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SECTION·1. SUHNARY OF EVALUATION REPORT 

L. Project obi~ctiVes and mAjor octivitic~. 

The Correctional Group -Counseling (eGC) Project ~vas designed as a 

program to reduce recidivism among juvenile offenders and to train 

probation officers in the performance of group counseling as a means to 

accomplish the .first objective. 

2. ~jor res~. 

a. To test the effectiveness of CGC in reducing recidivism, CGC 

cases were matched to individuals on regular probation (or parole) on 

the'basis o~ s~x, age, number of prior arrests~ race, and residential 

district (to control local criminal rates). Assessments were made 

separately for parolees, female pro~ationers, and male probationers. 

Results of this assessm~nt were as follows: 

1) Parolees: eGC appears to be no mor~ effective than regular 

parole in preventing recidivism. 

2) Female 'probationers: CGC appears to be'a more effective 

technique than regular probation in preventing recidivism. 

3) Male probationers: CGC results are ambiguous. Overall, 

there is some indication that the group counseling approach may be 

fruitful, particularly if both the staff and lhe p~obationers are more 

.carefully selected. Despite the lack of strong evidence showing overall 

effectiveness, the most conscientious probation officers achieved results 

suggesting that the group counseling approach is better than regular 

probation. 
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h. Training of probation officers. Probation officers working wilh 

eGe have received training through ,.,eekJ.y academically o,riented sessions 
'--

which focus upon providing information relevant to effective therapy, 

weekly participation in laboratory experiences involving use of group 

approaches, clinical review sessions, and supervision of therapy through . 
the system of c,o-ther,apists in the group coun,se1ing sessions. 

Senitlr therapi~$ts are available to the probation officers as<~bnsu1tants . 
and evaluators of the paro1~ officers assigned to them. Th~y are also 

responsible for the regularly scheduled teaching sessions. 
, 

c. Research. The project design included plans for program evaluation. 

Unfortunately, these plans had been poorly implemented. Through its first 

year" feedback had been almost compl~)tely absent. Data 'for the preiiminary 

report scheduled for July 1, 1973, had deficiencies so serious that--even 

as a preliminary report--major revisions were required. 

After revisions, the new first year follow~up study matched 62 eGe 

cases who had been assigned to eGe during 1972 and had attended at least 
\ 
, 30 group sessions or been graduated fr~m the program with- delinquents on 

regular probation or parole (matching sex, residential district, race,;::did 

age). In this analysis, eGe;: cases were found to have slightly fewer ~\rres'ts 
" \1 

\ after p1ace,roent (and before December 31, 1972) than did their contro1s.\\ 

'he study included-analyses of personality changes as measured by the 

·:RO-B test and 16 P.F. Test for 28 &raduates of eGG. ehange~ reported 

~gcst that group counseling may promote ego strength, sensitivity, imagination, 

honesty. Rightly, the s~aff has considered this report as prtiliminary. 

\' . 

.' t 

'd' information to the 
tl"le reRearch staff has "besun prov1 1ng Recently, -

d' " f pro-
f as measured ·by atten ance o. 't staff on their pcr'ormance . tt'eatmen 

\ 

-I l' roup sessions. butioners and paro ees 1n g 
They have also continued to 

t ".o uleasurc im·~act of the p'roject f Ifo llow-up study r gather data for a urtler 

and are continuing evaluation of personality changes. 

b t' officers' I , have collected information on pro a 10n Se11ior therap:i.s ts . 

~ I -, . . nd learning by probation officers 
d t taff mecc1ngs, measu.r..., atten ~Ice.a s 

I, teachino~ sessions, and gathered evaluations by during the (academ1c) 

. I and relevance of'the teaching " re2:arding the effectiveness probation officet's u 

S~SSiont 

I 
I 

, . 
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SECTION Ill. EVl>J..,UA.'rION ACTIVITIES 

1. Nature of evaluation activities. 

Through July, August, a'nd September, the Evaluator spent several I 

hours three days a week at the Correctional Group Counseling project 

offices learning about the program, listening to correction~l group 

I counseling meetings, going over records, and becorning qcquainted with the 

:. I staff through informal ga'therings and formal meetings. During this 

: 1 
I period i' several problems appeared to require ir.unediate remedial effort: 

indicate project activities were seriously inadequate: staff 
records. to 

" '\ 
mor~le \~s 
proJect'J.n 

l0w; and data for evaluation of the effectiveness of the 

reducing recidivism was unavailable or of questionable validity. 

I. there 'Y7ere nO comprehensive lists of people enrolled in CGC, I 
Since 

I 
the Evaluator worked with the project secretaries and resea:rch staff to ~ 
compile'a roster of cases and to systematize recording of attendance and 

enrollrt!ent. 
In September, the Evaluator submitted a written report to the project 

director. This report sho'i7ed weekly enrollment and attendance figures, 

and "it compared enrollments and at.tendance by ~onth for each correction 

counseling group (so that performance of senior therapists and probation 

officers c~uld be assessed). I 

In october, a second written evaluation was s·ubmitted to the proj~ct 1 

director. This report included: 

a. Enrollment and attendance data, 

b. An analysiS of the effects on attendance of changes in 
\ 

, 

1 
1\ 

t 

'! 

,,' 
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schedules for group t' mee ~.ngs ~ 

c. An analysis of the effects on attendance of different senior 

therapists, 

d. An as,sessment of the relative impact on attendance made by 

senior therapists and by 

e. Evidence to 

probation officers , 

suggest that payments for visitors to 

counseling sessions had ' d " Lncrease alarmingly, 

'f. reflec tions th on e responses by CGC staff to the 

group 

September 

evaluation , including recommendations for improving enrollment and 
. -,:", 

attendance 
, ' 

g. Information indicating which probation off1.·ce.rs 'had rna' t' d 1.n'a1.ne 

high and which h d 1 a ow attendance during , pr10r months of the project, 

h. A report indicating the slow DroClar~_Hs . _ towar-d gat~ering data 

on :cec~d1.v1.sm. by which to evaluate the impact of CGC ' ", 

On November 1, 1973, the Evaluator submitted a report, both to the 

Governor's J t ' . . . us 1.ce Commission and to the ' d' . project 1.rector. This report 

included: 

a. Recognition of the slov7 progress toward gathering data for 

the impact evaluation 
. ' 

b. A report of proJ'ect a t' , c ~v~ties , 
" 

c. Discussion of four problems: enrollments below the anticipated 

caseload, drops ' d 1.n atten ance rates d'ff , ~ iculties i~ obtaining information 

for adequate d recor s of the project, and ' ~ncreasing costs for payment to 

visitors, 

d. Data for analysis of the I performance of probat1.'on f o "ficers as 

/1"" 
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mcas .. d b 

< ure . y the percent of their 

(~lith information shuwing d' ff 
enrollments w.ho attended 

group sessions 

1 1 'er~nccs between 1972 and 1973 
f attendance rates 
or the same residentl' '11' d' t' ) 

C loS rlcts . , 
e. Evidence that attendance was 

not determined by distance from 
the court ,house--Ieading to the 

inadVisable 
opinion that decent~alization Would be 

, 

f. A ~omparison of attendance 'at 
meetings during and after school 

hours--leading t th 
o e opinion that it would be 

probatianers l meetings to af'ter 
school hours , 

g. Recon~endations f ' ' 

inadvisable to change 

or lmproving enrollment 
, attendance, data 

collection ~nd analYSis, and t d . 
o evelo~ a policy, toward payments 

The interim evaluation report 
of viSitors. 

was dis, cussed by the Evaluator-
meeting Novemb~r 8. A at a staff 

t that time, the Evaluato~ ex"la' d 
.c .. -t' Lue the .ir:1por tance' 

0 .... an, impact evaluation and 
attempted to l' -

of the staff. 
e lClt t~e necessary cooperation 

Between November 19',3 d 
an Harch 1974 the E I 

, 'va uator and the research 
staff have been t 

a tempting to get a control group for 
this 'evaluation. As cases have been 1 ' 

se ee ted for ma tches (b b' '. 
y pro atlon officers), the research 

staff has coded • f 
1n ormation from court records. 

In Narch, altho~gh matchl'11g 
had been 1 on Y partially completed , data were prepared for c 

omputer analysis. 
the 

The EV,aluator prepared an outline for progran~ing and arranged to ha 
ve a competent programmer write the. 

program and proceSR the data. 
(Computer data d 

an program cards were' punched at the Family Court.) 

..•. " •. '----.... ---------------.-,..,..,...",....,..~~ 

2. DatH and ir,tormation used in Shis evaluati.on. 

The impact evaluation vIas ::0 have been a follow-up s~udy of all ,cac 

cases admitted to the pioject in 1972 and terminated by November 1, 1973. 

Due to the earlier date for this report, termination date was shifted back 

to October 1, 1973. During this period, 258 people had been enrolled in 

the CGC progrant; court records for 4 of these people could not be found. 

Information about 254 CGC cases wa,S coded so that pr'obation officers, with 

the help of their senior therapists, could select control cases matched 

individually on the basis of sex, age (within one year)~ race, residential 

district, prior a~rest5 (first, second, third or more), with the closest 

possi ble match for adjtldication date. All control cases matched to CGC 

probationers were on regular probation; all'control cases matched to cac 

parolees were matched to individuals discharged froI!l the SB!!1e a.nstitution 

and placed on regular parole. 

Court records provided information on the backgrounds, arrests, and 

convictions of th'e people studied. 

Among the 254 coded CGC cases eligible for impact evaluation, 184 

(72%) were successfully.matched on the criteria ~tipulated. Some probation 

officers (Hr. Adderly and Nr. Van Horn) successfully matched all of their 

cases .. 'l: One (Hr. Muldroi;-1) matched only 19 per cent. Since probation 

officers are responsible for a given district, the sample used in the impact 

evaluation is biased with respect to residential district. 

*Mr. Allaire matched 93 per cent and Hr. Bage matched 88 per cent. 
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All male parolees were matched, and 7S per cent of the female 

probationers '-'lere matched. Only 68 per cent of the male probationers were 

successfully matched. Among male probationers, the northwest, south, and 

southwest are over-represented and the North central, west, central, and 

northeast districts are under-represented. Caucasians are l;1nder-represented 

(40% having been matched) and Negroes are ov~r-represented (77% having been 

matched). Younger probatione~s were less often matched, creating an 

additional bias in the sample. 

The matched sample did not differ from the unmatched sample in number 

of prior arr~st.s, age at first arrest, number of prior convictions, number 

of weeks assigned to CGC, number of sessions attended, religion, whether 

in school or not, source of family's income, or whether from a broken home 

or'not. Nor 'o7C're there reliable differences betWeen matched and unmatched 

cases in relation to arrests or convictions up to 18 months after placement 

in CGC. 

3. Limitations of the evaluation effort. 

The evaluation has been handicapped by the enormous effort required to 

gather even such simple tnformation as a list of people enrolled in CGC and 

by the need for collecting de .!lQYQ. a control group against which to 

evaluate CGe. Lack of staff cooperatiOn and time limitations prevented 

'study of CGe impact on school work and interviews with graduates of the 

program. Court records, therefore, are the sole basis on which the CGC 

project is being evaluated. 

n 
\ 
\ 

I 

j 
J 

. ~ 

. 
'. 
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,4. Recom:rcndations for ft1ture evaluation efforts. 

~ .. Continued monitoring of court records in order to p~ovide a more 

complete follow-up of the cases used in this evaluation. Not all cases 

'vere matched, ttfough most could be. Among the control group, 41 were still 

on prob~tion and 5 were still on parole ut the time data for this report 
I 

... lere gathered. 'I'hus, the evaluation of recidivism after termination of 
, I 

proba~ipn is of limited value. 

b.IA'follow-uP of the siblings of those included in the project to 
.. I 

learn~whether group counseling affects family relationships . 
, 

c. An'evaluation of school performa~ce of the probationers treated 

through, C?C. 
I 

d'
l 

Continued monitoring of the project to provide feedback to the 

project. staff. 
I 

e. 1 Simultaneous selections of a control person matched with each 

person placed on CGC for a six month period (to avoid unmeasured biases of 

J 

. , 

the present study). TI1ese should be'used ill an impact study of cases placed 

in CGC during 1974. 

f. Evaluation of the drug referral part of the project. 

g. Replacenlent or reorientation of the staff to ensure a satisfactory 

level of performance for tasks essential to any evaluation effort. 
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SECTION IV. PP,OJECT RESULTS 

1. Results of the pro iect . 

By March, 1971~, 613 cases had been assigned to CGC. Among these, 

465 (76%) have been male probationers, 10/t (17%) have been female pro

bationep, and 44 (7%) have been maJe parolees. 
I 

The project was intended to 

casel~aJ of 200. At no time has ! . 

provide group counseling for an ?ngoing 

enrollment reached its anticipated level. , 

It sh~.uJ,d be noted, hO'o'lever, that a trend toward increased enrollments 
" I 

has continued since August, 1973 (Table 1). 

Th1 CGC proj~ct \o7as conceived as a means by which probationers could 

have fr~qUent and close contacts with their probation 'officers, Each 

group meeting is scheduled for one hour and 
> optimally, each probationer 

would meet for counseling two hours a week. Actual contacts have been 

much less frequent than envisioned when the project was deSigned. In 

addition to assigned parolees and probationers, many visitors attend 

group sessions (some of whom are "graduates" of the program), and group 

sessions have been intr,oduced for the treatment of drug referrals (Table 2). 

Attendance at group sessions has fluctuated from month to month 

(Table 3). The project s~aff,?ow believes ~hat expectations for attendance 

twice a w'\.~ek were unr,ealistic., Two thirds of the parolees attended less 

than 40 per cent of the sessions 'for which they were assigned; about 

half (52%) of the female probationers attended less than 1.0 per cent of 

their a'ssigned sessions' , and 58 per cent of the male probationers attended 

less than 40 per ce;nt of the sessions. . ' 

r 
I 

\ 
. 0' . 0

1 

I 

I 
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Re~idivism among the 184 matched CGC cases was used as the brimury 

basis for evaluating the project's effectiveness. Comparisons were made 

between eGC cases and their ~atchad 'control cases lor arrests and con-

victions six months after placement in eGC, regular probation, or regular 

parole; one year a;ter placement; eighteen montps after placement; and 

six months aftet termination of the probation'or parole assignment. 

90mparisons were also made regarding seriousness of delinquency (if present) 

while on probation or parole* and incarceration after placement. 

i. Parole. 21 CGC parolees were matched to 21 men on regular parole. 

!~ese eGC and c~ntrol groups were closely matched on number of prior 

arrests, number of prior convictions, fa:1Jily composition (united or broken 

homes), source of family income, age, of first arrest, and the nature of 

their criminal records prior to the incarceration which led td parole in 

1972. 

'J:reatment length for CGC parole ranged from 6 \o7eeks to one year, \o1ith 

a median of 24.6 weeks; their matches were on regular parole from 18 to 

81 weeks, with a median length of more than a year (58.5 weeks). 

Comparisons between CGC parolees and their matched controls fails to 

p~ovide evidence that CGC was more successful than regular parole in the 

prevention of recidivism (Table 4). Almost half (48%) of each group had 

been arrested within a year after placement o~ parole, and a third of 

each group had been convicted for some ,crime within a year after plac~ment. 

*In increasing order of seriousness, records during placement were ranked: 
no arrests; arrests, but no determination; despite determination, not 
adjudicated delinquent; juvenile offenses; crimes without victims: non
aggressive property crimes; potentially aggressive personal crimes; 
aggressive personal crimes. 
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eGe effectiveness for parolees was ·not greater for those in treatment 

longer (or shorter), for those with more (or fevle·r) prior 'arrcs ts, or 

for those who attended group counseling most regularly. 

b. Female probationers. 29 eGe female probationers were matched to 

29 females on regul.arprobation. Treatment length ,for ,CGC probationers 

ranged from 5 to 65 weeks, with a median of 33 weeks. Regular probation 

.lasted betw:een 14 and 99 'weeks, ,\lith a me~ian of one year. 

Although eGe probationers and their controls were matched for prior 

arrests, 11 female probatiopers in' eGe had first been arrested 'for 

aggressive crimes against people (as compared with 2 in the control group). 

placements, 9 had been younger at the time of first arrest and 

only 1 had been older than h~r control (p.t( .02, tv7o-tailed). 

Despite the less favorable indicators for recidivism amo~g the eGe 

femal,e probationers, each measure. of 'recidivism suggests that ece plaeement 

seems to be more effec.tive than regular probation (Table 5). 

c. Male.probationers. 134 eGe male probationers were matched to 134 

i~ 

males on regular probation. The median treatment length for male probationers 

in CGe was 23.7 weeks, with a range from 3 to 67 weeks. Their matched 

control.s had a median treatment length, more than twice as long (55.0 weeks), 

with treatment ranging from 8 to 99.weeks (and 33 of the male probationers 

on regular probation were not yet terminated). 

Although eGe male probationers were w~tched to males on regular 

probation from the same residential district, within a year in age, of the 

same: race, and having similar records regarding number of prior arrests, 

, . 

I 
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the groups differed in some other respects: D higher proportion of the 

eGe cases lived with both natural parents (p<:02, two-tailed); a higher 

proportion of the families of probationers in eGe had income from wages 

(p<.Ol, t~lO-tai1ed)j and CGC probationers tended t 1 o 1ave been younger 

when first arrested (p< .0/L, two " d) , ta~~e. 

Comparisons for arrests and convictions 'after placement on probation 

and after termination of probation fail to indicate general' benefit of the 

eGe approach although a comparison of the seriousness of probationers' 

records v7hile on pr~bation suggests some positive value of the group 

counseling appr,oach (p <:: .03, one tailed). 

Closer examination of recidivism information suggests that the group 

counseling could bl~ successful for U'.a1e probationers with modifications 

of'the project: 

1) Probation officers were classified as most conscientious, 

least conscientiGus, or intermed{ate. Tw b ~ 0 pro ation o£fi~ers (Mr. Allaire 

and Mr. Van Horn) had been most regular in their own attendance at staff 

meetings; these same two probation officers were the only two whose male 

probationers had increased their attendance from 1972 to 1973: and these 

_ case matches for two prob~tion officers had provided the most cOlnplete 

this impact evaluation' , they were classified as most conscientious. Two 

1·r. age a . least often attended 'probation officers (Mr. Cedrone and 11 B ) h d 

staff meetings and thei!: groups had decrea.sed attendance between 1972 

and 1973; r. Burri ge they were classified as least cO,nscientl'OU!. M d 

was intermediate on the measures of conscientiousness' . ' Hr. Huldrow had 

, . 
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rcplaceo Nr. De\-ley in April of 1973, and Nr .. Robinson had joined the 

project only in October 1973 (replacing Hr. Highsmith who had replaced 

Mr. Dillon); these probation officers were ~lassified as intermediate. 

Recidivism comparisons for most: and least conscientious. probation 

officers shows that those who had been assigned ~o the more ,conscientious . , 

probation officers were relatively less likely to be arrested after place

ment on probation (Table 7). Comparisons of probationers' backgrounds 

does not suggest that there was bias favoring probationers with more 

conscientious probation officers (Table 8). 

After removing those in group counseling with the least conscientious 

probation officers, recidivism among male probationers seems to be less 

common under CGC than among their matche:d cases on regular probation 

(Table 9). Differences are statistically reliable for arrests 18 months 

after placement and for set'iousness of criminal record while on 

proba,tion (p < .02, one tailed). 

2) Among probationers ,'1ho were on probation at the time of this 

study for either a first or a second arrest, CGC appears to be more 

beneficial than regular probation (Table 10). Differential r.ecidivism is 

stati~tical1y reliable for 'arrests 18 months after placement (p.< .01, one 

tailed), for convictions 1B months after· placement (p <.. .03, one, tailed), 

and for seriousness of criminal record while ?n,probation (p<.02, one tailed). 

3) CGC was not more effective for male probationers who att~nded 

more sessions, attended more regularly, or attended over a longer period 

of time. Although males in both CGC and regular probation 'ilere less likely 
, ,,-. 

n i I \l 
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to be arrested a year after placement if they had been at least 15 when 

d . 1 progralll se"'nled more effective in relati,on to' age first arreste , neLtlor _ 

I 

at first arrest. 

ff ' Formal training sessions were sometimes d. Training c ·cc tl.vcness. 

followud by tests of the mat~rial taught. TheBe tests prov~ded one 

I h' . . c t Scores on the didac t ic tes ts measure for assessing t e tral.nl.ng proJe • 
I 

. I I d . th f tl e measures of re'cidivism. It seems were not corre ate Wl. "any o' 1 

reaso~a~le to cone,lude that su'ccess in learning the academic material is 

not r~l~ted to the ability to be an effective counselor. 
" . 

time 

i I d J'_n"formnl tral.'nl.'ug occurs in the p"coject, the Since both forma an _ 

£ 1 t CGC was used to divide probationers assigned after 0' assignment a 
I 

training 
1 

had occurred from those assigned early in the project.* 

C a · on ~f recidivism rates f01:" this measure of training effectiveness~ amp r:l.S • _ 

too, gives no reason to believe the training influenced recidivism, 

2. Factors ,.;1h1ch seem to ha~e influenced results of the p}"oject. 

Poor staff morale ,-las ev~deut thoughout the time I was associated 

To a lar~e extent, low' mor,ale appeared to be linked 'i1ith poor "lith CGC. 

communications among administration, senior therapists, and probation 

officers •. Too little feedback of information from the inhouse research 

staff has resulted in a sense of much meaningless e~fort. Although marry 

members of the staff are dedicated to the success of the project, some 

seemed'to see the CGC offices as merely a place to hang their hats. 

'I<July 1, 1972, was used as the dividing point. 
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6 months of probation termination; . one year after treatment termination, 

80 per cent (of 71 male probationers terminate~ from eGC priqr to January 

1, 1973) had not been convic'ted o~ any charge. These recidivism rates al'e' 

comparable to those reported among other probation-type experimental 

projects.* 

There is no indication the the CGe apprdach is better able to reduce 

recidivism among parolees than is regular parole. 

6. Did the results justify the cost? 

The cost for the training program is justified as establishing a 

basis for judgi?g the effectiveness of training. (The results of this 

evaluation suggest that it is not necessary to continue with this expense.) 

Money spent for the group counseling sessions would seem to have been 

weil spent. The prevent:Lon of delinquency--vlhich costs tbe' public not un;Ly 

in terms of expenditures for police, courts, and correctional facilities, 

but also in tenn~ of property and personal damages--appears to be possible 

t~rough use of the correction?l group counseling approach. 

eGe probation officers have had case loads ranging around 16, with 

contacts somewhat under once per week. Assuming that a probation officer 
I 

not in eGe makes contacts about once a month, eGe contacts could be 

considered' comparable to a caseload of 63 probationers. (Such a caseload 

'would be considered high for effective wQrk on an individual basis.) 

*See: , Empey, LaHar T .';'The Provo Experiment: Research and Findings," in 
Combatting Social Problems: T~hniat1es of Int~rvention (ed. by Harry Gold 
& Frank Scarpitti), ~.Y. Holt, Rinehart & Winst.rm, 1967: Scarpitti, Frank R., 
& Stephenson, Richard H. "1\ Study of Probation Effectiveness," J. of Criminal 
Lag, Criminologv, & Police Science, 1968, sq, 3, 361-369: Wee~s, Ashley, 
You th £\1'1 Offenders at Hi:h f ie lds, Ann Arbor: University of Hichigan Press, 
1958. 

"-' 
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Probation in CGC' (am.ong males) .averages only 43 per cent as long as 

1 1 • U' ~ th;s figure 8S a basis, C"GC caseloads that under regu ar pro)at~on. s~no ~ 

appeai to be comparable'to caseloads of 37 under regular probation. Sir..ce· 

there is evidence that the treatment under group counseling can be more 

effective than individual p,robation, and since the "effective caseJ.o~d" 

of CGC is apparently within a normal range for probation officers in the 

Philadelphia court system, group counseling appe~rs to justify its coats. 

Grant.ing that much of the money spent in CGC has been devoted to 

efforts in teaching and for counseling vlhich has not been effective, th-a 

promise of the correctional' group counseling approach (modified to maximize 

The' probabilities of success) would seem to warrant continued support. 

primary value of the past CGC program has been that it has provided 

information useful for distinguishing between cffe'.!l:ive ~nd -ineffective, .. 

treatment approaches. TO'capitalize on t~is expense, it seems advisable 

to continue with this program under' "'7hat vlere found to be the most favorable 

circumstances: 'the exclusive use of "lell-motivated probatio,n officers, 

treatment of probationers rather than parolees, and concentration upon 

offenders who do no,t have well-established .delinquent behavior patterns. 

.. 



· ' 

-2'l~ 

SEC'.nm~ V. COHCLUSIONS AND RECONHENDATIONS 

CGC appears to be a promising approach in the treatment of female 

delinquents. Its efficacy as a techniq,ue for Ylorking Ylith male probationers 

seems to depend upon the conscientiousness of the probation officers and 

upon catching probationers at the beginning of their "crimi!}al careers." 

eGC parole did not appear to be more effective than regular parole. Nor 

docs there seem, to be reason to continue heavy expenditures' for the more 

formal pbases of training. 

I suggest that staff changes be made so that only those personnel 

who contribute effectively to the project be retained; that the parole 

phase of CGC be eliminated (unless it can be moqified tOYlard a more 

promising direction); that further efforts be made to increase enrollments 

while maintai.ning reasonable levels of attendance; that male: probationers 

be selected for the project on~y if they have no more than one arrest 

prior to the one Ylhich placed them on current probation; ,and that 

training of probation officers be limited to guided help in the performance 

of group counseling. I suggest also that milch more emphasis be given to 

" 
careful administrative control of counseling activities and the development 

of data i:or continued monitoring of the project. 

I' 

Beginning 
of Honth 

1972 
April 
May 75 
June 162 
July 169 
August 162 
September 163 
October l5{~ 

November 153 
December 158 

1971 
January 145. 
Febl'uary 152 
}larch 14'0 
April 158 
Hay '155 
JljUe 154 
July 130 
A\lgus t 127 
September 130 
October J.50 
November 166 
December 170 

1274 
January '179 
February 187 
March 188 

Table 1 

eGe ENROLLNENTS " 
Cumulative Cumulative 

Additions Deletions Additiona Deletions 

75 75 
98 11 173 11 
27 20 200 31 
11 18 211 49 
17 16 228 65 
15 24 243 89 
20 21 263 110 
16 11 279 121 

9 22 
t 

288 143 

28 21 316 164 
19 31 335 195 
35 17 370 212 
16 19 386 231 
14 15 400 246 
5· 29 405 275 

24 27 429 302 
19 16 M8 318 
34 It~ 482 332 
39 23 521 355 
16 12 537 367 
24 15 561 382 

33 25 594 407 " 

19 18 613 1+25 
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'I 
Toble 2 

I 
I I NillIDER OF CONTACTS"'( I 
, . 

CGC Drug. 
Cases Family Referru1s Visitors 

.197.2 
June 615 0 8~ 

July 631 0 12 
August 514 9 26 
September 55l~ 5 26 
October' 714 ' 12 32 
November 566 0 31 
December 4l fO 0 40 

1973 ' 
January I 654 0 54 
February 503 0 59 
March 630 0 52 
April 757 0 120 
May 570 0 16 51 
June 4l fS 0 29 59 
July 454 a 19 55 
August I 303 0 53 62 
September 355 0 43 66 
October 775 4 78 123 
Novembet: 549 15 61 103 
December 528 5 . 51 91 

1.ill: . 
January 714 10 87 134 
February 550 a 67 73 

*At CGC group meetings 

!II 

Total 

623 
643 
5l~9 

585 
758 
597 
4S0 

708 
562 
682 
877 
637 
536 

'528 
418 
461+ 
980 
728 
619 

'945 

\ /) 
I' 

690 

" 
,-< ......... ~ . ,,'-...... ', ''''' .. ", 

\' 

1 

l . ; 
" 

! 
! 

Bean Heek1y 
per P. O. 

15.6 
12.9 
13:7 
14.6 
15.2 
11. 9 
16.0 

.,f 

ll~. 2 
14.1 
17 .1 
17.5 
15.9 
13 .l~ 
10.6. 
10.5 

.12.9 (9 P.O.s) 
19.6 
16.5 
15.1f 

.. 
18.9 / 

17.3 

- - ., ., , .. ~. Po ~, .... ,-.. ,---, .. ,..,..."--,, ... ~ 
., 

Table 3 

ENROLLNENT ,C( ATTENDANCE 

Nean Heek1y Number of Nean Attendance Per Cent 

Enrollments Sessions Per Session Attending 

1972 -,- 168.0 152 4.0 48.2 
June 
JU,ly 166.ff. 192 2.8 33.2 

August 165.5 160 3.2 38.8 

September 156.3 152 3.7 46.7 

October 154.6 180 4.0 51.2 

November 157.0 140 4.0 51.5 

December 157.3 ' 117 3.8 47.S 

1973 
January 152.4 191 3.4 44.9 

Febl-uary 146.5 144 3.5 47.7-

Barch 150.5 160 3.9 52.3 

April 160.0 192 3.9 49.3 

May 156.5 146 3.9 47.9 

June 144.S 138 3.2 40.2 

Jt..11y 131.0 164 2.8 35.7 

August 128,0 136 2.2 29.6 

September 139.8 . 131 2.7 32.8 

October 165.8 165 4.7 47:9 

November 171.4 129 4.3 41.2 

December 177 .8 124 3.8 37.7 

1974 
January 173.5 159 4.5 46.6 

February 177 .6 122 5.1 47.0 

,.,11 
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I RECIDIVISH AHONG PAROLEES 

Arrested 6 months· after (llacerncnt (N=21) 

Arrested 1st ye~r ~fter placement (N=2l) 
I 

Arrested 

", I 
within 18 months afte~ placement 

(N=13) 

Arrested 

~ 
r 

) I 

convi~tbd 
conViC+d 

Convicted 

6 months after termination 
(N=J.1) 

6 ~onths after. placement (N=21) 

1st year after placement (N=21) 

w~thin 18 months after placement 
(N.:13) 

Convicted 6 months after termination 
(N=ll) 

Incarcerated afcer placement (N=21) 

Both 

2 

6 

3 

o 

o 

1 

o 

o 

o 

Seriousness of Criminal Record Hhile on Parole: 

CGe=eontrol 
eGe less serious 
eGe more serious 

9 
5 
2 

Only 
CGC 

5 

4 

4 

1 

3 

2 

1 

o 

2 

Only 
Gontrol Neither 

6 8 

4 7 

3 3 

1 9 

2 16 

2 16 

2 10 

1 10 

1 18 

.. .. 

I{ 
/1 . 
• 1 

. 
-------

Table 5 

RECIDIVISH M-lm~G FE~1ALE PROBATIONERS 

Arrested 6 months after placement (N'~~9) 

Arrested 1st year after placement (N=29) 

Arrested within 18 months after placement 
(N=20) 

. 
Arrested 6 months after termination 

(N=16) 

Convicted 6 months after placement (N=29) 

Convicted 1st year after placement (N=29)' 

Convicted within 18 months after placement 
(N=20) . 

Convicted 6 months after ternination 
(N=16) 

Incarcerated after placement (N=29) 

Both 

1 

1 

1 

o 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

Seriousness of Criminal Record Hhile on Probation: 

CGC=Control 
CGC less serious 
CGC more serious 

24 
5 
o 

" 

. ' 

Only 
CGC 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 , 

.r;. ... . ;",' 

Only 
Control 

4 

5 

4 

2 

3 

4 

3 

1 

4 

Neither 

23 

15 

14 

25 

24 

16 

15 

24 
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'rable 6 

RECIDIVISN Al-IONG HALE PROBATIm1l!:RS , 
• , 

I 
I 

Both 

Arrested 6 months after. placement (N=13t~ ) 17 

Arrested 1st yea'r aft~r placelnent (N==1.34) 32 

Arrested within 18 months after placement 
(N=68) 20 

· I 
Arrest~~ 6 months after tcrminatinn 

I (N==59) 4 · 
" 

I 
Convicted 6 months , after placement (N=134) 3 

convicte'd 1st year after placement (N=134.) 7 I 
Convicted \"ithin 18 months after placement 

I (N=68) ;'\ 

Convicteil 6 months after termination 
1 (N=59) 1 
I 1 _ 

Incarcerated after placement (N=134) 4 

Serioosness of Criminal Record Hh He 

" 
'-~' 

CGC=Control 
CGC less serious 
CGC more serious 

51 
47 
29 

on Probation: 

-'-~~~' --' --~-----:-:-:-c'-~"'l 
t ' . . .. • , 

\ I 

! , 

Only . Only'" 
CGC Control Neither 

30 32 55 

35 35 32 

13 24 11 

14 6 35 J-
.' 

26 17 88 

35 28 64 

. 14 19 30 

11 2' 45 

27 17 86 

> 
_~l 

Table '7 

~10S'£ & LEAST CONSCIENTIOUS PROnATION OFFICERS: REC1DIVISH 
I 1 (Pet" cent in each category) 

Arrested Is t year after pla(~emcnt 
Both 

I 

CGC only 
r-ontrol only 
Neither 

Cqnvi<;:ted 1st year after placement 
Both 

.1 ;. 

Arrested 18 

\' 

CGe only 
Control only 
Neither 

months after placement 
Both 
eGC only 
Cor-.t·col only 
Neither 

I 
1 

Convicted 18 months after placement 
Both 
CGe only 
Control only 
Neither 

Record during probation 
CGC ::: Control 
CGe les~ serious 
eGe more serious 

-: 

Most Least 
Conscientious Conscientious 

(N==54) 
35 
19 
~3 

J1. 
100 

(N=54) 
7 

28 
28 

.2L 
100 

(N=30) 
33 
17 
40 

--1Q 
100 

(N=30) 
7 

27 
30 

.2l. 
101 

(1'1=51) 
29 
51 

..JQ 
100 

(N=43) . 
12 
33 
16 

.-!ill 
101 

(N=43) 
2 

26 
9 

-21 
100 

(N=19) 
16 
32 
21 

..ll 
101 

(N=19) 
o 

2l. 
11 

..-®. 
100 

I) .' 

(N==43) 
58 
21 

-11 
100 
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Table 8 

MOST & LEAST CO:\SCrE~'T!OUS PROBA.TION OFFICERS: BACKGROUNDS 
(Per cent in each category) 

. . Nost Least 

" ,f 

Child living with both parents 
Both 
CGC only 
Gontral only 
Neither 

Family income from wages 
Both 
CGC only 
Control only 
Neither 

Number of prior arrests 
One or t~10 (including 

Age at 1st arrest 

Three or more 

CGC = Control 
eGC younger 
CGC older' 

Seriousness of 1st arrest 
CGC = Control 
CGC less serious 
'CGC mor;e serious 

Conscientious Conscientious 

(N==54) 
11 
17 
~ 

63 
'100 

(N=5 lt) 
30 
28 
20 

J1 
100 

(N=54) 
this) 39 

'-.ll 
100 

(N=54) 
22 
43 

-12. 
100 

(N=52) 
46 
23 

-l1 
100 

(N=43) 
19 
33 
16 

.2l 
101 

(N=43) 
44 
35 
14 

--1. 
100 

(N==43) 
60 

--!ill. 
,100 

, (N=l~3) 
16 
58 
26 

100 

(N=40) 
58 
33 

..l9. 
101 

Seriousness of charge immediately prior to placement 
(N=5l) 

31 
(N==l~O) 

30 
lio 

-1Q. 
100 

CGC == Control 
CGC less serious 
CGC more serious 

l~5 
24 

100 

r 

1 

{ 

i 
1 
j 

1 

! 
I 
! 

, 
i , 

. . • 
. 
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RECIDIVIS~,t M-l0NG HALE 'PROBATIONERS: 
AFTER DE'LETXNG LEAST Cm:SCIENT:tOUS l'ROBATION OFFICERS I CASES 

, . ' 
Both 

Arrested ht year after placement (N=9l) 27 

Arrested ~7ithin 18 l!1onths after placement 
I (H=49) 17 

I 
Convicted 1st year after placement (N=9l) 

; , 6 

I 
Convicted within 18 IT.onths 'after placement 

~ I (N==49) 
A' I 

5 

serio~~jess of Criminal Record While on Probation: 

I 
CGC == Control 
CGC less serious 
CGC more serious 

26 
38 
20 

Only Only 
CGC Control 

21 28 

7 20 

24 24 

10 17 

Neither 

15 

5 

37 

17 
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Table 10 

RECIDIVISH ANONG HALE PROBATIONERS: 
FIRST O~ SECOND OFFENDERS 

• • I 

Both 

Arrested 1st year after placement (N=63) 7 

Arrested ~'lithin 18 months after placement 
I (N=30) 4 

I 
Convicted 1st year after placement (N=63) 2 

! 

0 
Convicted YTithj,n 18 months after placement 

• I (N=30) 
J I 

r I 
Seriousriess of Criminal Record While on Probation: 

CGC = Con t.ro 1 32 
CGC less serious 20 
CGC moce serious S 

Only . 
CGC 

13 

l~ 

9 

3 

Only 
Control Neither 

18 25 

16 6 

13 39 
I 

11 16 

/' 
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MAJOR EVALUATIONS UNDERWAY OR COMPLETED IN YOUR SPA '\ 

Project or Program oeing Evaluated: 

Grant Title:· (PH-'30-73A) Correctional Group Counsel ing 

1include grant number) 

Grantee,~.: ______ Fa_m_i_,_y. __ Co_u_r_t __ D_I_v_._C_o_u_rt __ o_f __ C_o_mm_o_n __ P_'_e_as __________ __ 

Brief Description: An on-going caseload of 200 
both project and evaluation effort 

cont i nue to undergo C.G .C. experi ence ina 6-9 month treatment program. 

Scheduled date of final Evaluation Report: __ J_u_n_e_I_9_7_4 ____ _ 

Perso~ to contact concerning the Evaluation: 

Christine A. Fossett, Chief, Evaluation & Monitoring Unit 
(name) -

Governor's. Justice CommiSSion, Department of Justice 

(~~~rIigt, HarTisburg, PA., 17120 

717-787-1422 
(telephone) 

t If completed; is Evaluation Report on file with NCJRS? __ -"yes x no 

Please mail completed form to: 

lCeHI, ~1fl e9'" 
Office of Evaluation 
LEAA-NILECJ 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
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