________ ~ _______ "'___ __ ~_:......._ .............. ________ ---'-______ ~~ _______ . ___ ~ .. _._ 

F RATIO 

37.62 
.54 

47.08 
2.98 
1.84 

28.30 

68.30 

1.36 

3.59 
.93 

1.01 
.03 
.05 
.09 

2.43 
10.15 
10.63 

8.60 
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Table J-74 

Regression Eq~ation: 
T~e Independent Impact of Variotis Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- MAXIMUM S$TENCE SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.79 

.62 

.59 Adjusted R Square 
Standard ~l;/~r 12.34 

280.42) (Constant = 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
ImprilBonnient (either, new convic-

tion or'technica1 offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960; 2=1960 t s; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Special Supervision 
Residential Permissive 
Special Prison 
Medical Intervention(usual1y drugs) 
Practical Assistance 

B 

39.31 
11.36 
35.39 
17.95 

49.93 

.39 

-23.29 

8.82 
-2.88 
-3.87 
-5.53 
-6.37 

J-81 
<;"1 

. '> 

,STD. ERROR 
OF B 

12.52 
8:97 
2.72 
2.93 

7.71 

.06 

12.61 

8.95 
12.51 
12.44 
11.63 

7.75 

= -,« . -- . 

BETA 

.17 

.07 

.84 

.35 

• t.7· 

.37 

-.10 

.05 
-. (n 
-.02 
-.03 

;, -.05 

II 

F RATIO 

9.86 
1.60 

169.24 
37.60 

'.'~) ;, 
II 
1,~ 

41.90 '- ,,,,~, 

37.16 

3.41 

.97 

.05 

.10 

.23 

.67 
(' 

c 

(0, 
\ ./ 

Table J-75 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- FAILURE -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.48 

.23 

.20 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 18.29 

199.76) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 

(Constant = 

B 

-15.32 
10.13 
-1. 72 
-1.29 
8.2t( 

-11.16 
-1.85 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

18.34 
8.99 
2.17 
3.80 
4.84 
6.75 
3.13 

BETA F RATIO 

-.03 .69 
.04 1.27 

-.04 .63 
-.02 .12 

.09 2.89 
-.06 2.73 
-.03 .35 

Maximum Sentence 
~~~OF~T~I~ME~I~N~FO~L~1~'0~W~-U~P~--------~~--------~~--------------------

4.91 20.87 .01 .06 

.25 .08 .14 10.69 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLEC~ED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Job Placement 
Non-:-Prof~ssiona1 Group Therapy 
Job Training 
Residential Permissive 
Practical Assistance 
Int~nsive Supervision 
Medical I'ijtervention(usually drugs) 
Residential Non-Pe~issive 
Vocatiotia1 Training ," 
Financial ,~id 
Education 
Special Prison 
Group Therapy 
00ntract Programming 
Special Supervision 

-13.94 

38.46 
30.29 
16.29 
14.31 
13.31 
11.66 
11.43 
9.51 
6.36 
4.21 
3.05 

-2.'78 
-6.34 
-9.91 

-42.00 

J-82 

1.88 -.29 55.07 

18.46 .07 4.34 
9.40 .11 10.39 

12.99 .04 1.57 
5.53 .12 6.69 
5.39 .10 6.10 
4.13 .11 7.98 
2.75 .15 17.32 
9.85 .04 .93 
3.34 .07 3.62 
6.59 .02~~ .41 
3.28 .Oll 0 .87 
6.57 -.01 .18 
5.06 -.05 1.57 
4.96 -.07 3.99 

15.41 -.11 7.43 

(j 
tl 

;\ 

0 

() 
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Table J-76 " 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Fol19!\'.~Up, 

Institutional Location'and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- ABSCOND -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.48 

.23 

.23 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 8.00 

90.86) . (Constant = 

STD. ERROR 
B OF B 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
l.;Tork Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
M~ximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATIiENT 
Education 
Vocational Training 
Residential Permissive 
Special Prison 
Practical Assistance 
Group Therapy 
Individual Psychotherapy 
Job Trainfug 
Residentia1\~on-Permissive 
Non-Professional Group Therapy 
Intensive Supervision 
Medical Intervention(usually 4rugs) 
Special Supervision 
Reduced Supervision 
Job Placement 
Financial Aid 

10.32 
.53 
.58 

9.53 
15.94 

8.59 
11.37 

-.56 

-6.10 

28.54 
18.21 
14.17 
14.06 
11.09 
10.04 

8.47 
7.54 
5.12 
5.04 
3.34 
2.51 

-2.24 
-3.15 
-7.17 

-10.04 

J-83 

.n ' -> 

E'95 
.71 

1. 79 
1.,66 
2.41 
2.36 
5.70 

.02 

.72 

4.67 
4.65 
1. 79 
2.15 
1. 70 
8.03 
8.04 
2.25 
2.0p 
4.06 
1.69 
3.10 
3.13 
4.67 
6.12 
3.83 

• ,« > . 

BETA F RATIO 

.11 28.18 

.02 .55 

.01 .11 

.16 32.80 

.13 43.66 

.12 13.21 

.04 3.98 

-.07 11.96 

-.19 71.15 

.11 37.27 

.07 i~15. 32 

.18 62.76 

.12 42.69 
•. .13 42.35 
.02 1.57 
.02 1.11 
.08 11.20 
.05 6.20 
.02 1.54 
.04 3.90 
.··02 .65 

-.02 .51 
-.01 .46 
-.02 1.37 
-.06 6.86 

-: "~"'W" 

~(:. 

I 
I 

() ! 
: I 

Table J-77 

Regtession Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of InterV~ntion 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism i-I 

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

ADULTS -- ARREST -- SPECIFIC TREATImNT 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.63 

.39 

.37 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 14.38 

-86.73) (Constant = 

INSTlTUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Medical Intervention(usua11y drugs) 
Special Prison 
Intensive Supervision 
Special Supervision 
Contract Programming 
Residential Permissive 
Practical Assistance 
Vocational Training 
Non-Prpfessional Group '.Fhe1:'apy 
Reduced Supervisi6n 
Job Placement 
Financial Aid 
Job Training 
Group Therapy _ 
Individual Psychothe~apy 

r? 

STD. ERROR 
B OF B 

~--

-42.15 4.45 
16.73 7.11 
-2.94 1.86 
11. 79 3.34 

9.93 2.94 
24.25 8.75 
11.74 2.50 
15.21 2.48 

.70 .05 

9.92 2.51 

6.86 4.76 
3.79 2.96 
2.12 1.77 

-3.34 5.15 
-6.19 8.75 
-7.23 4.83 

-11. 64 3.31 
-11. 67 3.33 
~1.6.83 5.53 
-17.01 4.85 
-18.61 3.90 
-21. 99 5.91 
-22.33 10.54 
-23.32 <.~,? 14.61 
-30.96 15.31 

c~~, 

~;.-:, .~~ \J 

J-84 

BETA F RATIO 

-.37 89.76 
.09 5.54 

-.07 2.48 
.13 1.2.47 
.16 11.37 
.09 7.67 
.21 22.06 
.22 37.67 

.60 188.20 

.17 15.63 

.05 2.08 

.05 1.64 

.04 1.44 
-.02 .42 
-.02 .50 
-.05 2.23 
-.12 12.37 
-.12 12.28 
-.12 9.24 
-.12 12.32 
-.17 22.72 
-.13 13.86 
-.07 4.49 

"-.05 2.55 
-.07 4.09 

; 
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"able J-78 
II 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various FOr$s of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Rei~idivism 

J J 

Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Lejilgth of Time in Follow-Up, 
Institutional Location and Decade. Data Collected ' (f 

ADULTS -- CONVICTION -- SPEOIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R .59 
.35 R Square 

Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

.31 
12.94 

24.26) (Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Ho~e, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
HalftJay House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLm~-Up 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Vocational Training 
Special Prison 
Contract Programming' 
Job Training 
Non-Professional Group Therapy 
Residential Permissive 
Job Placement 
Intensive Supervision 
Reduced Supervision 
Special Supervision 
Practical Assistance 
Medical Intervention(usua1ly drugs) 

-18.14 
-14.31 
-9.62 

-16.71 
-l,~.42 
-8.84 
-5.72 

1.29 

.41 

-.41 

14.85 
11.79 
10.90 

7.57 
7.40 
6.01 
3.11 

... 0.62 
-7.40 
-7.88 
-8.70 

-11.31 

J-8.5 

2.85 
4.73 
1.91 
4.41 

(J 

6.32 
4.04 
2.29 
2.91 

.04 

1.18 -
9.71 
4.41 
7.55 
7.89 
5.51 
5.51 
5.55 
2.41 
6.59 
9.70 
5.02 
3.22 

BETA 

-.30 
-.19 
-.24 
-.18 
-.28 
-.09 
-.11 

.-02 

.1.7 

-.02 

.08 

.11 

.10 

.06 

.08 

.06 

.02 
-.01 
--.04 
-.03 
-.07 
-.15 

F RATIO 

40.55 
9.15 

25~'48 
14.34 
8.51 
4.78 
6.22 
".20 ," 

" 

105.96 

.12 

2.34 
7.15 
2.08 

.94 
1.80 
1.19 

.31 

.07 
1.26 

:65 
3.00 
12~30 

o 

(') 
~,' 

0 

(), 

.. 

/1/ 
Table J-79,1 

/' 
//' 

II 
RegresSiOn,EQuation: 

The Independent Impact of Va1dous Forms of Intervention 
on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 

Controlling for Definition of Recidiivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up 
Institutional Location aftd Decade Data Collected ' 

ADULTS -- IMPRISONMENT-TECHNICAL SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R 
R Square .. 

,( 

.32 

.10 

.09 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

(Constant = 

B 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(tei~tive to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation -4.34 
Group Home, PPC -10.43 
Parole -3.12 
Hork Study II" -4.75 
Halfway House 12.40'-' 
Early Release --14.82 
Parole Program 1.52 
Maximum Sentence .00 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLm~-Up 
~months~ .19 

',' 

DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
~1.92 (1=0:1960' 2=1960's; 3=1970's) . z 

TREATMENT 
Group Therapy l\ 10,.1.12 
Intensive Supervision 2.13 
Non-Professional Group Therapy •. 89 
Vocational Training -.38 
Reduced Supervision -.99 
Medic,a1 Intervention (usually drugs) , 

-5.74 
Residential Non-Permissive " -5.76 
Special Supervision -6.60 
Special Prison -8.23 
Job Training ,\ 

-9.43 I, 

'Practical Assistance -10.04 
Residential Permissive -10.87 
Education -12.18 
Financial Aid -14.05 
Contract Programming -26.42" 

(~ 

J-86 

, > 

11.52 
37.81) 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

11.55 
6.10 

.76 
2.00 
2.48 
4.44' 
1.86 

.00 

.02 

.58 

6.76 
2.02 
5.58 
2.09 
2.06 
8.21 
3.08 
2.54 
6.66 
5.27 
3.01 
3.30 
8.18 
5.46 
7.07 

BETA 

-.01 
-.04 
-.10 
-.0.5 

.15 
-.07 

.02 

.00 

.24 

-.07 

.03 

.02 

.00 
-.00 
··.01 
-.01 
-.04 
-.07 
-.02 
-.04 
-.07 
-.08 
-.03 
-.05 
-.08 

F RATIO 

.14 
2.92 

17.11 
5.64 

24.92 
11.15 

.66 

.00 

145.77 

10.93 

2.38 
1.11 

.03 

.03 

.23 

.49 
3.50 
6.75 
1.52 
3.21 

11.11 
10.85 

2.22 
6.61 

13.98 

/, 

" 
" 

" 
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Table J-80 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

\\ on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of RecicUvisn:,Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

InstitutiCinal Location and Decade Data Colle:cted 

ADULTS -- IMPRISONMENT-NEW CONVICTION -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

Multiple R .48 
.23 
.22 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 7.78 

69.87) (Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation -5.50 

2.76 
-6.58 

3.09 
5.93 Group Home, PPC 

Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
l-faximum Sentel1ce 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(mDnths) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970'5) 
TREATMENT 
Special Prison 
Reduced Supervision 
Non-Professional Group Therapy 
Residential Non-Permissive 
Intensive Supervision 
Vocational Training 
Group Therapy , 
Job Training 
Special Supervision 
Residential Permissive 
Practical Assistance 
Education 

-1. 78 
2.61 

-5.61 
-4.00 
-.72 

.17 

-5.10 

13.2,4 
9.82 
8.58 
6.,39 
5.33 
4.74 
3.87 

-1.22 
-1.80 
-3.93 
-4.52 
-6.63 

J-87 

.' .79 
1.90 
2.92? 
3.,04 
1.67 
1.23 

.01 

.54 

1.96 
1.20 
5.53 
4.16 
1.37 
1.57 
4.61 
3.69 
1.97 
3.56 
2.68 
4.57 

BETA 

-.04 
.01 

-.27 
-.02 

.03 
-.04 
-.08 
-.01 

.26 

-.19 

.13 

.17 

.03 

.03 

.08 

.06 

.02 
-.01 
-.03 
-.03 
-.04 
-.03 

F RATIO 

3.17 
,.22 

69.77 
.88 
.80 

3.40 
5.75 

.35 

158.58 

88.73 

45.55 
66.57 

2.41 
2.36 

15.13 
9.12 

.70 

.11 

.83 
1.22 
2.86 
2.11 

(~) 

0 

Table J-8l 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional Location and Decade Data Collected 

ADULTS -- IMPRISONMENT-ALL SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R .61 
.37 
.36 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 12.44 

144.26) (Constant = 

STD. ERROR 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATI~ . 
B OF B 

(relative to standar~robatiOn) 
"Shockl1 Probation ) 3.34 4.56 
Group Home, PPC ,~<5/ 36.63 7.22 Parole ~~,= ... ~ , 

10.10 1.23 Work Study 3.81 3.17 Halfway House 7.09 3.42 Early Release 19.07 12.51 Parole Program 16.21 2.62 Maximum Sentence 38.02 6.03 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) .26 ;~ 02 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 

-8.29 (1=<'1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) .70 
TREATl1;ENT 
Non-Professional Group Therapy 1.9.37 5.59 
Individual Psychotherapy 15.58 2.57 
Medi~a1 Intervention(usual1y drugs) 12.25 4.64 
Residential Non-Permissive 10.91 5.82 Education 9.16 3.65 Group Therapy 7.36 2.68 
Vocational Training 3.29 2.83 
Practical Assistance 2.87 3.05 Special Supervision 1.69 12. 6~. Job Training .22 4.33 
Intensive Supervision -1.92 5.76 Special Prison -2.27 4.20 Job Placement -3.46 4.30 
Residential Permissive -4.06 2.85 

J-88 

,.; , '-~-::::-;~:.-~""':-"'" _-~ •• --- "0:"" -. .,.,..,. . ., .,--:. \-'-, ,"'~'.'. I: ...... ~~""~.-.. ._. ,.-

BETA 

.02 

.13 

.25 

.03 

.06 

.03 

.19 

.15 

.38 

-.28 

.08 

.14 

.07 

.05 

.06 

.06 

.03 

.02 

.00 

.00 
-.01 
-.01 
-.02 
-.04 

:; 

F RATIO 

.54 
25.76 
67.50 
1.44 
4.30 
2.32 

38.33 
39.78 

265.40 

140.83 

11.99 
36.70 

6.98 
3.51 
6.31 
7~52 

1.35 
.89 
.02 
.00 
.11 
.29 
.,65 

2.03 

~ ._._. - ~-. --

J 
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Table j-82 

General Regression Equation: 
The Indepengent Impac,t of Various Forms" of Interv~ntion 

'on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional Location and Decade Data Collected 
JUVENILES - SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R .:58 
R Square .34 
AdjustedR ',Square .33 
Standard Error 17.44 

( Cons tant =24 .,83) 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF ,B 
DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) . 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 

o 

Imprisonment (tech. offense) 
Imprisonment (either new con-

viction or tech. offense) 
INSTITUTIONAL ,LOCATION 
(relative to no supervision) 

. Probation 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home - PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Pa.;t:'ole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
'(1=<1960; 2=1960' s; 3=1970' s) 
TREATMENT 
Specialized Supervision 
Non-Profes. Group Counseling 
Job Placement 
Psychotherapeutic Indiv. 'Assist. 
Contract Prggrafumirig 
Practical Individual Assistance 

. ~~~Mep.tial - Permissive 
Special Prison 
Intensive Supervision 
Vocational Training 
~esidentia1 - Non-Pe~issive ~ 
Group Therapy, 
Education 
Behavior Modification 
Job Training 

'.1 

(N) 
16 
13 
17 
21 

6 
22 

139 
46 

119 
6 

49 
"15 

145 
9 

30 

37.01' 
15.37 
36.02 
7.77' 

17 .34 
17.35 

-28.08 
-34.48 
-19c.. 20 
-14.49 

'-35.32 
-23.63 
-28.49 
-18.55 

.24 

-.20 

17.33 
16.02 
15.63 
14.79 
14.14 
12.41 

8.90 
8.71 
8.21 
5.58 
5.55 

.11 

.61 
-8.35 
-9.51 

J-89 

.2.16 
t.OO 
2.07 
2,.90 
1.77 
1.98 

3.04 
3.35 
3'.45 
3.09 
4.54 " 
4.14 
7.78 
3.52 

.02 

.81 

4.48 
5.12 
'4.84 
3.89 
7.50 
3.81 
1.82 
2.80 
1.93 
4.44 

; 2.67 
4.59 
2.20 
5.90 
3.47 

BETA 

.50 

.32 
,58 
.07 
.37 
.27 

-.63 
-.37 
-.29 
-.33 
-.18 
-.15 
-.07 
-.19 

.28 

-.;00 

.07 

.06 

.07 

.07 

.04 

.06 

.10 

.06 

.09 

.02 

.04 

.00 
, .01 
,,".03 
-.05 

F RATIO 

293.71 
59.22 

303.42 
7.17 

95.55 
76.77 

85.41 
105.75 
3l~fJ7 
22.00 
60.42 
32.61 
13.42 
27.84 

120.88 

.06 

14.97 
9.78 

10.43 
14 ~'45 
3.55 

10.59 
23.81 

9.71 
18.12 
1.58 
4.25 

.00 

.08 
2.01 
7.50 

!" 

I. 

I 

--------------------------------------------------------- ---- ~--

o 

Table J-83 

Juveniles 
Probation vs. Its Alternatives 

Specific Treatment 

Multiple R .60 
R Square .36 
Adjusted R Square .35 
Standard Error 15.90 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
Ll=~1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970'5) 
TREATMENT 
Practical AssiStance 
Individual Psychotherapy 
Special Supervision 
Job Placement 
Vocational Training 
Residential Non-Permissive 
Intensive Supervision 
Special Prison 
Contract Programming 
Residential Permissive 
Education 
Group Therapy 
Behavior Modification 
Job Training 

(Constant = 46.23) 

B 

28.86 
4.88 

30.02 
.93 

7.48 
3.19 

-10.18 
10.18 

.19 

-3.38 

20.06 
19.27 
15.13, 
12.08 
11.57 

9.07 
9.00 
8.94 
5.43 
-.33 

-3.01 
-3.63 
-3.81 

-13.11 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

3.32 
3.18 
3.15 
4.17 
3.19 
3.39 

1.96 
2.63 

.03 

1.10 

3.98 
6.14 
4.14 
5.53 
8.08 
5.23 
2.38 
3.66 
7.42 
3.27 
2.94 
7.67 

16.18 
4.07 

BETA 

.46 

.12 

.56 

.01 

.14 

.04 

-.16 
.21 

.28 

-.08 

.13 

.08 

.09 

.07 

.04 

.05 

.11 

.06 

.02 
-.00 
-.05 
-.01 
-.01 
-.08 

F RATIO 

75.79 
2.35 

90.78 
.05 

5.51 
.88 

26.94 
14.95 

44.32 

9.49 

25.41 
9.86 

13.34 
4.78 
2.05 
3.01 

14.33 
5.98 

.54 

.01 
1.05 

.22 

.06 
10.39 
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Table J-84 

Juveniles 
Parole Vs. Its Alternatives 

Specific Treatment 

MUltiple R .65 
R Square .42 
Adjusted R Square .40 
Standard Error 17.39 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to no supervision) 
Maximum Sentence 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Non-Professional ~roup Therapy 
Residential Permissive 
Individual. Psychotherapy 
Special Prison 
Vocational Training 
Intensive Supervision 
Group Therapy 
Education 
Job Training 
Behavior Modification 
Practical Assistance 

(Constant = 4.08) 

STD. ERROR 
B OF B 

34.14 2.94 
27.72 2.63 
34.29 2.95 

7.39 4.28 
2.03 2.09 

20.60 2.39 

17.80 3.53 
-21.68 3.79 
-11.71 3.10 
-4.69 7.56 
-3.02 2.56 

.61 .04 

1.27 1.17 

11.12 5.16 
10.04 2.24 

7.98 4.87 
6.93 4.03 
2 •. 61 5.15 

1. 78 3.28 
-2.42 5.57 
-8.r:o}f.l. 5.32 

'>/: ... .r 

~11.27 5.82 
-12.56 6.27 
-18.08 8.36 

J-91 

BETA F RATIO 

.38 l34.88 

.42 111.25 

.46 l3lS.23 

.06 " 2.98 

.44 92.29' 

.35 74.49 

.15 25.47 
-.15 32.77 
-.10 14.23 
-.02 .39 
-.04 1.40 

.37 210.70 

.03 1.17 

.05 4.64 

.12 20.02 

.04 2.69 

.05 2.95 

.01 .26 

.02 .30 
-.01 .19 
-.04 .2.37 
-.05 ~.75 

-.O? 4.02 
-.06 4.67 

o 

§'") 
~ 

. ,"'"\.-

i 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

"I 

o 

I 

Table J .... 85 

Regression Equation: 
The. Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Le~gth of Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- PROBATION SPECIFIC TREI~TMENT 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-.Convic tion 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.57 

.32 

.31 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 15.03 

47.42) (Constant = 

STD. ERROR 
B OF B 

36.62 3.89 
4.08 3.58 

28~42 3.75 
.75 4.87 

Imprisonment (technical offense) 7.88 3.83 
Imprisonment (either new convic- 1.31 3.74 

~ ".' 

tion or technical orfense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 

~19 ~...,03 (mon.thsl 
DECADE DATA CO'LLECTED :=:~--' 

!1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's2 -3.44 1.24 

TREATMENT 
Job Placement 43.75 15.18 
Individual Psychotherapy .. 19.99 8.98 
Special Supervision 15.55 4.01 
Vocational Training 12.83 7.66 
Special Prison 8.95 3.55 
Intensive Supervision 5.78 2.47 
Practical Assistance 3.16 5.13 
Education 2.09 5.07 
JQb Training .' -16.82 4.86 

J-92 

BETA 

.53 

.11 

.47 

.01 

.12 
~O2 

.31 

.10 

.09 

.07 

.l3 

.05 

.08 

.09 

.02 

.01 
-.12 

F RATIO 

88.80 
1.30 

57.51 
.02 

4.24 
.12 

31.42 

7.70 

8.30 
4.96 

15.06 
2.80 
6.35 
5.50 

.38 

.17 
11.94 
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Table J-86 

RegreSSion Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
" Controliing for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected (I 

JUVENILES -- "SHOCK" PROBATION -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction ~ 

Multiple R .89 
R Square .80 
Adjusted R Square .78 
Standard Error 8.01 
\\ (Constant = 144.17) 

B 

51.19 
33.34 
29.85 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

7.43 
8.67 
4.12 

Imprisonment (technical Qffense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

15.13 
14.62 

3.66 
7.52 

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLm-1--UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREAp:ENT 
prac~cal Assistance 
Residential Permissive 
Intensive Supervision 

.62 

-13.45 

28.44 
-4.13 

-15.09 

J-93 

.17 

2.15 

6.74 
6.,90 
5.88 

, 

BETA 

.86 

.18 

.80 

.44 

.13 

.17 

-.36 

.39 
-.05 
-.11 

F RATIO 

47.48 
14.81 
52.58 

17.10 
3.78 

13.98 

39.21 

17.80 
.36 

6.59 

o 

Table J-87 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in, Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- PARTIAL PHYSICAL CUSTORY -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 

Multiple R .60 
R Square .37 
Adjusted R Square .31 
Standard Error 17.86 

(Constant = -111.29) 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

+:3,;..~~ 
(c'13.76 
13.52 
14.34 

Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

25.91 
17.35 
45.67 
13.47 
13.08 
23.61 

13.60 
15.44 

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Contract Programming 
~ractica1 Assistance 
Individual Psychotherapy 
Residential Non-Permissive 
Group Therapy 
Job Placement 
Job Training 
Education 
Residential Permissive ,. 

.35 

9.33 

39.18 
22.28 
21.92 
17.37 
14.82 
11.13 

7.69 
4.04 
2.73 

J-94 

.08 

4.77 

14.31 
19.11. 
13.58 

8.34 
11.30 
10.02 
10.08 
6.68 
7.23 

BETA 

.50 

.22 

.96 

.20 

.25 

.26 

.31 

.20 

.28 

.07 

.09 

.18 

.10 

.12 

.06 

.09 

.0,5:) 

L..-______________________________ ...l.._;;..;;...:::......o __ ................ -..l...L....o._.. ............. ---..;...;.;. __________________ .-.io ___ ~..:......._~~~ ____ ~ ___________ __"~ ________ . __ ... ___ . 

F RATIO 

3.64 
1.59 

11.42 
.88 
.93 

2.34 

17.54 

3.82 

7.50 
1.36 
2.61 
4.33 
1.72 
1.23. 

.58 

.37 

.14 
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Table J-88 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Interven,tion 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- PAROLE -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R .61 
.37 
.36 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 17.77 

-13.81) (Constant = 

STD. ERROR 
B OF B 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 34.30 3.22 
Abscond :) 27.55 3.07 
Re-Arrest 32.88 3.50 
Re-Conviction 16.08 .10 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 19. ~\9 2.18 
,Imprisonment (either new convic- \. 20.11 2.66 

" tion or technical offense} \, 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP .59 .04 
~months~ "-~::~ 

DECADE DATA COLLECTED 1.30 1.31 
~1=<1960i 2-1960's; 3-l970's) 
TREATMENT " 

Non-Professional Group Therapy 11.22 5.31 
Residential Permissiv,e 10.43 2.59 
Individual Psychotherapy 8.22 5.07 
Job Training "3.0g 9.31 
Residential Non-Permissive 2.36 3.41 
Special Prison ·-1.52 9.05 
Behavior Modification -2.72 8.04 
Vocational Training 

\\ -2.89 5.78 
Grdi,p Therapy /' -3.05 5.71 

" EC(~~';~tion -6.43 7.37 
" Practical Assistance -2~IZ6 2.02 

,', 

~ 

J-95 

BETA 

.39 

.34 

.35 
7.92 

.44 

.36 

.39 

.03 

.06 

.12 

.04 

.01 

.02 
-.00 
-.01 
-.01 
-.02 
-.02 
-·02 

I~;::'::'::": .. -:;:::::-::"·-~;·::· 

F RATIO 

'.' 

113.74 
80.ZB 
88.34 

7.92 
81.53 
,?1.l9 

173.34 

.99 

4.46 
16.26 

2.62 
.11 
.48 
.03 
.12 
.25 
.29 
.76 

ZI5J 
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Table J-89 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILE S -- WORK. STUDY 

Multiple R 
R Square 

SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

.83 

.69 

.61 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 8.53 

7.18) 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-' 

tion or technical offensel 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960'si 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Education 

\~ 

/; 

(Constant = 

B 

12.08 
5.19 

-1.26 

.65 

,-

-13.41 

J-96 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

17 .42 
9.05 
8.99 

.48 

5.07 

BETA 

.29 

.19 
'.04 

.49 

':In 
eJ :7 

F RATIO 

" .48 
(I .33 

.02 

1.87 

6.99 
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Table J-90 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recid!vism, 

Length of Time in Fol1ow--Up and Decade Data ColLected 
\~' 

JUVENILES -- HALFWAY HOUSE SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re::"'Arrest 
Re-Conviction 

Multiple R .63 
·R Square Q .40 
Adjusted R Square .23 
Standard Error 15.80 

(Constant = 57.63) 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

23.48 
16.65 
17.81 
18.56 

Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

4.86 
12.52 
22.67 
4.35 
5.30 

26.42 
16.95 
20.92 

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
llnonths) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED' 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Residential Permissive 

1.02 .34 

-5.13 21.95 

9.19 7.30 

BETA 

.04 

.33 

.58 

.06 

.12 

.39 

.54 

-.04 

.26 

F RATIO 

.04 
" .57 
1.62 

.06 

.10 
1.60 

9.31 

1.59 

o 

/I' 

Table J-9l 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Ra.te of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES ~- EARLY RELEASE SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
Re-Conviction 

Multiple R 1.00 
1.00 

.00 

.00 
27.83) 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard J!:rror 

(Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

55.50 
6.60 

2.20 

.00 

.00 

.00 
Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonment (either new convic-

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLtECTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1960's,; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
!ntp.~Aive Supervision 

-4.16 .00 

28.87 .00 

1/ 

l } 
f / d /) 

1/ 

f ,: 

BETA 

1.31 
.12 

.04 

-.35 

.64 

(I 

F RATIO' 

99999.99 
99999.99 

99999.99 

99999.99 

99999.99 
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Table J-92 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Re~idivism 
COhtrolling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- PAROLE PROGRAM -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R .59 
R Square .35 
Adjusted R Square .25 
Standard Error 14.55 

(Constant = 197.62) 

STD. ERROR ~, 

B OF B BETA 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conViction) 

Failure 28.65 12.30 .48 
Abscond 15.54 11.65 ~45 
Re-Arrest 

'/"·,'1 

10.90 14.55 \1 .09 
Re-COllviction 6.95 14.55 .06 
Imprisonment (technicar offense) 21.40 11.23 .58 
Imprisonment (either new convic- 5.89 12.10 .13 

tion or technical offense) 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP .75 .32 °. 23 
~months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED -16.61 

" 

!1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1270'sl 5.80 -.49 

TREATMENT 
Special Prison 9.80 4.46 .23 
Job Placement 3.95 ,11.39 .03 
Intensive Supervision -7.97 4.20 .23 
Job Training -13.82 7.36 .19 
Behavior Modification -17.1.:...0 10.85 .17 

" 
Q 

o 

\\J) 

F RATIO 

5.43 
1. 78 

.56 

.23 
) 3.63 

; 

~~ 
.24 

5.32 
, .. 
" 

8.19 

4.84 
.12 

3.60 
3.53 
2.48 

o 

" 

Table J-93 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Form::~, of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
. Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, 

Length of "Time in Follow-Up and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- MAXIMUM SENTENCE SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

DEFINITION 
(relative to imprisonment 
for a new conviction) 

Failure 
Abscond 
Re-Arrest 
~e-Convicti.on I.,' 

Multiple R .89 
R Square \~r .79 
Adjusted R Square .77 
Standard Error 12.22 

(Constant = -550.27) 

B 

58.45 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

5.68 

Imprisonment (technical offense) 
Imprisonmen.t (either new convic-

tignor technical offense) 
LENGTH OF ~IME IN FOLLOW-UP 
{months}. 
DECADE DATA COLLE'CTED 
(1=<1960; 2=1260's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Int~nsive Supervision 

1.10 

45.25 

-5.S9 

J-lOO 

.J} 

9.44 

4.51 
, 

";::/ 
r. 

BETA 

.82 

.52 

.3'91 

~10 

~] 

'F RATIO 

106.06 

42.13 

22.99 

1. 70 

o 

1 
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Table J-94 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism (I 
Controlling for Definiti~n of Recidivism, Length of rime in Follow-Up, 

Institutional Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- FAILURE SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

Mu1t~ple R 
R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 

.56 

.32 

.25 
19.27 

(Constant = 101. 26) 

STD. ERROR 
"B OF B 

(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 6.42 18.70 
Group Home, PPC 6.01 8.34 
Parole .39 4.72 
Work Study -12.58 1'2.19 
Halfway House -12.88 21.14 
Early Release -7.93 .12.42 
Parole Program -29.19 .8 .• 64 

-'.00 Maximum Sentence .00 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP .58 .13 .imonths) 

G-... ' 

DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
-7.99 5 .• 15 (1-<196O i 2=1960'si 3=1970'Sl 

TREATMENT 
Special Prison 36.53 11.63 
Practical Assistance 25.94 19.86 
Intensive Supervision 13.62 5.15 
Residential Non-Permissive 10.36 10.87 

. Job Tr,aining -10.73 15.96 
Residential Permissive -14.68 15.35 
Education -15.33 7.78 
Individual Psychotherapy -15.89 '26.44 
GrouE TheraEI ,. -16.82 20.63 

( 
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Q 

BETA F RATIO 

.07 .12 

.12 .52 

.01 .01 
-.07 1.07 
-.04 .37 
-.04 .41 
-.28 11.42 

\\1 .00 .00 

.32 ~0.4.9 
~ 

.12 2 :'\I~l 

.26 9.87 

.20 1. 71 

.23 6.99 

.07 .91 

.05 .45 

.12 .92 

.29 3.88 

.05 .36 

.05 .67 

I 
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Table J-95 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Upt 

Institutional Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- ABSCOND 

Multiple R 
R Square 

SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

.44 

.19 

.16 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 15.56 

67.56) 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Ho~~, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1=~1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT . 
Special Supervision 
Non-Professional Group Therapy 
Practical Assistance 
Residential Non-Perm:i.ssive 
Residential ~ermissive 
Individual Psychotherapy 
Special Pri,son 
Group Therapy 
Intensive Supervision " 
Job Training 
Educ~tion 

(Constant = 

B 

18.99 
9.12 

22.61 
1.88 

10.47 
.,-5.26 
14.49 

• 00 

.20 

-3.63 

24.63 
18.50 
16.91 
11.63 
9.44 
8.77 

'_:0 8.50 
5.50 
3.06 
1.43 

-2.34 
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STD. ERROR 
OF B 

15.73 
6.30 
2.92 
5.19 
6.08 

16.04 
3.67 

.00 

.04 

1.39 

6.73 
6.71 
8.01 

10.76 
5.91 
5.99 
4.17 

11.48 
3.99 . 

11.58 
5.28 

BETA F RATIO 

.05 1.46 
~ .09 2.10 

.43 59.78 

.02 .13 

.09 2.97 
-.01 .11 

.22 15.58 

.00 .00 

.34 25.90 

-.11 6.82 

.14 13.40 

.11 7.59 

.08 4.47 

.05 1.17 

.10 2.55 

.06 2.14 

.09 4.15 

.02 .23 

.04 .59 

.00 .01 
-.02 .20 
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Table J-96 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism" Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- ARREST -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

Multiple R .74 
R Square .55 
Adjusted R Square .51 
Standard Error 17.41 

(Constant = -213.38) 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation -21.11 3.92 
Group ~ome, PPC 19.37 4.63 
Parole 11.54 3.53 
Work Study -25.84 6.39 
Halfway House -9.22 5.66 
Early Release 
Parole Program -25.93 12.66 
Maximum Sentence 20.76 4.44 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 

1,~16 (months) ~./,:::::- .16 
v 

DECADE DATA COLLECTED 21.89 4.49 11=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Job Placement 39.01 "17.61 
Special Prison 11.26 17.61 
Special Supervision 2.71 7.12 
Education -1.12 4.87 
Practical Ass~stance -2.04 12.71 
Intensive !, Supervision -5.69 5.25 
Behavior Modification -11. 74 18.04 
Residential Permissive -11.80 ,4.42 

". Job Training -13.24 4.72 
,Residential Non-Permissive -17.68 11.35 
Vocational Training -46.72 18.10 
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BETA F RATIO 

-.28 29.04 
.33 17.53 
.17 10.66 

-.18 16.36 
, -.07 2.66 

-.09 4.20 
.27 21.82 

.46 56.27 

.30 23.79 

.09 4.90 

.03 .41 
II .02 .15 
1/-.02 .05 
/,-.01 .03 
:1-·05 1.18 

L' 11-. 03 .42 
il -. 16 7.13 
.I " 

7.87 II -.13 
II • 

2.1.*3 II -.07 
/1-.11 6.66 
/' 

. I 

I 
I 

II 
II 

II 
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Table J-97 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- CONVICTION SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

Multiple R .73 
.53 
.41 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 13.58 

-69.06) (Constant = 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
~aximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
~months~ 

DEGADE DATA COLLECTED 
1=.-.:1960' 2=1960's· 3=1970's 

TREATMENT 
Job Training 
Res~ential Permissive 
Res~~entialNon-Permissive 
Group Therapy 
Vocational Training 
Practical Assistance 

Cj "", ~J 

20.66 5.03 
24.53 5.89 

29.61 10.83 
7.00 15.47 
1. 75 14.00 
6.70 6.52 

.31 .08 

6.73 6.46 

-3.50 19.20 
-4.70 , . 6.51 
-6.91 8.65 

-15.61 14.41 
-20.79 10.75 
-26.37 8.36 

J-104 

BETA 

.58 

.57 

.34 

.05 

.02 

.11 

.57 

.17 

'-.02 
-.11 
-.08 
-.10 
-.20 
-.35 

F RATIO 

16.88 
17.35 

7.48 
.21 
.01 

1.06 

16.48 

1.09 

.03 

.52 

.64 
1.17 
.3.74 
9.94 ' 
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Table J-98 t 1 Regression Equation: 
The Independent/Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of, Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- IMPRISONMENT-TECHNICAL -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R .74 
.55 
.53 

R Square 
Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 13.40 

77.67) (Constant = 

INqTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early Release 
Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
(1-<1960; 2 1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATMENT 
Residential Non-Permissive 
Contract Programming 
Education 
Residential Permissive 
Individual Psychotherapy 
Non-Professional Group Therapy 
Group Therapy 
Special Supervision 
Special Prison J' 

Behavior Modification 
Intensive Supe~ision 
Job Training 
Vocational Training 
Practical Assistance 

) 
/ 

B 

-9.64 
-13 .13 

2.90 

-12.49 
-16.30 
10.96 

1.17 

-5.02 

33.11 
24.26 
16.87 
15.92 
12.79 
11.32 

9.25 
8.52 
3.48 
2.~\0 

-2.57 
-8.14 

-12.90 
-25.26 

STD. ERROR 
OF B 

2.90 
5.37 ,~y 

2.57 

5.86 
13.66 

3.62 

.06 

1.18 

7.64 
7.49 
5.31 
2.79 
8.11 
5.57 

\\ 4.79 
pS.l1 
4.50 
6.08 
3.27 
9.91 
9.53 
9.82 

BETA 

-.15 
- .19 _) 

.07 1/ 
(/ 

-.07 
-.03 

.12 

.61 

-.14 

.14 

.12 

.20 

.19 

.05 

.06 

.06 

.02 

.03 

.01 
... ·.03 
-.02 
-.04 
-.07 

F RATIO 

11.04 
5.97 
1.27 

4.54 
1.42 
9.19 

388.65 

18.05 

18.80 
10.51 
10.09 
32.54 

2.49 
4.12 
3.73 

:31 
.60 
.16 
.62 
.68 

1.83 
6.62 
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Table J-lOO 

"Regression Equation: 
·The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- IMPRISONMENT-ALL SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

., 

INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 

Multiple R 
R Square 

.55 

.31 

.25 Adjusted R Square 
Standard Error 16.44 

4.80) (Constant = 

B --
STD. ERROR 

OF B 

(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation -2.25 
Group Home, PPC 16.41 
Parole 17.95 
Work Study -.46 
Halfway House 22.47 
Early Release 

11.02 
5.22 
2.96 

16.58 
10.87 

Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 

14.82 6.30 

LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
.18 J.months) .06 

DECADE DATA COLLECTED 
1.S6 (1=<1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 2.51 

TREATMENT 
Vocational Training 10.64 6.58 
Special Prison 9.07 
Individual Psychotherapy 5.41 
Residential Permissive 3.83 
Residential Non-Permissive .36 
Job Placement -1.28 
Intensive Supervision -6.12 
Education -15.91' 
Practical Assistance ,. 

-16.84 
Group Therapy -17 .08 

6.56 
6.02 
4 .• 14 
3.45 

13.13 
11.25 

S.40 
10.19 
11.76 

Job Training -c:) -23. 76 
Behavior Modification -26.45 

17.64 
11.47 

J-l07 

BETA 

-.01 
.20 
.46 

-.00 
.13 

.19 

.17 j 
II 

.05 

.10 

.08 

.05 

.05 

.01 
-.01 
-.03 
-.10 
-.09 
-.08 
-.08 
-.15 

F RATIO 

.04 
9.87 

36.75 
.00 

4.27 

5.53 

9.23 

.55 
(j 

2.61 
1.91 

.81 

.86 

.01 

.01 

.30 
3.59 
2.73 
2.11 
1.81 
5.3.2 



Table J-99 

Regression Equation: 
The Independent Impact of Various Forms of Intervention 

on the Rate of Criminal Recidivism 
Controlling for Definition of Recidivism, Length of Time in Follow-Up, 

Institutional Location and Decade Data Collected 

JUVENILES -- IMPRISONMENT-NEW CONVICTION -- SPECIFIC TREATMENT 

Multiple R .40 
R Square .16 
Adjusted R Square .06 
Standard Error 9.37 

(Constant = -88.30) 

'.~, 

B 
STD. ERROR 

OF B BETA F RATIO 
INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION 
(relative to standard probation) 
"Shock" Probation 
Group Home, PPC 
Parole 
Work Study 
Halfway House 
Early ReleaSe 
Parole Program 
Maximum Sentence 
LENGTH OF TIME IN FOLLOW-UP 
(months) 
DECAOE DATA COLLECTED 

~, (1= .... 1960; 2=1960's; 3=1970's) 
TREATIfENT 
Special Prison 
Vocational Training 
Job Training 
Residential Perm~ssive 
Practical Assistance 

.25 
4.60 
3.89 

18.40 

-5.43 

-.18 

7.67 

8.89 
5.59 

-1.80 
-3.47 
-7.68 

J-106 

5.25 
16.35 
3.45 

21.04 

9.58 

.19 

3.41 

11.13 
6.00 

13.25 
18.78 

9.57 

.00 

.06 

.18 

.17 

-.07 

-.01 

.41 

.08 

.09 
-.02 
-.05 
-.07 

.00 

.08 
1.27 

.76 

. 32 

.01 

5.06 

.64 

.87 

.02 

.03 

.64 

\ 

j I 
I 

I 

APPENDIX K 

~ 

I '") ~~ ,. 

.,~ .. 

~ STUDY BIBLIOGRAPHY 

I 
o 

K-l 



K-2 

Acquilano, John N. 1972. "Monroe County (N.Y.) Probation Program--Follow-Upc, 
Report." Probation and Parole 4(Summer):55-62. 

'::-:.) 

Adams, Reed. 1970. Differential ':Association and Learning Principles Revi­
sit,ed. " Social Problems ,20: 458-70. 

Akman~ D.D.; Normande~u; A.; and Turner, S. 1967. "The Measurgment of Delin­
quency in Canada." The Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police 
Science 58':330-37. ' 

Allen, John. 1977. Assault with a Deadly Weapon: The Autobiography of a 
Street Criminal, edited by Dianne Kelly and Phillip Heymann., New York: 
Pantheon Books. 

American Law Institute. 1962 • ,Model Penal Code. New York. 
~~~~==~,~ 

Atkinson, Maxwell. 1974. "Versions of Deviance: Extended Review." Socio­
logical Review 22:616-24. 

Avio, Kenneth L. 1975. "Recidivism. and the Economic Model of Crime." Eco..,. 
nomic Inquiry 13: 450-56. .. 

Axelrod, S. 1952. "Negro and White Institutionalized Delinquents." American 
Journal of Sociology 57:569-74. 

Babst, D.V. 1976. "A$sessing Length of Institutionalization in Relation to 
Parole in the U. S. in 1968 and 1969. '.' Criminology 14: 41-54 

Bailey, Walter C. 1966. "Correctional Outcome:' An Evaluation of 100 Reports." 
JourI1al of CriJllinal Law, Criminology and PoliC;~ Science 57:153-60. 

l ... ~ 

1971. "Correctionai Outcome: An Evaluation of 100 Report." In 
Criminal Justice, edited by Leon Radzinowicz and Marvin Wolfgang, 3 
vols. New Yor1c: Basic Books. Vol. 3: The Criminal 'in .. Confinement. 

Bailey, William C.; Martin, J. David; and Gray, LouisN. 1974. "Crime and 
Deterrence: A Correctional Analysis." Journal of Research on Crime 
and Delinquen:y 11:124-43. 

Baker, Duane, et al. 1976. Oregon~-Corrections Impact Program--Client Re- " 
sources and Services Project--Evaluation Report. Sacram,t:!nto, Calif.: 
American Justi~e Institute. 

Bandura, A., and Walters, R.E. 1963. Social. Learning and Personali!K.. New,\ 
York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston. !J 

Baum, M., and Wheeler, S. 1968. "Becoming an Inmate." In Controlling De1~!!:: 
qt:ents, edited. by S. Wheeler. New York: Wiley. 

Becker, Gary. 1974.' "Crime and Punishment: An .Economic Approach." Journal 
of Political Economy 42:89-109. 

Becker, Howard S. 1973. "Labeling Theory Reconsidered." In Outsiders: Stu­
dies in the Sociology of" Deviance, edited by Howard S. Becker. New 
York: The Free Press. 

" ..... ',."': ... , .. '. 

"~')-
. , ..... 

I' 

.: .. ;::-:, 

(~) 

, + Me 

K-3 

Becker, Howard S. 1963. Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance. 
New York: The Free Press • 

1967. "Whose Side Are We On?" Social Problems 14:239-47. 
Ii 

Beless, Donald W.; Rest, Edward R.; and Pilcher, William S. 1973. Probation 
Officer Case Aide Project (POCA)--Final Report--Phase I. Chicago, Ill.: 
University of Chicago Center for Studies in Crimin~l Justice. 

Berk, R. 1966. "Organizational Goals and Inmate Organization." American 
Journal of Sociology 71:522-34. if 

Bergin, ;A. E. 1971. "An Evaluation of Therapeutic Outcomes." In Handbook of 
Psychotherapy and BepaviorGhange, edited by A.E. Bergin and G.L. Gar­
field •. New York: John Wiley. 

B1acklerm, C. 1968. "Primary Recidivism in Adult Men: Differences Between 
Men on First and Second Sentences." The British Journal of Criminology 
7:130-69. 

Blum~erg, Abraham S. 1967. Criminal Justice. Chicago: Chicago Quadrangle 
Books. 

Bl~mer, Herbett. 1951. "Collective Behavior." In Principles of Sociology, 
edited by Alfred M. Lee. New York! Barnes and Noble. 

Blumstei.n, A. 1974. "Seriousness Weights -in an Index of Crime."American 
Sociological Review 39:854-64. 

Bordua, David;. 1961. "Delinquent Sub-Cultures: Sociolo~c~l Interpreta­
tionsof Gang Delinquency." The Annals 338:252-55. 

1962. "Some Comments on Theo~ies of Group Delinquency." Sociologi­
cal Inquiry 32:224-32. 

II 

Box, Steven, and Ford, J. 1974. "Crime and Cr~minals. T~0,1 Facts Don't Fit: 
On the Relationship Between Social Class and Criminai Behavior." Socio-
Review 19:31-32. 

Brasl)lg:r, William. 1977 • The ,·Life and Death of Sam Giancana. New York: Ran­
~dom House. 

Breener, Harvey M. 1971. Time Series Analysis of Relationships Between Sel­
ected Economic and Social Indicators. Springfield, Va.: National 

() t!Technical Information Service. 

Brenner, R. 1976. Estimating the Social Costs of National Economic Policy: 
Implications for Mental and Physical Health, and Criminal Aggression. 
Paper #5 prepared for the use of the Joint Economic Committee, U.S. 
Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

Brody, S.R. 1976. The Effect'ivene~s of Sentencing--A Review of the Litera­
ture. Home Office Research Report #35. London: Her Majesty's Sta-
tionery Office. 



-----~-.,.,~ ... 

C._ 

(""" 
" 

\) 

-~--.... -~-- -' ----------------------------------------

K-4 

Brown, Barry S. 1970. "The Imp,act of Imprisonment on Selected Attitudes of 
Recidivists and First Offenders." Journal of Clinical Psychology 
26:435-38. 

Buckner, H. Taylor. 1971. Deviance, Reality and Change. New York: Random 
House. 

Buikhuisen, W., and Hoekstra, H.A. 1974. "Factors Related to Recidivism." 
Br~tish Journal of Criminology 14:63-69. 

California Youth Authority. 1974. Increased Parole Effectiveness Program-­
Final Report. Sacramento, Calif.: California Council on Criminal 
Justice. 

1974. Reading and Recidivism. Sacramento, Calif.: Californ:i.a 
Council on Criminal Justice. 

Cannon, Tom. 1975. Evaluation of the Norfolk Fellowship. Boston, Mass.: 
Department of Corrections. 

1.', 

Carney, Francis J. 1967. "Predicting RecidiNism in a Medium Sec,urity Correc-
tional Institution." The Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and 
Police Science 58:338-48. 

1971. "Evaluation of Psychotherapy in a Maximum Security Prison." 
Seminars in Psychiatry 3:363-75." 

arter, •• ; aser, .; an l.,. , • C R M Gl D d Wilk ons L eds 1971. Correctional Institu-
tions. New York: Lippincott. 

Cason, Hulsey, and Prescer, l>l.J. 1946-47. "A Comparative;e;Btudy of Recidivists 
and Non-Recidivists Among Psychopathic Offenders." The Journal of Cri-
minal Law and Criminology 37:236-38. 

Cervantes, L.F. 1965. The Drop Out. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 

Ch bli W J d 1969. Crl.°me and th,e Legal Process. New York: McGraw-am ss, .., e • _ 
Hill. 

Ch ° M R d D h H W 1970. "The Juvenile Court and Its Relation..., atwl.n, .., an un am, •• 
ship to Adult Criminality. ~,' In Crime and Delinquency: . A Reader, edited 
by C.E. Bersani. Toronto: Collier-MacMillan. 

Chilton, Roland, and DeAmicis, Jan. 1975. "Overcriminalization and the Mea­
surement of" Consensus. I. Sociology and Social Research 59: 318-29. 

Chilt~nJ Roland J., and Markle, G.E. 1972. "Family Disruption and Delinquent 
Conduct: Multiple Measures and Effect of Sub-Classification." American 
Sociological Review 3~:93-99. 

Clemmer~ Donald. 1958 (1940). The Prison Community. New York: Rinehart. 

1959. "Observations on Impr~s~nment ;;i:S a Source of Criminality." 
Journal of Criminal Law and Cr~minology 41:311-19. 

\\ 

'= '> = \ , he" 

() 

I 
b 

( ) 
, . .l 

,) 

, , 

K-5 
,F-,_ 

) 

""/ Cloward, Richard A. 1959. "Illegitimate Means, Anomj:e, and Deviant Behavior." 
.;;,;Am~e_r.::i...;;c.::a..;,..n--"S_o...;;c_i;.,;o;.,;l_o"",g,-c..;,..a...;;l_R_e;.,;v_i..;,..e_w 24: 164-76 • 

Cloward, Richard A., and Ohlin, Lloyd E. 1960. 
A Theory of Delinquent Gangs. New York: 

Delinquency and Opportunity: 
The Free Press. 

1961. Delinquency and Opportunity. London: Routledge and Kegan 
Paul. 

Cohen, Albert K. 1955. Delinquent Boys: The Culture of the Gang. New York: 
The Free ,Press. 

1959. "The Study of Social Disorganization and Deviant Behavior." 
In Sociology Today, edited by Robert K. Merton, et al. New York: Basic 
Books. 

Cohen, H.L., and Filipczak, J. 1971. A New Learning Environment. San Fran­
cisco, Calif.: Josey Bass. 

Creesey, D .R., ed. 1961. The Prison: Studies in Institutional Organization. 
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

Dahrendorf, R. 1958. "Toward a Theory of Social Conflict." Journal of Con­
' flict Resolution 11:417-32. 

Danziger, Sheldon, and Wheeler, David. [1978]. "The Economic of Crime: Pun­
ishment or Income Redistribution." Reivewof Social Economy (forthcoming). 

Dubin, Robert. 1959. "Deviant Behavior and Social Structure: Continuities in 
Social Theory. '" Americl'lcn Sociological Review 2~\: 147-64. 

Dunham, H. Warren, and Knauer, Mary E. 
tionship to Adult Criminality." 

1959. "The Juvenile Court in Its Rela­
Social Forces 32:290-96. 

Durkheim, Emile. 
Simpson. 

1947. The Division of Labor in Society, translated by George 
New York: The Free Press. 

1951., Suicide, translated by John N. Spaulding and George Simpson. 
New York:' The Free Press. 

Empey, L.T., and Lubeck, S.G. 1971. Explaining Delinquency: Construction, 
Test, and Refor.mulation of a SOCiological Theory. Lexington, Mass.: 
Heath-Lexington Books. 

,Erickson, Maynard L., and Empey, L.T. 1963. "Court Records, Undetected Delin­
quency and Decision Making,." Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and 
,Police Science 54: 456-69. 

Eri~kson, MaynardJ,., and Gibbs, Jack. 1975. "Specific Versus General Proper­
ties of Legal Punishments! and Deterrence." Social Science Quarterly, 
390-97. 

o 



c 

:< 

K=6 

Erskine, Hazel. 1974. "Polls: Causes of Crime." Public Opinion Quarterly 
38:288-98. 

1974. "Polls: Fear of Violence and Crime." Public Opinion Quar­
terly 38:131-45. 

Eysenck, Sybil B.G., and Eysenck, Hans J .E. 1974. "Personality and Recidivism 
in Bo!stal Boys.ilBritish Journal of Criminology 14:385-87. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Departmeht of Justice. 1976. 
Crime Report for the United States, 1975. Washington, D.C.: 
Goyernment Printing Office. 

Uniform 
U.S. 

~Fishman, R. 1977. Criminal Recidivism in New York City: An Evaluation of 
the Impact of Rehabilitation and Diversion Services. New York: Praeger 
Publishers. 

Fleisher, Belton M. 1963. "The Effect of Unemployment on Juvenile Delinquency." 
Journal of Political Economy 71:543-53. 

.. qarabedian, P. C. 19.63. "Social Roles and Processes in the Prison Community." 
cd Social Problems 11: 139-52. 

Garrett •. M. ~ and Short. James~. 1975. "Social Class and DelinqUen;"~\re­
d~ct~ons and Outcomes of Police-Juvenile Encounters." Social prob~ems 
22: 368-83. ',j-

Gibbons, D.C. 1971. "Observations on the Study of Crime Causation.'1 American 
Journal of Sociology 77:262-78. 

Gibbs, J.P. 1966. "Conceptions ··of Deviant Behavior: The Old and the New." 
Pacific Sociological Review 9:9-14. 

Glaser. Daniel. 1959. "Crime, Age and Employment." American Sociological 
Review 24:679-86. 

1956! "Criminality Theories and Behavior Images." 
'" of Sociology 56:433-44. a 

American Journal 

____ • (~1964. The Effectiveness 6f a Prison and Par,ole System. New York: 
Babbs-Merrill. 

1974. "Re~edies for the Key De.ficiency:i,p. Cr:i,minal Justice Evalua­
tion Research." Journal of Research on Crime and Delinquency 11:144-54. 

Claser, Daniel, and Rice"Kent. 1959. "Crime, Age and Unemployment." Ameri­
can Sociologic~l Review 24:679-86. 

Glaser, Daniel; Semans, Eugene; and Dean, Charles. 1961. Money Against Crime: 
A Survey of Economic Assis,tance to Released Prisoners. Chicago: John 
Howard Associates. 

Glueck, S.,'and Glueck, E. 1959. Predicting Delinquency and Crime. Cambridge: 
Mass. : Harvard University Press. 

, "",), 
'''-. ~ 

K-7 

Gorecki, J. 1974. "Crime Causation Theories: Failures and Perspectives." 
British Journal of, Sociology 24: 461-77 • 

Gove, Walter C. 1975. Th~ Labeling of Deviance: Evaluating a Perspective. 
New York: Wiley.-

"Government Ignores Underground Economy." 1978. The. Socioeconomic Newsletter 
3. 

Greenberg, David F. 1975. "The Incapacitiative Effect of Imprisonment: Some 
Estimates." Law and Sociological Review 9:541-80. 

Greenbel,"g, P.F. 1977. "The Correctional Effects of Corrections: A Survey of 
Evaluations." In Corrections and Punishment, edited by P.F. Greenberg. 
Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications. -

Grenough, John L. 1974. "Crime Prevention: A New Approech--Environmental 
Psychology and Criminal Behavior." Journal of Political Science Admin-
istration 2:339-41. ,~ 

Griffen, P.J. 1965. "Rates of Crime and Delinquency." In Crime and Its 
Treatment in Canada,edited by W.T. McGrath. Toronto: MacMillan. 

Griffiths, A.W., and Rundle, A.T. 1976. "Survey of lv1ale Prisoners: Some As­
pects of Family Background." British Journal of Criminology 16:352-66. 

Gunn, John, and Robertson, Graham. 1976. "Drawing a Criminal Profile." 
British Journal of Criminology 16:156-60. 

Hannerz, Ulf. 1968. Soulside: Inquiries into ·Ghetto Cultdi'e and Community.' 
New York: Columbia University Press. 

Harris, Anthony R. 1975. "Imprisonment and the Expected Value of Criminal 
Choice: A Specification and Test ,pf Aspects of the Labeling Perspec­
tive." American Sociological Review 40:71-87. 

-, 

Henderson, Harold, and Steiner, N.J. 1974 .• "Internal vs. External Control 
of Defendants Studied in Probation Setting." Journal of Research on 
Ctime and Delinquency 11:117-23. 

Hennessy, Michael, et al. 1978. "Broken Homes and Middle Class Del;inquency." 
CrimiIiology 15;505-25. 

Higgins, Paul. 1974 • Minne$ota Youth Ad'lQpacy Corps--An Evaluation. St.' 
Paul, Minn.: Minnesota Governor"s~.iommission on Crime Prevention and 
Control. 

Hindeland, Michael J. 1978. "Race and Involvement in Crimes." American So­
ciological Review 43: 93-,109. 

1977. Sourcebook of 'Criminal Justice Statistics. Wash:i.ngtQn~ D.C.: 
U.S. Departme;;F'-o'f justice, Law Enforcement ASSistance Administration. 



, 
'~ 

(i 

r 
;, 

=~"~c 
,: .... 

I . .' 

_.--_._-- -- ------ ----------------

K-8 

Hirschi, T. 1~69. Causes of Delinquency. Berkeley, Calif.: University of 
California Press. 

Hogan, R. 1973. "Moral Condu.ct and Moral Character: A Psychological Perspec­
tive." Psychological Bulletin 79:217-32. 

Hood, Robert. 1971. "Research on the Effectiveness of Punishments and Treat­
ments." In Criminal Justice, edited by Leon Radzinowicz and Marvin 
Wolfgang, 3 vols. New York: Basic Books. Vol. 3: The Criminal in 
Confinement. 

Hopkins, Andrew. 1976. "Imprisonment and Recidivism: A Quasi-Experimental 
Study." Journal of Research on Crime and Delinquency 13:13-32. 

Horn, J.C. 1978. "Prisons--We Pay Too Much For Too Little." Psychology Today 
11:14-18. 

Ianni, Francis A. 1974 • -:B;-l-;:a:-,c;;.;:k.;;.-:;Ma~f-,l.::;;· a:;;.;:,.: _E=th;::n=i~c--=S..::u..::c:.:c:.:e:.:s:.:s:;.:i:..::o:.:n~l.::.:· n:.:.....:O:..r::,;g!:2:a:::.n::.::::i.:::z.::e.::d~C~r-=i:!:m:::::.e • 
New York: Simon and Schuster. 

Jaffe, E. 1969. "Family Anomie and Delinquency." British Journal of Crimi­
nology 9:376-88. 

Jeffrey, Clarence R. 1965. "Criminal Behavior and Learning Theory." Journal 
of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science 56:294-300. 

Jessness, Carl F., and Derisi, W.J. 1972. Youth Center Research Project. 
. Rockville, Md.: National Institute of Mental Health. 

Jew, Charles, and Clannon, T. Laurence. 1972. 
therapy in a Correctional Institution." 
129:602-05. 

"Effe~tiveness of Group Psycho­
American Journal of Psychiatry 

J~w, Charles C.; Kim, Luke 1.; and Mattocks, Arthur L. 1975. Effectiveness 
of Group Psychotherapy with Character Disordered Prisoners, Research 
Report 56. Sacramento, Calif.: California Department of Corrections. 

Jordan, Frank R., and Sasfy, Joseph H. 1974. Review of Selected Issues and 
Research Findings Related to Probation and Parole--National Impact Pro­
gram Evaluation. McLean, Va.: Metre Corporation. 

Kassebaum, Gene G.; W~rd, David A.; and Wilner, Donald M. 
ment and Parole Survival--An Empirical Assessment. 
Wiley & Sons. 

1971. Prison Treat­
New York: John 

Kauraceus, W.C. 1945. Juvenile Delinquency and the School. New York: World 
Book Co. 

Kennedy, Robert. 1960 • The Enemy Within. New York : Harper. 

Killinger, George A., and Archer, Glen A. 1974. Employment Assistance and 
Support for the Ex-Offender (Project E.A.S.E.)--An Evaluation. HUnts­
ville, Texas: Sam Houston State University, Institute of Conte~porary 
Corrections and Behavioral Sciences.' 

" I 
{} 

I 
I 

\) 

(~) 

4 

K-9 

Kitsuse, John I., and Dietrich, David C. 1959. "Delinquent Boys: A Critique." 
American Sociological Review 24:208-15. 

\\ 
1/ 

Kohlberg, L. 1964. 1:1levelopment of Moral Character and Moral Ideology." In 
Review of Chi~d Development Research, Vol. I, edited by M.S. Hoffman and 
L.W. Hoffman. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Kraus, J. 1974. "Comparison of Corrective Effects of Probation and Detention 
on Male Juvenile Offenders." British Journal of Criminology 14:49-62. 

Krohn, Marvin D. 1976. "Inequality, UnemploYll\ent and Crime: A Cross National 
Analysis." Sociological Quarterly 17:303-13. 

Ku, Richard; Moore, Richard; and Griffiths, Keith. 1975. Volunteer Probation 
Counselor Program-'-An Exemplary Project. Washington, D.C.: NILECJ. 

Land, Kenneth C., and Felson, Marcus. 1976. "General Framework for Building 
Dynamic }1acro Social Indicator Models: Includi.ng an Analysis of Changes 
in Crime Rates and Police Expenditures." American Journal of Sociology 
82:565-604. 

Lemert, Edwin M. 1971. "The Concept of Secondary Deviation." In Human Social 
Problems and Social Control, edited by Edwin M. Lemert. 

1973. "Beyond Mead: The Societal Reactions to Deviance." Social 
Problems 21:457-68 • 

1951. Social Pathology. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

,ed. 1967. Human Deviance, Social Problems and Social Control. -------glewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall. 
En-

Lenihan, Kenneth J. 1976. When Money Counts: An Experimental Study of Pro­
viding Financial Aid and Job Placement Services to Released Prisoners. 
Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Social Research, Inc. 

1977. Financial Assistance iti Reducing Recidivism. Washington, 
D. C. : U. S. Department of Labor. 

Lerman, P. 1975. Community Treatment and Social Control: A Critical Analysis 
of Juve~~le Correctional Policy. Chicago, 111.: University of Chicago 
Press. 

Lesieur, Henry R., and Lehman, Peter. 1975. '5Remeasuring Delinquency: A 
Replication and Critique." British Journal of Criminology 15:69-80. 

Lewis, Morgan V., et al. 1974. Community Sponsors and Support Teams in Cor­
rections--An Experiment and Its Evaluation~ College Park, Pa.: Penn­
sylvania State University. 

Liebow, Elliot. 1967. Tally's Corner. Boston: Little, Brown. 

Lipton, Douglas; Martinson, Robert; and Wilkes, Judith. 1975. The Effective-
CI 

ness of Correctional Treatment. New York: Praeger. 



.: 
·1' 

i. 

;' 
; 

'----- -~~~--.--- - -----------------------------------------------------------

K-lO 

Long, LarryH. 1974. "Poverty Status and Receipt of Welfarf~ Among Migrants 
and Nonmigrants in Large Cities." American Sociological Review 39:46-56. 

Loomis, Charles P., and Loomis, Lana K. 1961. "Talcott Parsons' Social 
Theory." In Modern Social Theories. Princeton, N.J.,: D. Van Norstrand 
Co. 

Mallar, Charles. "A Comparative Evaluation of the Benefits and Costs from the 
LIFE Program." Unpublished manuscript prepared for the American Bar As­
sociation Transitional Aid Project for Ex-Offenders under Grant No. 
21-11-75-19 from the Employment and Training Administration of the U.S. 
Department of Labor. 

Maltz, M.D., and McCleary, R. 1977. "The Mathematic.s of Behavioral Change: 
Recidivism and Construct Validity." Evaluation Quarterly 1:421-38." 

Mandel, Nathan, et a1. 1965. "Recidivism Studied and Defined." Journal of 
Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science 56:59-66. 

Martinson, Robert. 1974. "What Works?--Questions and Answlers About Prison 
Reform." The Public Interest. 

Martinson, Robert, and Wilkes, Judith. 1976. 
tice System: A Preliminary Report." 
in Criminal Justice Planning. 

"Knowledge in the Criminal Jus­
New York: Center for Knowledge 

Marx, Karl. ' 1956 • Selected Writings in Sociology and Philosophy, edited by 
T.B. Bottomore and M. ~ubel. London: Watts. 

, ~1aryland Divis~on of Correction. 1973. Forty-Fifth Report, Fiscal 1973. 
Baltimore. 

Masters, Stanley H. 1975. Black-White Income Differentials. New York: Aca­
demic Press. 

Matthews, Merlyn. 1970. "Methodology and Findings in the Federal Offenders 
Rehabilitations Programs." In Proceedings of the Third National Sym­
posium on Law Enforcement Science and Technology, edited by Stanley J. 
Cohn and William B. McMahon. Chicago, Ill.: ITT Research Institute. 

McCarthy, J.D., et al. 1975. "Population Density, Social Structure and Inter­
persona1 Violence: An Intermetropolitan Test of Competing Models." 
American Behavioral Science 18:771-91. 

McCord, Joan. 1973. 
delphia, Pa.: 

C.orrectiona1 Group Counseling Evaluation Report. 
Philadelphia Family Court. 

Phila-

McDonnell, John. 1971. Evaluation of the Training Provided in Correctional 
Institutions Under the Manpower Development and Training Act--Section 
25l--Final Report--Impact of 'rraining Program on Trainees. Cambridge, 
Mass.: Abts. Associates. 

McMichael,P. 1974. "After-Care, Family Relationships and Reconviction in a 
, Scottish Approved Schoo1." British Journal of Cl:iminology 14: 236-47. 

o 

K-ll 

McPheters, Lee R. 1976. "Criminal Behavior and the Gains from Crime." Crimi­
nology 14:137-52. 

Mead, Anthony C. 1974. "Labeling Approach" to Delinquency: State of the 
Theory as a Function of Method." Social Forces 53:83-91. 

Mead, G.H. 1934. Mind, Self and Society. Chicago, Ill.: University of Chi­
cago Press. 

Mead, George. 1962. Mind, Self and Society. Chicago, Ill.: University of 
Chicago Press. 

1964. On Social Psychology. Chicago, Ill.: University of Chicago 
Press. 

Merton, Robert K. 1937. "Social Structure and Anomie." American Sociological 
Review 3:672-82. 

1968. Social Theory and Social Structure. New York: The Free 
Press. 

Merton, Robert K., and Nisbet, Robert A. 1961. Contemporary Social Problems. 
New York: Harcourt, Brace and World. 

Metzner, Ralph, and Weil, Gunther. 1963. "Predicting Recidivism: Base Rates 
for the Massachusetts Correctional Institution Concord." Journal of 
Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science 54:307-16. 

(', 

Miller, Donald, and Waldorf, Dan. 1973. \Direct Financial Assistance to 
Parolees Project--Research Evaluation. Sacramento, Calif.: California 
Council 'on Criminal Justice. 

Mohavedi, Siamek, and Ogles, Richard H. 1976. "Predictions and Inference in 
Criminology." Criminology 14:177-88. 

Monahan, T. 1957. "Family Status. and the Delinquent Child." Social Forces 
35:250-58. 

Mowrer, O.H. 1960. Learning Theory and Personality Dynamics. New York: 
Ronald Press Co. 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency. 1972. Eff~ct of Vocational Upgrad­
ing Upon Probationer Recidivism, One-Year Evaluation of the Singer/ 
Graflex Monroe County, New York Pilot Probation Project. Hackensack, 
N.J •. 

1974. <', "Comprehensive Criminal Justice Planning: A Policy State­
ment." Crime and Delinquency 20:10-14. 

1968. Guides for Sentencing. New York. 

Newman, Donald. 1966. Conviction: The Determination of Guilt or Innocence 
Without Trial •. Boston: Little f Brown. 

~-------------------------------------------------------------~~~~---~--~~--~.--~.~--~------~~----~------~+---~~~~--~~----------~----,~-------~--------



(=; 

(
.'~ 

'­........ 

K-12 

Normandeau, A. 1966. "The Measurement of Delinquency in Montreal." Journal 
of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science 57:172-77. 

Nunnally, Jum C. 1967. Psychometric Theory. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Nye, F.I. 1957. 
Wiley. 

Family Relat.,ionships and Delinquent Behavior. New York: ".'-----"-----'-.....::;;;;:--...::.-:.=.....::;-=..::.;;.:::....;..=-=:. 

Nye, F.I., and Short, James. 1957. "Scaling Delinquent Behavior." American 
Sociological Review 22:326-31. " 

O'Brien, John J., and Cavanagh, Frederick J. 1974. "Study of Individual and 
Family Recidivism, and a Police Response." Journal of Police Science 
Administration 2:322-29. 

Odell, Brian Nea. 1974. "Accelerating Entry into the Opportunity Structure: 
A Sociologically-Based Treatment for Delinquent Youtps." Sociology and 
Social Research 58:312-17. 

Ogden, R.W. 1973. "The Ineffectiveness of the Criminal Sanction in Fraud and 
Corruption Cases: Losing the Battle Against White-Collar Crime." 
American Crimj.nal Law Review 11: 959-88 • 

Ohlin, Lloyd E.; Miller, A.D.; and Coates, R.B. 1977. Juvenile Correctional 
Reform in Massachusetts. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University. 

Palmer, Jan S. 41974, An Economic Analysis of Sentencing and Recidivism in 
the Mic~~gan Criminal Justice System. Ph.D. thesis, Michigan State 
Universi'ty. 

Parsons, Talcott. 1951. The Social System. New York: The Free Press. 

Parsons, Talcott, and Shils, Edward A., eds. 1951. Toward a General Theory 
of Action. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

Pease, Kenneth; Ireson, Judith; and Thorpe, Jennifer. 
sumptions in the Measurement of Delinquency." 
Criminology 14:256. 

1974. "Additivity As­
British Journal of 

1975. "Modified Crime Indices for Eight Countries." Journal of 
Criminal Law and Criminology 66:209-14. 

J' 

Phillips, Llad. 1972. "Crime, Youth and the Labor Market." Journal of Poli-
'tical Economy 80:491-504. c? 

Pep in sky , Harold E,. 1976. "The Growth of Crime in the United States. II Annals 
of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 423:2!-30. 

-"'", 
~.Y"" 

1976. "Police Patrolmen's Offense-Reporting BehaVi~r." Journal of 
Research on Crime and Delinquenc~ 13:33-47. ~ 

Perlman. 1972. Deferred Prosecution and Criminal Justice--A C~~e Study of the 
Geneses County (MI) Citizens Probation Authority. Lansing, Mich.: 
Michigan Office of Criminal Justice Progra~s. 

\ « . '. 
() 

K-13 

Pownall, George. 1969. Employment Problems of Released Prisoners. Washington, 
D.C.: Manpower Administration, U.S. Department of Labor. 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice. 
1967. Task Force Report: Corrections. Washington, D.C. 

Quinney, Richard. 1974. Crime and Justice in Society. Boston: Little Brown. 

1973. "Crime Control in Capitalist Societies: A Critical Philoso­
phy of Legal Order." Issues in Criminology 8:75-99. 

Radzinowicz, Leon, and Wolfgang, Marvin, eds. 1971. Criminal Justice, 3 vols. 
New York: ~asic Books. Vol. 3: The Criminal in Confinement. 

Reckless, W.C. 1967. The Crime Problem. New York: Appleton Century. 

Reid, S.T. 1976. Crime and Criminology. Hinsdale, 111.: The Dryden Press. 

Reinerman, Craig, and Miller, Donald. 1973. Direct Financial Assistance to 
San Francisco, Calif.: Scien-Parolees Project--Research Evaluation. 

tific Analysis Corporation. 

1975. Direct Financial Assistance to Parolees: A Promising Alter­
native in Correctional Programming, Research Report 55. Sacramento, 
Calif.: California Department of Corrections, Research Division. 

Rice, Willy. 1975. Recidivism: A Multivariate Explanation. Ph.D. thesis, 
University of North Carolina. 

Roberts, Alan; Erickson, Robert; Riddle, Mary; and Bacon, Jane~ •. 1974. "~emo­
graphic Variables, Base Rates, and Personality Character1~t1cs ~s~oc1ated 
with Recidivism in Male Delinquents." Journal of Consult1ng C11n1cal 
Psychology 42:833-41. 

Robertson, M.H. 1974. "Recent Trends in the Criminal Law." Journal of Crimi­
nal Law and Criminology 65,:87-90. 

Robins, L., and Hill, s. 1966. "Assess,ing the Contributions of Family Struc­
ture, Class, and Peer Groups to Juvenile Delinquency." Journal of 
Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science 57:325-34. 

Robinson, J.C., and Smith, G. 1971. "The Effectiveness of Correctional Pro­
grams." Crime and Delinquency 17:67-80. 

~ 
Rose, G.N. 1966. "Concerning the Measurement of Delinquency." ,!!iiitish Jour­

nal of Criminology 6:414-18. 

Ross, H.L. 1967. "Law, Science and Accidents: The British Road Safety Act 
of 1967." The Journal of Legal Studie~ 2:1-78. 

Rossi, Peter He; Wait~, Emily; Rose, Christine; and Berk, Richa:d: 1974: 
"The Seriousness of Crimes: Normative Structure and Ind1V1dual D1ffer­
ences." American Sociological Review 39:224-37. 



1" 
), 

L , 

I~ 

). 

Ie' \ ' " 
'.:J.! 

c 

K-14 

Sampson, Allan. 1974. "Post-Prison Success Prediction: A Preliminary Florida 
Study." Criminology 12:155-73. 

Sasfy, Joseph H. 1975,. Assumptions Research in Probation and Parole--Initial 
Description of Client, Worker, and Project Variables--National Impact 
Program Evaluation. McLean, Va.: Mitre Corporation. 

Savitz, Leonard. 1962. Delinquency and Migration. Philadelphia: Commission 
on Ruman Relations. 

Schwartz, R.D., and Skolnick, J.R. 1967. "Two Studies of Legal Stigma." 
Social Problems 10:133-42. 

Scott, Joseph E. 1975. Ex-Offenders as Parole Officers--An Evaluation of the 
Parole Aide Program in Ohio. Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath & Co. 

Scott, Josep~; E., and B'ennett, P .A. 1973., Ex-Offenders as Parole Officers-­
An Evaluation of the Parole Officer Aide Program in Ohio. Columbus, 
Ohio: Ohio State Unversity Press. 

Seidman, David, and Couzens, Michael. 1974. "Getting the Crime Rate Down: 
Political Pressure and Crime Reporting." Law and Sociology Review 
8:457-93. 

Sellin, T. 1938. Culture, Conflict and Crime. New York: Social Science Re­
search Council, Bulletin 41. 

Sellin, T., and Wolfgang, M.E. 1964. The Measurement of Delinquency. New 
York: Wiley. 

Sepsi, Victor J., Jr. 1974. "Girl Recidivists." Journal of Research in Crime 
and Delinquency 11:70-79. 

;/ 

Shmarov, LV. 1974. "Prevention of Crime Among Released Convicts." Soviet 
Review 15:60-73. 

Short, James, and Strodbeck, F. 1965. Group Processes and Gang Delinquency. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Shrag, C. 1954. "Leadership Among Prison Inmates." American Sociological 
Review 19:37-42. 

Skinner, B.F. 
J' 

1971. Beyond Freedom and Dignity. New York: Alfred A. Knopf. 

Skogan, Wesley G. 1974. "Validity of Official Crime Statistics: An Empirical 
Investigation. " Social Scienc~ Quarterly 55: 25-38. 

Skolnick, Jerome J. 
tic Society. 

1966. Justice Without Trial: 
New York: Wiley. 

Law Enforcement in Democra-

Smith, Patricia M., and Austin, Harvey R. 1974. "Socialization as Related to, 
Delinquency Classification." Psychological Report 34:677-78. . ,,,,), 

l" , '" 

K-15 

Spencer, Paul E. 1975. "Population Density and Unemployment: The Effects of 
the Incidence of Crime in the American City." Criminology 13:399-330. 

Sutherland, Edwin H. 1947. Principles of Criminology, 4th edition. New York: 
Lippincott. 

Sutherland, Edwin H., and Creesey, Donald. 1974. Criminology, 9th edition. 
New York: Lippincott. 

Swimmer, G. 1974. "Relationship of Police and Crime: Some Methodological 
and Empirical Results." Criminology 12:293-314. 

Sykes, G.M. 1958. The Society of Captives. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Uni­
versitY'Press. 

Terry, R.M. 1967. "The Screening of Juvenile Offenders." Journal of Criminal 
Law, Criminology and Police Science 58:173-81. 

Thomas, Charles W. 1976. "Prisonization and Its Consequences: An Examination 
of Socialization in a Coercive Setting." Paper presented at the Annual 
Meeting of the American Sociological Association, August 1976. 

Tinklenberg, J. 1973. "Drugs and Crime: Literature Review." In Drug Use in 
America: Problems in Perspective, National Commission on Marijuana and 
Drug Use. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. Vol. 1: 
Patterns and Consequences of Drug Use. 

Tittle, Charles R. 1975. "Deterrence or Labeling?" Social Forces 53:399-410. 

Tuft, N.S. 1976. "Recommitals of Juvenile Offenders." 
Criminology 16:385-88. 

If 
I 

Brit:i,t3:r/~ Journal of 
I( 

II 
(/ 

;::<i 
Turk, A. 1969. Criminality and the Legal Order. Chicagf: Rand-McNally. 

Twentieth Century Fund's Task Force on Criminal sentencin\~~~1976. Fair and 
Certain Punishment. New York: McGraw-Hill. . 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1974. 
1970. Wa~hington, D.C.: 

Census Population: Inmates of Institutions, 
U.S. Government Printing Office. 

1976. 'Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1976 (97th Edi­
tion. Washing~on, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Crimina1Q
, Justice Information and Statistics Service. 1976. Survey of 

Washington, D.C.: ":" Inmates of State Correctional Facilities in 1974. 
U.S. Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
ployment in State and Local Areas--Report c 432. 
Government Printing Office. 

1974. Estimating Unem­
Washington, D.C.: U.S. 

Velez-Diaz, A" and Megar'gee, E.I. 1970. "An Investigation of Differences in 
Value Judgments Between Youthful Offenders and Non-White Offenders in 
Puerto Rico." Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science 
61:549-53. 

.~-- .. -_. ----

\, 



i, 

(
.:~ 

'. 

K-16 

Virkkunen, H. 
quents." 

1976. "Parental Derivation and Recidivism in Juvenile De1in-
British Journal of Criminol~ 16q:78- 84 • /4 

Warren, H.Q. 1969. "The Case for Differential Treatment of Delinquents." 
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 38:47-59. 

Weicher, Hohn C. 1970. "The Effect of Income on Delinquency." American Socio­
logical Review 35:249-56. 

Weinburg, S.K. 1964. "Juvenile Delinquency in Ghana: A Comparative Analysis 
of Delinquents and Non-Delinquents." Journal of Law, Criminology and 
Police Science 55:471-81. 

Wellford, Charles Fq and Niatrowski, Michael. 1975. "Symposium on the Mea­
surement of Delinquency." Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology 
66:173-221. 

" Wheeler, S. 1961. "Socializ<;ltion in Correctional Communities." American 
Sociological Review 26:697-712. 

Whyte, William. 1955. Street Corner Society, 2nd edition. Chicago: Vniver-
'" sity)of Chicago Press. 

Wilkins, Leslie T. 1960. The Evaluation of Penal Measures. New York: Random 
House. 

Wolfgang, M., and Cohen, B. 1970. Crime and Race:" Conceptions and Misconcep­
tions. New York: Institute of Human ~e1~tions Press, American Jewish 
Committee. 

,,I,,,,,,: 

" 

! 
I 
~ 

() 

APPENDIX L 

CRITIQUE OF TEC! 

Methodology of Treatment Evaluation Assessment 

1\ 

by 

David F. Greenberg 
Sociology Department 
New York University 

L-1 

L-____________________ ...oloo... ........ ..::..... __ ---.J.....a.-..-.... ........ _________________ ........... "'"""'-____ -.:......'""""""'" __ ........ _________________ ~ ___________ . __ c ___ • __ 



/e~ 

II 

L-2 

I. THE STU))Y AND ITS FINDINGS 

A. CHARACTE"RIZATION OF THE STUDY 

Trends in the Effectiveness of Correctional Intervention (to be denoted 

TECI) is an attempt to determine the effects on recidivism of a large number 

of correctional measures involving some form of supervision or treatment. The 

study is a s~col1dary analysis of published and unpublished evaluations of cor­

rectional measures. Based on information about 1:2,146 groups of released of~ 

fenders, representing more than 2 million individuals, the study is unprece­

dented in its scope. No previous assessment of co~~ectional intervention has 

worked with such a vast data base. 

Unlike other reviews of correctional treatment evaluations, TECI pools 

information from different studie13 in sucll a way as to yield an unequivocal 

yes-or-no answer to-the question of whether a given form of intervention re­

duces or increases recidivism. The methodological issues raised by the study 

are reviewed here to help determine theOdegree of confidence that can be 

placed in its findings, and to aid in the planning of future assessments of 

correctional measure effectiveness. 

II. APPRAISAL OF THE METHODOLOGY 

A. DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH METHODS 

TECI evaluates, the effects of correctional measures by estimating mul­

tiple regression equations in which a recidivism rate '(the proportion of a 

group's members that recidivate) is treated as a dependent variable. The 

various forms of interventioni11rtudied are treated as predictors through the 
/'11 

use of dummy variables. Rel~v~ant control variables, such as length of time
O 

]) , 
!~ r' 

in follow-up, are handled as covariates in the regression. () 
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The studies on which TECI draws have information about the recidivism 

and backglC'Ound traits of each individual in the study; thus in those studies 

the individual offender is the unit of analysis. Information of this sort is 

not available to the researcher conducting a secondary analysis. Thus a pool-

ing of raw data from disparate studies is not possible. What can be done, 

however, is to make the group a unit of analysis. The recidivism rates and 

aggregate characteristics of the group thus become the data used to estimate 

the regression equations. 

When more than one indicator of recidivism is available, TECI reports 

separate estimates for each indicator. The sensitivity of findings to the 

choice of indicator is discussed for each intervention. When the findings 

for different indicators are seriously discrepant, the treatment is reported 

as inconsistent in its effects. Consistent findings are interpreted whether 

or not they are significant at the conventional .05 lev.el. 

The authors report that alternative methods of analysis such as logis-

tic regression (logits) were considered but rejected on the grounds that 

readers who lack statistical sophistication would find logit analyses too 

difficult to interpret. 

Numerous methodological issues arise in connection with the procedures 

employed in the TECI analysis. The next section will review those problems 

that arise'generally in the evaluation of correctional interventions. Those 

problems are not unique to this study, but arise in every evaluation of cor­

rectional intervention. Though they have been discussed previously in the 

evaluation literature, t.hey are of sufficient importance to wa::rant a brief 

review here. Then problems that are associated with the unique methodology 

\~7'~ of the TECl study will be reviewed. 

o 
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B. PROBLEMS IN EVALUATING CORRECTIONAL INTERVENTIONS 

Of the many considerations that arise in evaluating correctional ef­

fectiveness, only a few especially important concerns will be noted. They 

involve (1) the use of official definitions of recidivism, (2) the nature of 

recidivist offenses, and (3) the treatment of recidivism as a dichotomous 

variable. For a useful review of other methodological issues that bear on 

treatment evaluation the reader is 'referred to Rezmovic (1979). 

1. The Use of Official Definitions of Recidivism 

Almost all progr,am evaluations are based on official definitions of 

recidivism; that is, they define recidivism in terms of the,actions that 

government officials take with regard to offenders. These actions may be 

arrests, convictions, reimpri'sonments with a new conviction, or reimprison-

ments occasioned by "technical" violations of administrative regulations (e.g. 

parole conditions). Someone ~ho simply disappears from the jurisdiction may 

be labeled an absconder and considered a recidivist. 

There can be little doubt that the relationship between official re­

cidivism-defining actions and violations of the law on the part of offend~rs 

is imperfect. Some infractions escape official notice. If noticed, they may 

elicit no otficia1 action. For example, parole agents sometimes overlook vio­

lations of parole conditions or even minor illegalities because they consider 

the violations 'trivial. Some rearrests and reimprisonments maY'be wrongful 

because the ex-offender was not responsible f~r the infraction charged. In 

" some jurisdictions, parole is revoked for reasons unrelated to violation of 

the law (Greenberg, 1975); in others, technical violations are made the basis 

for parole revocation primarily to avoid the expense and trouble of a new 

has actually broken the law. Absconders may be trying 

.. . « I 
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to get away with something illegal, or they may simply be trying to get a 

fresh start by relocating somewhere else. 

In itself, error in official responses to offender behavior does not 

vitiate the conclusions drawn from official indicators of recidivism about 

the relative effects of different programs. If the errors affect all programs 

being evaluated to the same extent (apart from rando_~ fluctuations), then no 
" 

bias in inference is introduced. Their only effect is to make it harder to 

be certain that observed differences in recidivism are not due to random er-

rors. However this uncertainty will be small when sample sizes are large. 

Little is known about differences between programs in the ways offi­

cials define subjects as recidivists or non-recidivists, but there are several 

reasons for being concerned about possible biases. The first concerns studies 

in which information about recidivism is derived from self-reports. These 

self-reports can be compared with official indicators of recidivism. Infor-

mation of this sort is available for two studies of juvenile recidivism, 

Klein (1975) and Davidson et. a1. (n.d.). Klein's work, :i:t.,$hou1d be noted, 
Ii 'll 

is among those included in the TECI sample, and the prob1eIlla1it raises for 

the interpretation of official recidivism figures have been noted in the text. 

Both studies found evidence for discrepancies between official and 

self-reported recidivism. 

very different conclusions 

example, comments: 

These discrep~~cies were large enough to lead to 

about~Ogram ~fectiveness. Klein (1975), for 

First, re~7ased youngsters report committing as many 
illegal behaV'iors as those in the other copditions yet 
report being arrested ,less than all the others. Second, 
petitioned youngsters report committing as many illegal 
behaviors as those in other conditions yet report being~ 
arrested ~ than all the others. The~~fore these 
higher and lower recidivism rates cannoi'be attributed 
to offense ~ehavior ••• Among offenders suf*iciently de­
linquent to warrant arrest, (a) their own delinquent 
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behavior contributes less to their different rearrest 
rates than does their visibility to their "treaters" 
and the police. (b) Released youngsters do not commit 
fewer offenses yet are rearrested less often. Adults 
-- treaters and police -- pay less attention to them. 
(c) Petitioned youngsters do not differ in levels of 
offense behavior, yet are rearrested at higher rates. 
Adults -- treaters and police -- pay more attention 
to them. 

It may be noted that Klein implicitly assumes the veractiy of youths 

to be the same regardless of which program they experienced, so that their 

self-reports c"an be taken as the standard against which rearrests are com-

pared. That assumption may or may not be correct, but it is probably more 

reasonable than the assumption that arrest policy was uninfluenced by program 

participation. However, for present purposes this is irrelevant. What is 

relevant is that official· recidivism figures are called into question as a 

means of distinguishing the effects of one program from another. 

Whether similar effects were present in other studies is something we 

will never know, because investigators did not look for them. As a practical 

matter, self·-report data about recidivism at'e hardly ever available; thus 

there is little choice but to use official rates, as was done here. However, 

anecdotal evidence suggests that enforcem~nt policies canhavef.l powerful ef-

ect on 0 c a rec ~v~sm ra es. f ffi i 1 id " t John Conrad recalls that in the Special 

Intensive Parole Unit (SIPU) which California maintained, there were major 

differences between the agents in methods of dealing with parolees: 

In Oakland, for example, the SIPU agent was' an irre­
pressible enthusiast who kept his office open until late 
hours at night to dispense advice to, and to conduct 
bull sessions with any parolee who cared to happen in, 
as most of his caseload seemed to enjoy doing. His vio­
lation rate was extraordinarily low, and I never saw any 
reason to believe that there was a special ambience in 
Oakland which 'favored parole success. Across the bay in 
San Francisco the SIPU agent'was an·enthusiast of a dif­
ferent stripe. He liked to rise in the small hours of 
the morning so that he ,could descend on unemployed 
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parolees and remind them that early birds get the avail­
able worms and slug-a-beds do not. How he managed to 
conduct these sunrise raids on his charges without dis­
memberment of his person I have never understood, but 
his parole violation rate was high, even after he wag 
convinced of the unwisdom of the strenuous counseling 
technique, he had adopted. (Quoted in Maltz, 1980.) 

Differences such as these can utterly confound the comparison of interven-

tions. 

That this is not an isolated example is suggested by a number of 

studies which provide evidence that treatment agents and/or criminal justice 

authorities respond differently to those exposed to different dispositions 

or programs (see, for example, Lerman, 1968, 1975; Robison and Smith, 1971; 

Davis, 1974). This oug1).t to make us cautious about interpreting findings 

based on official measures of recidivism, especially when these measures are 

produced proactively by au~horities. 

Differential response to individuals in different programs can arise 

in a number of ways. Officials who are convinced that a given program should 

work may fail,to take action against violators in the program, believing that 

continued program participation will minimize the risk of future violations. 
" 

Some offic~.als may be eager to demonstrate that 'a particular program really 

works, and they m8,y deliberately try to:' keep the official recidivism rate low 

by igno!-~')ng violations. 
\,-

Some programs hE'ilfway houseS" group homes, low case10ad probation 

and parole -- entail greater exposure of the offender to officials and thus 

provide greater possibi1it~es for surveillance than normally exist. Under 

these circumstances, a high recidivism rate may reflect only the greater risk 

of apprehension faced by subtects in such programs. Several investigators 

. (e.g. ijudson, 1973; Vasoli and Fahey, 1970) have suggested that surveillance 

effects may account for higher rates of recidivism associated with the 
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programs they evaluated. These suggestions are quite rl.easonable, and lead 

one to wonder whether the high rates of recidivism foun,d for halfway houses 

in the present study might have been at least in part I:and perhaps totally) 

the product of surveillance within the programs. l 

Although at times such considerations will undercut or render ambiguous 

the findings of the regressions reported here~ there will also be times when 

they will strengthen the interpretation. Thus if off:Lcial data show that pri-

soners re2::eased unconditionally at the end of their s'entences recidivate more 

often than those released on parole, we should feel e:specially confident of 

this finding, since parolees presumably receive great;er 'surveillance than 

those released without supervision, and are thus at Iii lower risk of being 

caught when they do violate the law. 

2. The Nature of Recidivist Offenses 

Almost all studies ignore the seriousness of· recidivist offenses. They 

measure recidivism entirely by the action (arrest, conviction, imprisonment) 

taken in response to these offenses. Thus an arrei3t for shoplifting is 

equated with an arrest for homicide; a new imprisqnment for burglary with a 

new imprisonment for forcible rape. 

Qualitative evidence that criminal justice intervention can change the 

character of offenses even when it does not eliminate the fact of recidivism 
I 

is given by Petersilia, Greenwood and Lavin (197'7), who quote an offender as 

saying: 

One time I was arrested on an assau:lt charge and the 
police called my parole officer. 'fuen he showed up, 

~ 

'" 
lMany halfway houses routinely conduct l~rine tests on res.idents to de~ 

tennine whether they are using narcotic drugs. Although this may deter drug 
use, it also increases the chances of detectj,on for users far above what they 
would be for someone on conventional parole pr probation. 

f) 
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he told me to stay away from personal crime or he would 
violate me. So I .started doing burglaries -- I thought 
it was kind of strange, but it was like he didn't mind 
knowing I was doing burglaries as long as I didn't hurt 
anyone. 

How frequently intervention channels crime rather than reduces it is 

not known because no one has tried to find out. On the whole researchers 

have simply counted arrests or reimprisonments, probably because any other 

procedure would entail weighting some recidivist offenses more than others, 

requiring the use of a subjective and somewhat arbitrary scale. 2 Yet it cer-

tainly makes a difference ,to us what the seriousness of a recidivist offense 

is. We ordinarily consider a program that reduces recidivism to be a good 

thing, ,:bti't we might change our minds if we knew that it greatly increased the 

seriousness of the recidivist offenses. 

One attempt to deal with this problem has been made by Witte and 

Schmidt (1977; see also Schmidt and Witte, 1979), who use the length of new 

prison sentence as an indicator of the seriousness of the new offense. How-

ever, this indicator can itself be influenced by a judge's knowledge that an 
i) 

offender has been. subjected to a particular intervention in the past, and con-

sequently it is potentially contaminated by the indeper..dent variable. 

3. Treatment of Recidivism as a Dichotomous Variable 

Most follow-up studies, including almost all those an~lyzed here, take 

the proportion of the sample that has ,}:'ecidiviated after a given amount of 

time at risk as the measure of recidivism. Some studies report this prop or-

tion at several different times., e.g. 1 year t 2 years and 3 years. 

~, 2A. few researchers have dealt with this problem by classifying recidi-
()\) ",ist offenses' into a few broad categories such as violence, property offenses 

and drug use, or by scaling the seriousness of charges, but mOi?t have trelited 
all offenses as equal. ' , ' 

.-
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Leaving aside the question of offense severity, this crude approach is 

vulnerable to criticism on two counts. First, two recidivating offenders may 

have quite different levels of involvement in illegal activity. One may re­

sume stealing on a regular and frequent basis, whil~ another does so only on 

rare occasions. As a matter of policy there is presumably some gain in reduc-

ing the frequency of offender violations even if they cannot be eliminated al­

together. Yet the casual offender who happens to be arrested for an isolated 

offense is counted as no less a recidivist than the ~requent offender. In 

the absence of self-report or third party observation of the level of crimi­

"" na1 activity (~mething that is almost never available), there is no a1terna-

tiv(i', to this pro~~ure. Yet it is a potential source of bias. 

Imagine, for example, that imprisonme~t turns amateur thieves into 

semi-professional ones by exposing them to more accomplished thieves. When 

released they turn to theft to support themselves, and their new sophistica­

tion protects them from apprehension most of the time. Probationers do not 

come into contact with professional thieves, do not gain new expertise, and 

consequently are caught more frequently on those occasions w~;en they do steal. 
it 

Ii' 

Even if probationers steal less often than parolees, they may appear in reci-

divism statistics as equally or even more recidivist. Taken at face value, 

however, these recidivist figures would be quite misleading. 

The usual approach can also be criticized for failing to utilize full 

information in studying recidivism. In this approach, anyone who recidivates 

between the time of release and one year later (say) is counted as a recidi-

vist in the first year follow-up, regardless of when the recidivist offense 

" 
occurs. A very fast recidivism is counted equall)~ with a very slow one. 

In most cases the exact date of rearrest is known to th~~!esearcher, 

or is potentiall.y knowable. Stollmackand Harris (1974) have shown that this 

r): 

I 

I 
I 
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information can be used to estimate failure-rate models for recidivism simi-

lar to those used routinely in'studying equipment breakdown. This approach 

yields statisical tests for the difference in patterns of recidivism for two , 
":-'::::.:.:~ 

groups that, because they rely on more complete information, are more power-

ful than the tests conventionally,emp10yed. Indeed, Harris and Moitra (1976) 

were able to show that the differences in outcome between different halfway 

houses in Washington, D.C., which were not statistically significant accord-

ing to the conventional approach, became so when analyzed using failure-rate 
, ;' 

. " models. It follows that a finding of "no significant differences between 

groups in the present analysis might actually mean that there are small dif­

ferences between the groups which would become significant when analyzed on 

the basis of fuller information about recidivism. However, since the present 

analysis does not place much emphasis on significance tests, this observation 

carries no serious implication for the present study. 

The failure-rate approach, however, has other implications besides its 

greater statistical power, for it permits the parametrization of the time de­

pendence of recidivism. Programs can then be compared through 'a comparison 

of these parameters, rather than by comparing their recidivism rates (Maltz 

and McCleary, 1977; Maltz, 1980; Lloyd and Joe, 1978). One advantage of this 

approach is that programs with follow-up periods of different duration can be 

easily compared. The present study manages this comparison by introducing 

length of follow-up a; a control variable in the regression equations. How­

ever, recidivism does not increase linearly with time in follow-up studies, 

as this approach assumes; as is clear from the graph on page D-ll, it in­

creases curvilinearly. Failure to take adequate account of difJerences in 

the length,of follow-up is potentially problematic, because in many instances 

1...-________ .. ..;-';,;;,w· ... '"1"'~e_'-·~-_"_~::_".:':r~..;.;.;;;;..:....;.;... _______________ ...:._ ....... ..::.. ______ .....J...L.. ..... _ ...... .-.. ______________________ ~_"'"__._.._~"'"_'~ __________ ~ ______________ ~ __________ ~ _______ ~ ___ ~ _____ _ 
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initial differences between experimental ~nd control groups disappear when 

the follow-up period is extended (Greenberg, 1977). 

C. PROBLEMS OF THE l1ETHODOLOGY EMPLOYED ' 

1. Use of Additive Models in the Regressions 

The dummy variable regression models used in the TECI analysis assume 

that the various variables which influence outcomes do so additively and 

linearly. Significance testing in these models is based on the assumption 

that error terms are distributed normally. Since the· distribution of error 

terms must be truncated when the dependent variable is a recidivism rate (be-

cannot be negative or larger than 1), some violation of cause these rates 

normality must be present. In principle such violations produce bias in sig­
\~ 

nificance testing, but in the present study such bias is unlikely to be large. 

Moreover, the findings of the present study do not rest heavily on signifi­

cance tests. "t for in an exploratory study, the use of This is appropr1a e, 

" 05 level can lead to a frequent failure to the conventional but arb1trary • 

reject the. null hypothesis when it is false. In other words, observed dif-

b i d even when they reflect genuine inter-ferences between measures may e gnore 

h f "l to achieve significance at a level vention effects simply because t ey a1 

that is too demanding for the purpose of the study. This is known as a "type 

2" error (Rezmovic, 1979). 

"bl ';s restricted to the range (0, 1), it is When the dependent var1a e ~ 

unlikely that the independent variables contribute linearly. A logit or pro-

bit analysis, which takes this restricted range into account, and which is 

nonlinear in its dependence on predictors, would, technically speaking, have 

been more appropriate. Ho~e~er, such analyses are extremely expensive when 

data sets are large. 

")~" ; , 
~~ 
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It can be shown rigorously that when the predictor is a dummy variable, 

the same qualitative conclusions will be reached in a simple regression analY-;i 

sis and in a logit. Suppose y is the dependent variable, and x a dummy vari-

able that can take on the values 0 0r 1. Whether we use conventional regres-

sion techniques to estimate the equation y = a + bx + error term, or logistic 

regression to estimate the equation [y/(l-y)] = a + bx + error term, we will 

obtain the same sign for the estimate of b. In general the magnitudes' of the 

two coefficients will differ, but conclusions as to whether a specific type 

of intervention raises or lowers recidivism will be the same whichever equa-

tion we estimate. 

_~ecause the two models make different assumptions about error terms, 

significance tests for the regression analysis will not necessarily yield 

exactly the" same results as the logit analysis. However, this poses no great 

problem; it simply tells us not to take significance tests too seriously. In 

tlfe present case the sample of studies analyzed was not randomly drawn h"om a 

" 

larger universe, so there is no reason for taking the significance tests as 

more than a rough indicator of what effects are present. That is precisely 

the procedure adopted in TECI. 

The qualitative equivalence between logits and regression estimates 

does not necessarily hold when there is more than one independent variable 

and these variables are correlated. In that circumstance the signs of a logit 

coefficient and a multiple regression coefficient can ponceivably differ. 
;:::) II 

Simu~?tions of the magnitude :i~bias potentially intro'~uced w~n this happens 

have yet to be carried out; intuitively, one suspects that biases are unlikely 

to be large, but the matter wa.rrants further investigation. 
'" 

-----------.~~------
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2. The Use of Aggregated Data 

The authors allude ~o the possibility that the use of grouped or aggre-
;, 

gat~d data, could pose a problem of inference. Evaluations of individual in-

terventions take the individual subject as unit of analysis, but h~re the unit 

of analysis is a group. The regression equations are estimated with informa-

tion ahout the overall performance of groups. Information about individual 

response,s is not available, and therefore not utilized. In general, regres-

sions with the individual as unit of analysis will not yield the same para-

meter estimates when the individuals are grouped, and the analysis carried 

out using aggregated variables. 

We can assess the likelihood of such a discrepancy arising in the pre-

sent study by considering two possible causes of a discrepancy. One is con-

textual effects. Suppose that an individual's tendency to recidivate depends 

on his income in relation to that of his peers. If xi represents the income 

of the i'th individual, the contextual effect can be represented by introduc­

ing a term b(xi-x), where x is the mean income of the group, into the indi- , 

vidual-level equation. In a ~ingle group, 'i is a constant, and consequently \ 

an unbiased estimate of b is obtained even when xi alone is used as the pre-

dictor. Aggregation t'o the level of the group is accomplished by summing on 

i over all members of the group. When this is done the term vanished iden-

tically. Although this precludes the estimation of b from the grouped data, 

no bias is introduced'insofar as the estimation of the contribution of an 

intervention is concerned, for at the individual level, xi-x will be uncorre­

lated with treatment provided all members of a group '\ece~~e\he same treat­

ment. This is usually the case, but wh~n it is not, the grouping will lead 

to bias in the estimation of treatment effects provided that income is related 

I 
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to type of treatment. This is probably an unusual case, but not necessarily 

an impossible one. 

Aggregation bias can arise even in the apsence of contextual effects 

on the basis of assignment to groups. When individuals are grouped at random 

or according to levels of the independent variable, grouped data yield un-

biased estimates of individual-level parameters. However, when grouping is 

according to levels of the dependent variable, or according to a variable 

that is causally related to both independent and dependent variables, bias 

can occur as a result of the grouping (Langbein and Lichtman, 1978: 13-25). 

In the present context, grouping according to levels of the indepen-

dent variable means grouping according to type of intervention. It is a com-

mon type of grouping, a'ad poses no problems for the group-level estimation. 

Grouping according to the dependent variable means grouping according to re-

cidivism. Since recidivism occurs after assignment to an intervention, this 

sort of grouping should not arise. 
(,) 

Grouping according ,to a variable that is causally related to recidivism 

and to treatment does pose a problem. For example, if offend'ers with prior 

convictions are more prone to recidivate than those with none, and if assign-

ments to diff~rent dispositiqns take prior re~ord into account, then aggrega-

" tion bias can occur. This sort of grouping is quite likely to occur in prac-
,. 

tice. For example, in deciding whether to send an offender to prison or to 

pl~ce her on probation, a judge may decide on the basis of prior record, rea­

soning that someone with no prio~~ is unlikely to recidivate, while someone 

with many is likely to do so. Even under this circumstance, unbiased esti­

mates are obtained if the aggregated grouping variable is included in the re­

gression. Omission of this variable from the equation will in general lead 

to biased estimates. Thus the.p'l'oblem of grouped data is largely identical 

,-----,"----
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with the problem of background variables and the way they are handled in the co 

analysis. This is a topic we will take up below. 

3. Inattention to Quality of Studies 

In evaluating the. effects of an intervention it is important to be 

confident of treatment integrity (was the promised treatment actually deli-

vered?) and to distinguish the effect of the intervention from numerous other 

possible influences on outcomes. The 

the more rigorous it is said to be. 

(/ 

bet~r)an evaluation does these things, 

\) 
~ 

o 
Previous overviews of correctional treatment evaluations have attempted 

to form a general assessment ofa study's rigor, and have accorded greater 

credibility to the findings of studies judged to be more rigorous (Lipton, 

Martinson and Wilks, 1975; Greenberg, 1977). For example, Martinson (1976) 

reports that the Lipton, Martinson and Wilks survey had seven studies that 

evaluated "group methops." Six of them, all by Harrison and Mueller, used 

what Martinson describes as "weak ex post facto" designs, while the seventh, 

by Kasseba~m, Ward and Wilner, used an experimental design involving random 

assignments of subjects to different conditions. ~he findings of this last 

study were co~sidered'much more believable than those of the earlier six on 

the grounds that the experimental design was better able to eliminate the ef- I': 

fects of non-intervention. 

This is not the ap~roach taken in the present study. Although the 

evaluations included in the analysis were rated for their rigor, all were 

weighted equally in the regressions. If a study met the basic criteria for 

inclusion in the sample, it was used in the computation regardless of its 

rigor. 

Since the procedure adopted in TEe! runs contrary to the conventional 

wisdom, it is worth reviewing the reasons previous investigators have attached 
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so much importance to rigor. Since these reasons have recently received ex-

tensive discussion (Panel on Research, 1979; Rezmovic, 1979; Farrington, 

~982), it will suffice to point out that more rigorous designs are better 

able to exclude possible contributions to differences in outcome between 

groups a~signed to different interventions from such effects as differences 

in the backgrounds of individual subjects (whether due to self-selection or 

to assignment by others to ~ifferent interventions), maturation effects, re-

gression to the mean, and sample attrition. 

It is widely accepted that the classical experimental design, in which 

subjects are randomly assigned to different interventions, is an especially 

st!perior method for achieving rigor. This method can guarantee to within 

known probabilities that the different groups do not differ substantially 

frons:) one another. The larger the number of individuals randomly assigned, 

the greater our confidence that the groups are alike. Although the groups 
\\ 

may indeed experience maturation, regression to the mean, sample attrition, 

etc., they should all do so to the same extent, except for the differential 

influences of the interventions. 

Despite the wide consensus on the superiority of experimental designs 
() 

for determining the effects of interventions, such designs are encountered 

Only infrequently' in correctional evaluations. Legal, ethical. and political 

considerations often preclude random assignment to different dispositions. 

In operation, randomization can be difficult to maintain. For this reason, 

evaluators often fall back on other evaluation methods, such as matching, the 

use of bas'e expectancy or salient factor scores, controls for offender back-

ground variables, regression-discontinuity designs, etc. 

Depending on how systematically these methods have been pursued, they 

can be more or less persuasive in any given evaluation. ~~vertheless, they 

L-________ ............................... =.-..... ,;,;; ... =-...................... _-= ... __ ......... _ .. -.... =;......._ ...... .....:.. ___ ~ _____ ........J.....L_..Iroo... __ .........-__________________ _"__ _______ ~~ ___________________ ~ ____ .. ______ ~ __ . ~ __ .. 
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are generally considered second-best alter~atives to randomization procedures 

because they require stronger assumptions on the part of the investigator. 

Evidently the authors of TEGl do not find these considerations decisive, for 

they argue that research energies should be redirected away from experimental 

research toward the use of alternative procedures involving "the application 

of multivariate statistical techniques to surveyor longitudinal data for the 

purpose of identifying relevant factors in predicting recidivism" (p. 126). 

The reasonin~ behind this recommendation is this: in the absence of 

strong theory, experimentation involves putting a great deal of time and 

energy into the assessment of programs without a great deal of a priori rea­

son to think that they will work. Under these circumstances, many of the 

evaluations will yield null findings. These findings, laboriously obtained, 

do nothing to tell us what to study next. In other words, they do not lead 

to a research program that will zero in on successful interventions within a 

short period of time. Their recommended strategy, they argue, will do so, 

because the identification of factors associated with recidivism will contri-
. fJ. 

bute to theory development and will yield hypotheses about the effects of in-
l' 

tervention that will have greater chances of being proved correct through ex-

perimentation. 

This is a thoughtful line of reasoning. The history of correctional 

evaluations., to dat~ does suggest that simply trying out many poorly theorized 

. 
treatment programs is'"not,. a very efficient way to proceed. Yet it must also 

\I 

be' recalled that investig~~tors have been using multivariate methods to deter-
i' 

mine the variables that p~:ed,ict recidivism in non-experimental follow-up 
'I 

studies (which are, after :\all, longitudinal) for some decades. Quit~ a few , 
'i " stable predictors of reci~:ivism have already been identified in just this 

manner (Pritchard, 1979). The theoretical fruits of these efforts have ;{{ot 
i 
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been terribly impressive. Moreover, some of the interventions were in fact 

based on as closely reasoned theoretical arguments as we are likely to see 

in corrections. Arguably, the choice of variables to explore in follow-up 

studi~s is not likely to be optimal unless the choice is itself guided by 

theory. 

Whether one concurs with the view that less emphasis should be placed 

on experimental methods, or. thinks that such methods should be used more 

often, the consequences of not using these methods in, program evaluation are 

not a matter0.of controversy. Consider a study in which regression methods ~ .I 

are used to assess the impact of an intervention T (a dummy variable) on re-

cidivism R. Zl and Z2 denote two offender background characteristics (such 

as age, prior use of drugs, previous criminal record, etc.) that have an ef-

fect on recidivism. Assume the true relationship among these variables to be 

R = a + bIT + b2Zl + b3Z2 of> u~ where u is a disturbance term, and imagine 

that the investigator has nc>t collected data for the variable Z2. For this 

reason she attempts to detennine the effect· of T on R by estimating the re-

gression equation R = A + BIT + B2Zl +U, omitting Z2 (intentionally or in­

advertently) from the equation. It can be readily shown (Hanushek and Jack-

" son, 1977: 81-83) that the estimate Bl is related to the true value bl by the 

formula 

where var(X) denotes the variance of X. The second term represents bias in 

the estimation. This term will not vanish as long as both b3 and rZ
2
T.Zl 

,differ from zero. Now, b3 represents the partial coefficient for the effect Ii \\ 

of\,Z2 Oil R, and it will differ from zero as long a Z2 has some direct effect 

on R; and rZ2T,Zl is the correlation between the omitted variable and treatment 
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when Zl, the included background variable, is held constant. It follows that 

omitted variable bias will not be a problem when the omitted variable does 

not have any dire~; effect on recidivism, or when it is unrelated to the in-

cluded predictor variable. When more than one background variable is included 

in the estimated regression, the omitted variable must be unrelated to each of 

the included variables. 

In practice, it is not always easy to know whether omitted variable 

bias is present. When we do not know all the variables that influence R, it 

can 'be difficult to say whether some have ~een omitted from the equation 

despite their influence on R. The particular attraction of a randomized ex-

perimental design is that we do not need to know this. The random allocation 

of subjects to the different interventions guarantees that such omitted vari-

abIes will be uncorrelated with T, the treatment variable, within the limts 

of random fluctuation. Thus the effects of T can be determined without bias 

due to omitted variables. 

Other procedures, such as controlling for background variables known 

to influence recidivism, 40 not provide the same reassurance, for their suc-

cess depends on knowing and being able to measure accurately all the relevant 

background variables,. When our .knowledge of the relevant variables is imper­

fect, and our ability to obtain accurate measurements is not very good, as is 

the case in much criminal justice research, then these procedures yield find­

ings whose valid1ty i~ very much subject to question. 

By including in,~1:he analysis large numbers of studies that fail to use 
':) 

randomized procedures, but instead use statistical controls for background 

variables, or no controls at all, TEeI bases its analysis on many findings 

that are likely to be flawed. TECI defends the inclusion of studies lacking 

in rigor by noting that in their sample, rigor was unrelated to the level of 

! 
I 
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~. 
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recidivism (p. 2.5). But this is irrelevant. In studying the difference in 

recidivism rates, what matters is whether rigor is related to the differences. 

Consider, for example, two studies of group counseling. Study A, which lacks 

rigor; finds that at the end of a one-year follow-up, 15% of the treatment 

group and 25% of the control group have recidivated. It concludes that treat-

ment was somewhat successful. Study B, which is more rigorous, finds that 

after a one-year follow-up, the recidivism rate for treatment and control 

groups is the same, 20%. If treatment and control groups have the same num-

bers of individuals in both studies, rigor is unrelated to recidivism in 

these data. A regression equation that attempted to predict the effects of 

treatment and rigor of study through the use Of a linear model would find 

that rigor had no effect on recidivism. But it is clear that rigor does have 

an effect on the difference in recidivism rates between treatment and control 

groups. 

Another problem also arises from the inclusion in the TECT analysis of 

studies that ate highly variable in quality. Those studies that do use con~ 

trol variables do not necessarily control for prior record, and vice versa. 

I'll 

If all thef1·e studies are included in a regression equation that includes 

aggregate-level controls for background variables, there will be a great deal . 
of missing data. To circumvent this problem, E£ control variables were in-

cluded in the regressions. Essentially the only predictor variables in the 
, . 

regressions are the dummy variables for the different forms of intervention, 

length of follow-up, decade in which the study occured, and region of the 

country. 

" We have seen in our earlier discussion of groll'p'ed data (II.C.2) that 
(I 

th~' omission of background variables related to dependent and independent 
o 

variables "is a· potential source of b}as, just as it is when working with 
J 
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individual-level data. This would again be true as long 'as these background 

variables are causally related to rec:i~divism and to the intervention variables. 

One might, of course, hope that there are many independent omitted variables, 

some having small positive effects on recidivism, others have small negative 

effects, each having roughly the same magnitude, with as many positive as 

negative contributions. If that is the case, all these om~t~ed variables 

taken together will have a net €!ffect similar to that of a normally distri-

buted random error term, and parameter estimates for in~erventioneffects 

will be unbiased. But there iEI no reason to expect such a happy accident to 

occur in this analysis. 

The authors defend their omission of all background variables by noting 

that in their data, a number of background characteristics had quite small 
. 

correlations with recidivism. Table G-2 (p. G-6) reports such correlations 

separately for juveniles and adults, for seven background characteristics: 

property offender, one prior offense, % with drug use histories, race (% 

white), age of group members, % from broken families, and % high school gra-

duates. A few of the correlations are modest in magnitude (for juveniles, 

the correlations involving race and % high school graduates are each -.23, 

and the correlation involving % from broken homes is .21; for adults, the 

correlation with % with drug use histories is .21), but most are quite small, 

in some cases surprisingly so. 
,-

The smallness of these correlations is especially surprising because 

individual-level correlations in carefully done studies have often been 

larger. For example, the relationship between race and recidivism in Kasse-

baum, Ward and Wilner's (1971) study of recidivism among California male 

parolees released from CMC-East is substantially stronger (at pp. 254, 256). 

However, other studies find race to be weakly, related, or unrelated to 

1 L-23 

recidivism; and evidently when all studies are taken together, recidivism is 

not strongly related to race, or to a number of other background variables, 

at least insofar as zero-order correlations are concerned. 

Nevertheless, this is not a terribly persuasive argument for the TECI 

procedure. For juveniles, being white, being a high school graduate, and com-

ing from an unbroken home each imply having a modestly lower likelihood of 

recidivism. Being all three of those means having chances that are more than 

modestly lower than those of a juvenile who is nonwhite, a high school drop-

out, and from a broken home (the precise amount cannot be determined because 

the correlations among these three variables a~e not given). 

In addition, there are many variables that have been shown to predict 

recidivism in individual studies, but that are not listed in Table G--2. Some 

examples will illustrate. A follow-up study of California adult male prison 

parolees in 1956 found that parole outcome could be predicted by a base ex-

pectancy score computed by given each parolee 21 points plus 

16 points for 5 or more years without an arrest or for being a 
offender, 

13 points for\lno known history of opiate drug use, 
I. 

8 points if family members had no criminal record, 

13 points if the offense was not forgerYt bad checks, or bur­
glary, 

-3 points for each alias shown on the arrest record, 

" -5 points for each pervious incarceration. 

Base expectancy scores were related to the favorable adjustment of 

Vacaville parolees as follows (O'Leary and Glaser, 197?, quoting D. Gottfred-

son): 

, 
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Base 
Expectancy % of Cases in Each Group Ad- Cases in 

Score justing Favorably on Pa~ole Each Group 

0 to 9 33 3 

10 to 19 0 5 

20 to 29 17 12 

30 to 39 32 38 

40 to 49 33 54 

50 to 59 44 50 

60 to 69 58 41 

70 to 79 77 26 

80 to 89 89 36 

90 or higher 94 18 ' 

(/ 

TOTAL IN SAMPLE 52 283 

Although the relationship between score and outcome is not p~rfect 

(the lower scores do not differentiate between,groups very well, but there 

are few cases in those groups), it is strong. Compflrison of the variables 

used in the construction of the score with those considerE?d in the TECl 

analysis shows that some were used in both studies, and that others used in 

" 

the base expectancy score construction were omitted from the TECI analysis. 

This is also true of later versions of the California Base Expectancy Score. 
II t, I • 

Fpr example, a later version, BE6IA, if) computed as follows (Greenberg, 

1975): 
11 
ii 
i 
'l 

II 

rr 

I 
I 
I, 1 

r 
I 

,( ~)" , ' 

..... ' .. 

','~,') ~ 

• 

L-25 

12 points for an arrest-free period of five or more consecu­
tive years 

9 points for no hisi;i"i?y, of opiate use 

8 points for not more 'than two jail commitments .. ~ 
7 points if not committed for burglary, forgery or checks 

6 points for no family criminal record 

6 points for no alcohol involvement 

5 points if not first arrested for auto theft 

5 points if subject has worked for six or more consecutive 
months for one employer 

5 points if no aliases 

5 points if first imprisonment under this serial number 

4 points if living arrangement is favorable 

4 points if no more than two prior arrests. 

These scales were, of course,~created for a particular population at a 

particular moment in time, and it is unclear how stable they would hIe if ap-

plied to other'correctional populations. As we noted earlier, however, 

Pritchard (1979) has identified a considerable number of fairly stable pre-

dictors that influence recidivism positively or negatively. Most of them are 

not considered in the TECI analysis. Consequently the omission of background 

variables in TECI makes it not at all unlikely that the findings for the ef-

fects of different interventions are contaminated by omitted variable bias. 

Thi's is so because many of the variables in question are likely to be related 

to the choice of disposition or intervention in the non-experimental studies. 
(, 

For example, prisoners released at the end of their sentences may have been 

denied parole precisely because they were considered worse risks than pri­

soners who were paroled. In the individual case these predictions may not 
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necessarily be very accurate (Wenk and Emrich, 1972; Greenberg, 1975), but in 

the aggregate, they can contribute to differences in group rates enough to 

throw off a comparison between recidivi~m rates of 
t 

parolees with those of pri-

soners who serve their full terms. 3 If one of the factors influenc~ng place-

ment in halfway houses \l from prison is lack of any place else to upon release 

go, and lack of a job, both factors that would tend to raise the chances of 

r\:-~.idivism, then some of the high rates of recidivism associated with halfway 
.... '-::~; , 

house placement mentioned in TECl could reflect the high risk background of 

the residents, not the criminogenic effects of the houses themselves. 

Although the analytical procedure adopted here did not permit quanti-

tative adjustments to be made for the effect of background variables, on a 

number of occasions the authors do discuss the possible contributions of back-
o 

ground variables in a qualitative way. In many instances, they suggest that 

these differences are unlikely to explain differences in outcomes. 

The qualitative judgments of researchers who have worked closely with 

a body of data are certainly not to be dismissed out of hand. Yet if these 

judgments are baseg only on the few background variables considered in Table 

G-2, then they may not be a reliable guide to the effects of the many omitted 

variables not included in the Table. Moreover, a number of the intervention 

effe~~ are modest in magnitude. The authors never tell us how large the 

correlations between omitted and included variables would have to be to ac-
, 

count for an intervention effect of given magnitude (change in recidivism 

rates by a given percentage). Consequently these comments must be treated 

with some skepticism. 

3This is not to say that the differences are entirely due to differ­
ences in risk: Sacks and Logan (1979) introduce evidence thf,lt risk differ­
ences did not account for the lower rates of recidivism theyi! observed among 
parolees in Connecticut. 

I 
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The treatment of region of the country in which the study took place 

as a background variable merits particular attention in this discussion. Be-

cause there are variations from one part of the country to another in statu-

tory criminal law, in the social and economic conditions that influence crime, 

and in the recidivism-defining practices of enforcement agencies, recidivism 

rates of interventions located in different jurisdictions may differ for rea-

sons unrelated to the effects of the interventions. This possibility is re-

cognized in TECl, and evidence is presented (Tables D-4, D-5) that there are, 

in fact, such differences. They are taken into account in the regression 

analysis. 

In conventional forms of evaluation, no account of these differences 

needs to be taken, because the different interventions are located in the 

same jurisdiction. 4 The present procedure, however, compares groups that may 

be located in different jurisdictions. Unless this is taken into account, 

bias will appear in the analysis. Since region is controlled in the regres-

sions, one might think there is nothing to worry about. However, enforcement 

practices and crime-related social conditions can vary a great deal within a 

region, even between urban and rural sections of a single state. Indeed, 
-'/" . 

there may well/b~'greater variation in these conditions between sections of 

a region than there is between large regions. Controlling for region of the 

country is not an adequate procedure for controlling these jUri~ctional ef­

'-./. fects; the measure is"'simply too gross and does not pil:k up all the relevant 

variation. The authors themselves acknowledge this possibility when they 

(/ 

\ 
I:. 

4This is not entirely true. For example, probationers and parolees may 
be r.equired to abide by different sets of administrative regulations, and may 
be processed by different agencies ~sing different procedures when suspected 
of recidivism. 
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comment (p. D-19, n. 7) that a more refined measure of location might have 

been desirable. 

Interestingly, some information about omitted variables can be ex-

tracted from the present data set, although the authors have not attempted to 

do so. Suppose we take interventions of a given type in a given region of, 

the country, and restrict our analysis to studies in vlhich the sample sizl~ is 

fairly large. If background variables are irrelevant, then rates of recidi-

vism among al~ evaluations of agiveu'intervention should be quite similar 

for a given definition of reC',idivism, once length of follow-up has been con-

trolled statistica1;ly. Analysis of'covariance procedures make such a control 

possible, and permit a formal statistical test of the hypothesis that these 

rates are all the same. The test makes use of the sample sizes of the differ-

ent groups, and if the samples are large, one will be able to be confident 

that modest differences in rates do not reflect statistical fluctuation. If 

they exist and prove to be statistically significant, they signal the exis-

tence of omitted variables. 

4. Washing Out of Information 

By analyzing data in such a highly aggregated manner, TEeI loses a 
;, 

good deal of the information reported in individual studies. There has been 

much discussion in the correctional literature pf the possibility that treat-
, 

ments interact with offender groups; in other words, that some categories of 

offenders respond different,ly than others to a given intervention. 

A number of studies that carry out subgroup analyses do report such 

effects (Palmer, 1974, 1975; Sacks and Logan, 1979).. In most cases this sim-

ply amounts to a finding that aninterventio,n reduces recidivism for some 

groups but not others. Adams (1961) discovered an interaction effect of 

\. \ « .. . 4 , .. 
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particular interest in his evaluation of individual psychotherapy for insti-

tutionalized juveniles, for he discovered that boys judged to be amenable to 

treatment and who received that treatment had lower rates of recidivism than 

controls, while those judged to be,unamenable to treatment had higher rates. 

Overall, treatment and control groups had essentially the same rate of 

recidivism in this study, but this was not necessarily true for some sub-

groups, at least in individual studies. TEeI does not report how it handled 

the coding of studies that report different recidivism rates for subgroups~ 
(~~, 

one supposes that the separate rates were recorded as separate findings, 01/ 

that only the overall rate was recorded and analyzed. Either way, important 

information about treatment was lost. 

, \\ The TEeI approach also obscures important information when well-de-

signed studies of a particular type of intervention have divergent outcomes. 

To take a hypothetical example, suppose 3 separate studies of group counsel-

ing are done in 3 separate prisons. Each uses the same follow-up period, em-

ploys the same definition of, recidivism, and uses a rigorous experimental 

design by allocating subjects to treatment and control (no treatment) through 

a random procedure. Imagine also that the recidivism rates obtained in this 

way are as follows: 

Study 1 

Treatment Control 

Recidivism 
Rate 

25% 25% 

Study 2 Study 3 

Treatment Control Treatment Control 

35% 25% 15% 25% 

Although the example would work as well if the control groups did not all have 

the same recidivism rate, e.g. if the control rates for the studies were, re-

spectively, 25%, 30%, and 20%, I have taken them all to be equal for the sake 

of simplicity. 

I' I! 
I' --
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An evaluation of these studies discloses that in the first there are 

no differences between treatment and control groups; in the second, treated 

inmates recidivate at higher rates than untreated; and in the third, at lower 

rates. If sample sizes are large, the differences found in studies 2 and 3 

will be statistically significant. 

The TEeI approach assumes that all 6 r 7cidivism rates are directly 
(I 

comparable, and \Itherefore compares the recidivism rate for treatment in group 

2 not only with the recidivism rate for the control gropp in study 2, but 

with aIlS of the other rates, by means of a regression analysis that accepts 

all six rates as input data. For the hypothetical data' given, sud'). a proce-

dure will yield a regression coefficient for the effect of treatment that is 

exactly zero. One would conclude that group counseling has no effect on re­
O 

cidivism. 

This conclusion would be reached despite the fact that statistically 

significant differlences are present in two out of the three studies. More-

over these effects are genuine. Since I have specified .that sample sizes are 

large, I' can be quite confident that they are not due to statistical fluctua-

tions in the randomizing procedure. 

This being so, the differences in outcome between studies properly be-, 

comes the focus of investigation. Why does group counseling lead to such dif-

ferent results in different places? Perhaps the treatment labeled "group 

counseling" is not the same everywhere. If so," one would want to search,. for 

the differences that influence ~ounseling effectiveness. Perhaps the ~popula-
'/ 

tions of the different stddies are not identical. ~andomization will elimin-

ate population differences between treatment and cont~ol groups in a single 

study, but not those between the populations of different studies. If 
c 
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treatment interacts with offender backgrounds, different studies could yield 

different conclusions about treatment effectiveness. This, too, is important 

to know. 

While the example used to illustrate these possibilities is hypotheti-

,cal, there are examples of this kind in the literature that are not hypothe-

tical; evaluations of work release in different states, for example, have 

come to conflicting conclusions about its effect on recidivism. To be sure, 

an assessment of correctional treatments of the conventional sort, such as 

Lipton, Martinson and l-lilks (1975) carried out, would in all probability be 

unable to determine for sure why such studies disagree, but it might stimu-
o 

late an investigation of the sources of disagreement by calling attention to 

it. The present approach obscures t,/:U=Ls;~ disagT,e~ents; it yields an overall 

effect, but does not tell us about the consistency of findj.ngs between stu-

dies. When TEeI comments about inconsistency of findings for a type of in-

tervention it iG concerned with consistency between different definitions of 

recidivism, not with consistency between studies. 

5. Statistical Method, of Pooling Data from Different Studies 

When combining information from different studies; a decision must be 

made about how this is to be done statistically. The TEeI analysis combines 

information 'by treating the groups reported with studies as unit of analysis. 
U f{ 

This means that each group is weightad equally in the regressions, even 

though the individual rates are derived from samples of widely varying size 
" 

(10 was the minimum). lhe appropriatetless 

tails of the experimental design. 

of this procedure depends on de-

Imagine that a given treatment is evaluated by means of a treatment 

C' and control group on a number of occasions. Steps have been taken to insure 

'that all the groups -- treatment and control have subjects that are 

,# 
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identical with respect to. every variable that influences eutceme. This might 

be arranged threugh a matching precedure, fer example. We suppese that treat-
CJ 

ment always has the same effect whenever it is administered. Thus if the 

same treatment is administered to. several greups, all will have exactly iden-

tical recidivism rates. Hewever, administratien ef the treatment i~net 

strictly centrolled. Censequently the different treatme~!:cgFD~ps receive 

treatments that vary in randem fashien. This variatien preduces greup reci-

divism rates that also. vary randemly. In this circumstance each administra-

tien ef treatment is an independent trial, and thus each eutceme sheuld be 

ceunted equally in the statistical analysis, just as was dene in the TECI 

analysis. 

New censider a secend experimental q,esign. Administratien ef treat-

ment is rigereusly centrelled, so. that all treatment greups receive exactly 
,:.0 

the same treatment. Subjects are assigned to. treatment er centrel greups by 

means ef randem precedure; and fer any given subject, recidivism has a randem 

element net determined by that subject's traits. Envirenmental centingencies 

eutside an individual's centrel might preduce such a randemizing effect. In 

this circumstance the TECI precedure is questienable. 

This can be seen intuitively by censidering cein-flipping. If yeu 

flip a cein 10 times and ebtain 6 heads instead ef 5, yeu will prebably be 

reluctant to. cenclude that the cein is unbalanced. Even witheut cemputing 

any edds yeu will prebably recegnize that the chances are ~ubstantial that a 

balanced cein'ceuld yield 6 heads instead ef 5 in 10 flips simply by chance. 
iL f!~'---::-----7) 

, If yeu flip the cein 100 times and find 60 heads, yeu wi~fprebably suspect 

,the cein ef.being unbalanced; and if yeu flip it 1000 times and ebtain 600 

peads, yeu will be sure ef it •. 

, « h 
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A study ef recidivism can be cempared with a series ef cein-flips. 

Assignment ef a 

is analegeus to. 

subject to. a treatment er centro. 1 greup by a rand em precedure 

f~pPing a cein, and can even be dene in that way. The ran-
~ 

ef \n~'irertment en recidivism can likewise be cempared to. the demizing effects 

myriad ef unknewn and uncentrellable influences that influence the eutceme 
" 

\' 
ef a single cein-flip. Each eutceme, then -- recidivism er no. recidivism --

is like the result ef a flip, which can yield heads er tails. If we are teld 

that a study invelving many subjects feund a difference in recidivism rates 
-,\ 

between treatment and centrel greup, ~.~ can feel cenfident that this differ­
/ ~ 

ence is due to. the treatment, net to. the randem assignment ef individuals er 

to. chance centingencies in the envirenment. But if the same difference was 

feund in a study with few subjects, we weuld net feel so. certain. If we peel 

infermatien frem a number of studies by weighting each finding equally in a 

regressien analysis, we are implicitly allewing studies in which we have lit­

tle cenfidence to. centribute just as much to. eur everall finding as studies 

in which we have much greater cenfidence. 
'" 

This intuitive reasening can be made me:e precise by censidering the 

simple regressien equatien fer individual i in greup j, where t~here are nj 

individuals in greup j: 

(1) 

We make the usual assumptiens abeut the errer terms eij. They are statisti­

cally independent, uncerrelated with Xij' and have an expected variance that 

is independent ef i and j. New let us aggregate by summing on i from 1 to. nj' 

and then divide by njo Using a d,pt to. denete an index summed ever, and a bar 
c:? 

to. designate a mean, we have: 't.' '~ 
~. 

1 
Yij = a + bX.j + e.j. (2) 

0 

\\ 
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If the expec,ted value of var (e];j) = s2, it is easily shown that the expected 

value of val:(e.j) =t?2/nj. This quantity depends explicitly on nj: the vari­

~nce of the error terms is sma1+er in the larger groups. 

Conventional regression analysis, estimated through ordinary least 

squares (OI~S) procedures, implicitly assumes that the variance" of error terms 

is constant, Le. that the error terms are homoskedastistic. Violations of 

this assumption do not lead to bias in the estimation of a or b, but they do 

bias the significance tests. A weighting procedure can be used to avoid this 

bias when estimating regression equations where hederoskedasticity of error 

terms of 'known form is expected. This procedure, known as weighted least 

squares or generalized least squares, transforms variables in such a way that 

error telES become homoskedastistic. In the present instance, observations 

are weighted by the factor n~. This counts those grouped rates that come 

from grol11ps with more members heavily in the analysis, in conformitY'with our 

intuition that greater credibility should be accorded to rates derived from 

larger samples. 

Seemingly the analysis reported in TECl is just the sort that would 

call fOle the use of weighted least squares, since individu£lls are grouped 

into aggregates of radically different sizes in the various studies. This 

procedure was not utilized for two reasons. First, it yields many more sta-

tistica.11y significant findings, many of them small in magnitude. The choice 

not to weight, then, was a conservative one. Given the many other problems 

inhereIlt in the study, the authors thought it best to be conservative in 

claimilflg treatment, effects. Second, r,ecidivism was unrelated to group size, 
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That this reasoning is misleading can be seen from the following hypo-

thetica1 example. There are two studies of recidivism,,_ each involving a 

treatment and control group; and the studies are done using the second of the 

two experimental designs described above. In the first study treatment and 

control group each have 100 subjects and have respective recidivism rates of 

10 and 20%. In the second study treatment and control groups each have 400 

subjects and respective recidivism rates of 20 and 10%. At the individual 

level treatment and recidivism are negatively related, but at the. aggregate 

level unrelated. This is so even though aggregated recidivism is unrelated 

to group size, At first sight this is puzzling, for the use of unweighted 

least squares wi~hout corrections fer heteroskedasticity should not bias esti-

mates of regression parameters. The puzzle is resolved when it is realized 

that the aggregated error terms are correlated with the aggregated treatment 

variable, and this leads to biased estimation of regression parameters. 

The experimental designs of the studies inc1u4~d'i~ the TECI analysis 

varied a great deal, but on the who~e they probably resemble the second de-

sign more than the first, indicating that weighted least squares would have 

been appropriate. However, preliminary analyses indicated that estimates 

were not material!y altered when weighted least squares regressions were done, 

and "so the use of unweighted procedures evidently did not produce misleading 

results in this instance. Future analyses that pool information from differ-

ent studies cannot count on being so lucky, and thus should use a weighting 

procedure where called for by the study design. 
,~~ ., 

jl 

III. CONCLUSIONS AlfO REFLECTIONS 
and th~s it was concluded that the use of unweighted least squares entailed ~ 

no risk of bias. The authors of TECl are cautious about their findings. They do not 

I 
I 

advertise them as definitive, but only claim that the.y suggest some patterns 

~ 
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that bear close scrutiny. This caution is entirely appropriate in light of 

the various methodological problems noted in the text and highlighted in this 

review. 
;) 

It is worth emphasizing that the existence of methodological problems 

in a piece of research does not necessarily mean that the findings are wrong. 

We have identified possible problems, but we have not demonstrated that they 

are all present, or that they are large enough to produce misleading results. 

Sometimes large sources of error fortuitously cancel. Whether that is the 

case here cannot easily be determined. Our review does indicate that skepti-

cism is in order. In my judgment, too mu.ch uncertainty surrounds the findings 

for them to be made the basis for social policy unless they are supported by 

additional research and analysis. 

Procedures and findings aside, this study suggests that renewed con-

sideration might be given to the way assessments of treatment ev'aluations are 
If 

cat'ried out. This study, like its predecessor by Lipton, Martinson and Wilks, 

was carried out by private scholars with government funding . .0 Each study was 
, :/ , j 

mandated to collect informatio~ about a wide variety of correctional interven-

tions carried out over a long period of time. 

The time and effort required by studies that are so wide in scope are 

large. Evaluations must be,located, and this is no small task. Many are un-

published or have appeared in obscure journals. The information in each study 

must be coded and rec~rded in machine-readable form. Only then can statisti-

cal analyses be done. All these tasks must be carried out from scratch every 

decade or so, when a new study begins. Since the relevant literature is grow-
.', 

ing, the problem is getting WOrse. 

Apart from the inefficiency of beginning each study anew, these gargan-

tuan efforts take a long time, to complete. By the time they are published, 

tr > ri \, b « 
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~) numerous additional evaluations have appeared,S and interest may have shifted 

to new forms of treatment (see, fo·r example, the discussion of family therapy 

for juvenile delinquency in Gendreau and Ross, 1979). Moreover, the long 

delay until the study is published makes it impossible for program adminis-

trators to modify their programs on an ongoing basis as the result of the 

evaluation. 

In light of these problems, it may be that more could be learned by 

establishing a small, ongoing in-house unit in the National Institute of Jus-

tice whose function it would be to monitor and assess correctional efforts. 

This unit wo~ld collect reports, assess them, and say something about the ef-

fectiveness of different types of programs. As an ongoing operation, it 

would not face the start-up problems of work done in the private sector once 

every decade or so. 

A unit of this kind could select an intervention of current interest, 

such as work release, comment about the methodological strengths and limita-

tions of evaluations done to date, suggest reasons for discrepant outcomes, 

and propose new lines of worthwhile research. In doing this, it might want 

to request additional information not in the literature from program adminis-

trators or evaluators, and perhaps even to make site visits. The unit could 

carry out ;reanalyses of data where it seemed appropriate to do so. It could 

store data and make it available to private researchers. It could conceiv-

" ably provide technical assistance_!o state and local evaluation efforts, and 
I_--.~ 

in particular, serve as a resource for the evaluation of programs funded by 

NIJ. A relatively modest investment along these lines might yield substan-

.'\ 
tial improvements in the quality of evaluations of these programs. And it 

,""") i{ , 
\' . .' 

" 5Thus the most recent study included in TEeI was published..in ~,976, al-
most a d:ecade before TEeI's publication. ),,1\ 

.. 
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would also provide a signal that the federal government has not altogether 

abandoned treatment as a correctional goal worth pursuing. 

Treatment has, in fact, been given reduced attention in the past de­

cade, and it is worth recalling why this has been so. Part of the reason is 

that evaluations of correctional treatments such as those of Bailey (1966), 

Robison and Smith (1971), Lipton, Martinson and Wilks (1975) showed few signs 

that treatment was highly successful in :ceducing crime. In the face of 

'. earlier inflated claims about treatment, pessimism inevitably set in. Yet in 

'-the intervening years, the literature has turned up some evidence for treat-
. 

ment success. No "magic bullet" has yet been devised, but neither does it 

seem true that nothing can be done to reduce recidivism. Moreover, lack of 

evidence for treatment success does not mean treatment is failing. It only 

means that we do not know it is working. 

The second reason for reduced interest in treatment Wqp that it seemed 

linked to objectionable penal practices, such as delaying parole release on 

the basis of alleged treatment needs. Critics denounced some treatments, 

such as lobotomies and the administration of drugs in aversion therapy as in­

humane. Yet not even the most vociferous critics advocated an end to treat-

ment; rather they demanded that it be made voluntary, separated from punish­

~ent. There is nothing in such a demand that could be interpreted as a call 

for ending of treatment programs, or for not evaluating them. Quite the con­

trary. Critics hoped"to make treatment programs more effective by putting 
() 

them on a voluntary basis. This ongoing evaluation is fully consistent with 

the position that treatment considerations should not influence decisions 

about the kind or length of punishment someone who has been convicted of a 

crime should receive. 

1 
I 

J 
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