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Pre-Release centers, work-release facilities, halfway houses, and
community treatment centers are all programs which are currently enjoying
favor in the evolving correctional process. These programs all are
designed to offer offenders an intermediate step between the isolation
of the prison and the freedom of the community. A critical question;
however, is whether these intermediate programs are effective and ;
appropriate for modern corrections. If so, it is also necessary to
determine whether mbdels of these prograﬁs can be developed which have
wide genersl applicability.
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| Rationale for Pre—Reiease Centers

: ; ’ . :
‘Aftercare services in general, and pre-release centers in particular,

can'he viewed as major steps (by a system which is basically institutionally-

oriented) toward a philosophy of community—besed corrections. At leasty
three factors have contributed to this shift and to the consequent emergence
of community—based corrections:
e dissatisfaction with the prison
e changes in correctional theory» |
e the apparent success of the community mental health model
Although the prisonbwas perhaps the most widely acclaimed invention
for the handling and treatment of criminal offenders when it’was first
tproposed, its performance has failed to meet expectations. Experience
Seems to show that prison environments are not conducive to reformation
-or rehabilitation in any sense (Carter et,alt, 1973); that specific
treatment programs cannot be shown to he‘"effective" (Bailey, 1966;
Sparks; 1968; Martinson, 1974); and thet prisons are among the most
expensive of all correctional options (President's Task Force on Cor-
rections, 1967). e |
f The correctional theory usually associated mith prisons is .commonly
rééerred to as thek"medicsl modelt? Inmates are seen as "sick'" and the
prison acts as’a "hospital®™ where, free from the contamination of social
’and peer pressures, skilled practitioners’can work with inmates in’treat-
ment groups to effect a "cure" (0' Leary and Duffee, 1971). The reinte-
gration model, w1th which pre—release centers, are associated, empha51zes
the deleterious effects of isolating the offender,from the community.
’The reintegration model does not’reject institutionalization, but it

‘ h: ‘ ' : of to
does assert that it is unrealistic to'expect‘antoffender to return

‘
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the community after a period of incarceration and immediately be able to

handle the problems encountered in day-to—day living. Thus, pPrograms
which ease the transition from the 1nst1tutlon to the community are
viewed as necessary to the reintegrative model.

The apparent success of the community mental health model has

served as an encouragement to both correctlonal officials and reformers.

Institutions for the mentally ill have exhibited many of the same types '

of problems as correctional institutions. These problems have been

kreduced by the establishment of community mental health centers, both

//

re51dentis1 and outpatient, through which some clients can be assisted

A1

. without the need to enter an institution, while others can be gradually

returned through these centers to the community following a period of

institutional confinement (Raush and Raush, 1968).

As the factors described above encouraged the adoption of the

-community and itg resources as an alternative or supplement to incar-

ceration, several important issues have become apparent. -The most
critical of these issues actually form the accepted theoretical bases of

community-based aftercare pPrograms.

e gradual reintegration in the reallstic setting of the community
will be more "effective" than an abrupt release from the
institution into the community

® serving offenders in the community is more humane than tra-
ditional methods ' - o

e  offender reintegration in the community can be accomplished
at a cost less than that of incarceration

The hypothesis that transitional aftercare reduces recidivism rates
is based on the belief that the transition\frbm the structured and con-.
stantly supervised institutional environment to the alnmost complete |

O

A

freedom of action in the community is, or may be, accompanied by a period
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of confusion, uncertainty, and stress. The released inmate is viewed as

a person under pressure, in need of a period of "decompre351on" (Shah,

1971). If an adequate environment for adjustment to the community is

not provided, the ex-offender may be unable to cope with the situation
and return to what he known best - committing crimes.

Logically, it appears that pre—releese programs can offer an en-
vironment flexible enough to assist ex-offenders through the critical
release period. A pre—release'program can provide such basic support

services as food and shelter, which relieves pressure on the ex-offender

~to fend for himself. In addition, services to assist in employment,

educational and vocational upgrading, self-enrichment, and general social
functioning can be improved. Lastly, supervision and control can be

gradually reduced to ease the ex-offenders transition to complete

~ freedom in the communlty.

Aftercare in the communlty is regarded as more humane than tradi-
tional practice. Although little evidence is available to support this
hypothe31s, it is usually accepted at face value (Carlson and Seiter,

1977). The rationale seems to be that, even if prisons were pleasant

-places to live, it is, nevertheless, still more humane to minimize an

offender's separation from the community. This allows the offender to
meintainkties with his family and friends, to remain in the job market,
and to avoid exposure to an unnatural set of norms prevalent within a
group of incarcerated offenders (Wheeler, 1969). Pre-release programs‘
also benefit from the belief that it may be inhumane to release a long~
incarcerated offender directly into a community and society which has

changed to the point that he may no longer be familiar with it.

i

M. {h—ﬂ : :‘

——

The 1ast maJor issue concerns the belief that communlty—based after—
care serv1ces can be provided at less cost than the available alternatlve;.
Although the focus here is cost, effectiveness is an attendant issue.

This supposition, of course, implies that we know What the traditional
alternatives are, that we know about their effectiveness and cost, and
that we can fully and accuratei§ assess all costs of the aftercare
strategies we employ. ‘

The prevailing theory which is embodied in these issues has not gone

unchallenged. A major consideration in this theory has been questioned

by Minor and Courlander (1978). They suggest, based on importation

theory, that an offender's moving from prison to community may not be a
discontinuity at all, but 1nstead, given the offender's general life
course, a continuity, with imprisonment serving only as e way-station.
One poseﬁble implication of this challenge to the prevailing theory is
that transitional programs will not work; a more plausible implication,
however, is that they may be more difficult to make work than had pre-
viously‘been thought. Indeed, the programs must break an existing
pattern of criminal behavior as well as offer traditional pre-release
services.

The above issues require critical examination because they form
the foundation of most aftercare programs; however, they are certainly
not exhaustive of the issues which must be considered during research into
pre-release programs. There are a host of management and administrative
issues which require examination, such as whether a program'shouli have
public or private sponsorship; if public, at what level of government

should it be conducted; how should prozrams be funded; should programs
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make or buy their services; and where should programs be physically
located?

Issues of pre-release program content are unresolved. Should

programs be generalized or specialized;-should a particular treatment

modality be adopted; how long should ex-offenders be required to par-

ticipate in the programs; and how should programs be staffed?

Previous Pre-Release Center Research
- In spite of the fact that community-based pre-release programs have
been established nationwide, relatively little research into their

effectiveness has been conducted. The ;esearchfwhich is available seems

to fall into two categories:

® research concerning a specific program or type of program,
where the focus is on the concept of pre-release (or, more

commonly, on the concept of work-release)

e research into the operation and effeétiveness of halfway
houses, wherein the concept of a halfway house is the primary
focus, and pre-release is a status which some residents hold

Studies which have focused on the concept of work-release have

- failed to offer unequivocal evidence that programs of that typé reduce

recidivism. Johnson's study (1969) of North Carolina parolees was
unable to demonstrate a‘significant difference in parole revocations
between work4release participants and non-participants. He was able to

demonstrate, however, that work-release patolees were able to find

_better jobs@ Witte's study (1975) also found that North Carolina's

work-release program had no demonstrable effect on‘its participants, .

except that the-non—participants were slightly more likely~to«be returned

to prison for commission of a felony than wo:k-feléase participants.i In
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Florida, Waldo and Chiricos (1977) compared work-release and control

groups on eighteeﬁimeasureé of recidivism, They, too, found no sig-
nificant differeﬁces. ’

A Gélifornia study by Rudoff and Esselstyn (1973) found that,
after an eighteen month follow-up period, work-releasees had fewer
arrests and fewer days of incarceration than non-participants. A
second California study (Jeffrey and'Woolpert, 1974) discovered similar
positive results, but also indicated that the positive effects of work-
releaée diminish over time. Thé authors concluded that offenders who'v
were young, unskilled, minority, and with sentences of less than thirty
days benefitted most from participation in the work-release program.

A Connecticut study by Stowell (1974) of the state's work-release/
education-release‘program tended to confirm Jeffrey and Woolpert's
results, particularly witﬁ respect to the offenders most likely to
respond positively to these programs.

- Négative results in the form of increased parole failure rates
for parolees were repo;ted by Bass (1975). He alsd repbrted that the
work-release pébgrams increased the total incarceration time for pro-
gram ﬁarticipants. |

Aﬁoné the most current studies are a series being conducted by the
Massachusetts Department of Co:rectionsf' In his ahalysis of releases
of offenders:who completed the Boston State and Shirley pre-release
programs,‘LeClair‘(1975)'conc1uded thaf‘pre?releasé program completers

had a significantly lowef'rate-of recidivism than a comparison group

- of releasees from Massachusetté state prisons. He was also able to
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isolate some "indicators of positive diffé%ential’treatment effect"
such as: |

e educational attainment of eighth grade 6r higher

e held no previous job for more'thah six months

e a single charge on the present sentence

® not arrested before the age of sixteen

e mo previous offense against persons

e no more than two prior incarcerations

e less than nine months on present incarceration
More recently in this series of Massachusetts studies, Wittenberg, (1978)
has examined an institutionai%y-based work-~release program. This study

used base expectancy scores. for control and concluded that work-release

‘»participation favorably affected offender reintegration by reducing

recidivism. This study is further important because it recognizes the

difficulty.ef separating the treatment effects of work-release (or any
pre-releese program) from the setting in ﬁhich it ie conducted.

The conclﬁsion which can Be drawn from this brief review of pre-
release/work-:elease‘research is that there is no overwhelming evidence

that these programs reduce client recidivism, but there are indications

. that they“mey be effective, particularly with special groups of offenders.

A second‘body of research addresses the operation and effectiveness

1‘of“residehtial,treatment in halfway houses and community treatment

 centers. In this research, the environment of the residential facility

is generally viewed as a treatment modality, and pte—release is a status .
which some residents hold.

The most recent and comprehensive review of research into resi-

dential treatment was a National Evaluetion Prbgram study conducfed by

Seiter et al. (1976). This research identified ard reviewed a total of

fifty~five studies of residential programs. The study concluded that the

‘quality of residential treatment research to date is a major'stumbling

block in assessing the effectiveness of halfway houses. For example,
twenty~four of the studies measured in-program success and reported
success rates of from 26 to 93 percent. The criteria for determining
success were usually not reported. Measurement of post#program success
was plagued by similar kinds of problems. The most frequently-used out-
come variable was some form of recidivism, with no standard definition
or follow-up time. Few studies attempted to measure the more positive

aspects of commenity adjustment, such as employment, housing stability,

and family stability. - Attempts to link the provision of specific services

to outhme were rare, and attempts to relate resident status (such as

pre-release) to outcome were almost non-existent. The methodological
design of the studies was a basic problem, because few were rigorous
enough to permit generalization of the results. Of the thirty-five .

studies which measured post-~program success, only two were true experi-

mental designs, seventeen were quasi-experimental designs (often with

very tenuous rationales for the comparison groups used), and sixteen were
non—experimental designs.

The authors concluded that there is some evidence to suggest that
halfway houses succeed in reducing the recidiviem of former residents’
in comparison to offendersAreleased direcfly'into the community. .There
is even less»évidence to indicate that halfway{houses‘afe successful in
pfomoting the more‘posiﬁive aspects of’reintegration. ‘Fihally, cost |

analyses,indicaththat halfway houses are more likely to operate at per

-diems higher than boih institutidnal and community-based alternatives
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(such as probation and parole).

A major study of halfway house operations in Ohio was conducted by
Seiter et al. (1974). This study was somewhat unique in that it compared
‘the post-program performance of halfway house clients to the performance
of traditional parolees using a multi—factor outcome score. Instead of
a dichotomous measure of recidivism, a continuous scale of offense
severity was used. A second element in measuring outcome was a scale
of "acceptable living patterns" which emphasized work, education, self-
improvement, financial responsibility, and probation/parole progress.

When this crlterlon of outcome was applled using ana1y51s of
covariante to adjust for group dlfferences, it was found that, although
the halfway house usually received clients of higher risk, those clients
demonstrated significantly better adjustment than the controls., It is

also interesting to note that the federal pre-releasees in the halfway

- house sample exhibited the best overall performance.

A study of community treatment centers (CTC's) serving federal
offenders was recently undertaken by the U. .S+ Bureau of Prisons. A

portion of this study reported by Beck (1977} focused on a sample of

- 715 former CTC residents. Using completion of re31dency as a criterion

-~ of success, 82 percent of the sample were successes. Variables which

predicted failure in the program were items related to prior criminal
record. The more severe the prior record the more likely the re51dent
was to fail at the CTC Variables which did not appear to affect success
included sex, race, IQ, time served in<the prev1ous incarceratlon, whether
the CTC were federally-run or a contract facmllty, and whether the

resident had a history of alcohol or drug abuse‘e

— =0
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As with the pre~-release/work-release research, the results of halfway
house research are mixed. Carefully conducted, methodologically,sound
research which measures post-release success is,rather rare. In total,
however, there are indicatlons that these fac1lit1es can serve a varlety
of offenders, and that they may decrease post-release recidivism. when
compared to direct release into the community. It is 11kely‘that some
offenders benefit more than others, and that those who benefit most may
not have the highest aggregate success rate. The differential effective?
ness of these programs based on offender typologies is virtually>
unexplored. |

Research into the costs of operating pre-release programs has not
been widespread. Probably the most comprehensive analysis of costs
relating to‘these programs was conducted by Thalheimer (1965). This
research was designed to offer state and local decision-makers cost
information on activities advocated by the National Advisory Commission
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals Corrections report. The
research analyzed a sample of halfway house operations and budgets and
revealed wide variation in operating costs ranging from less than to
greater than incarceration costs. Ths major value of'this-research is
that it offers a model for analyzing,halfway house costs by identifying
all costs associated with their operation, including:

e criminal justice systemoexpenditures

L 'externai costs

o opportunity costs incurred,by clients of halfway houses

@ costs to the community in which a house is located
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Overall, the previous research bearing on pre-release centers is
rich in suggestions for strategies to be pursued in future research. It -
offers models for both positive and negative outcome scales and for cost

analysis.

Development of Model Pre—Release Centersk
The Montgomery County‘ﬁork Release/Pre-Release Center emerged from a

fortuitous_combination of changes in Maryland state and county law, county
government reorganization, and a whole-hearted acceptance of the community—
based reintegrative correctional nodel. Due to legal changes which per-
mitted the‘handling of county, state, and federal inmatesland parolees in

'~ work-release facilities and the willingness of federal, state, and local
officials to'provide necessary funding, the Mbntgomery County Department
of Correction and Rehabilitation established the prototype work release/
pre-release facility in m1d-l972. The program which emerged emphasized

"the development of a well-rounded community-based treatment program for

offenders incorporating not only the cOncept of work release, but additlonal

treatment services such as intensive individual and group counseling, use
of community resources, prov1sion of social awareness instruction, imple-
mentation of a,phased release program, and utilization of County alcohol
and drug treatment capabillties" (Rosenblum and Whitcomb 1978) |

As noted by Rosenblum and Whitcomb (1978), the Montgomery County
Work Release/Pre—Release Center was unique in many respects, ndt the least
of which was its program which combined these elements: |

® a separate facility which segregated program clients from the
general inmate population

) a'comprehensive array of treatment services

. . . T e
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® rigorous application of and adherence to rules and standards

¢ continuous monitoring of Program activities to determine needed
alterations ‘ '

In the past several years, the Mbntgomery County program has been
evaluated on a number of measures: walk-away rate, Program coupletion
rate, and re-arrest following release. Preliminary findings from~a
four-year follow-up'study-(reported by Rosenblum and Whitcomb, 1978)
indicated that the Montgomery County program appeared to be achieving its
reintegration goals. During the first four years of program operation,
the in-program failure rate (indicating residents who were returned to
jail for program violations) ;as 25.7 percent; the walk-away rate was
less than‘5 percent. Of those re51dents who successfully completed the
pre-release program and were released into the community, only 22.2 per-
cent were re-arrested during the four-year follow~up. Of those residents
who failed to complete the program, 46.1 percent were re-arrested.

‘_The effectiveness of the Montgomery County nrogram, its cost effec~
tiveness, and its adaptability to other'jurisdictions led the Law‘Enforce—
ment Assistance Administration to select the program as one of its Exemplary
Projects, Further, it was decided that the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and CriminalrJusticeV(National Institute of Justice) would
sponsor a replication of the Montgomery County Work Release/Pre—Release

Center program at several test sites throughout the country, these programs

to be evaluated as to their operation, effectiveness and cost by an 1nde—
“pendent consultant, Three test sites - operated by the City of Phlladelphia

Prisons, the Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's Office (New Orleans), and

the Baltimore City Jail - were selected to replicate the pre-release program.

This study is the evaluation of the Orleans Parish Pre~Release Center.

T @i :
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CHAPTER II

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW ORLEANS PROGRAM .

New Orleans Program Description

The test design for the evaluation of the model pre-release centers

- stipulated that the model centers be structured in as close a manner as
possible to,the Montgomery County Work Release/Pre-Release Center. In

. order to _compare the operation of the test centers with the Mbntgomery
County model, we have identifled a number of program components, character—
istic of the Montgomery County facility, which would likely be duplicated,
at least to a certain extent, in the test centers. We have categorized
fthese "omponents into two broad types support components and programming

| components. Support components include basic aspects of the pre-releasev
facility and program operations ‘and are listed below:

e location of the program in a fac111ty separate from the general
jail population , :

° custodial supervision.of program clients

e written rules and administrative procedures governing program
_operation ' :

e uniform screening mechanism used for accepting/reJecting
‘ potential program participants ,

e - MAP contracts agreed to by clients and pre-release center staff

.] system of graduated release 1nto the community operationalized
by a phase system

‘o, financial,payments by clientsufor room and board

¢« The- serv1ces prov1ded to clients by pre-release center staff are considered

" lto be the programming components of ‘the center. These components are

gisted below'“

|
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® provision of employment/training services
® counseling
® social awareness instruction

o referral to and use of social services available in the
community

Along with these support and programming components, the Orleans
Parish Pre-Release Center implemented two additional components - an
in-house educational program and a‘restitution’program. While not 1ncluded
in the Montgomery County model these additional components unique to the
New Orleans center will be included in the description of the'modelpprogram

as implemented by the New Orleans test site.

Support Components
) :Facilityfi

- The field test des1gn for this evaluation stipulated that the model

‘pre-release center should be either phy31cally separated from the custodial

institution or should provide a living arrangement which segregated program

participants from the general inmate ‘population. During the first year of

‘ its operation (January 1979 to January 1980), the New Orleans pre—release

center was housed in the new Orleans Parish Jail building. The program
occupied a separate quad ‘which precluded contact between ‘Program clients
and non-participating inmates, w1th clients liv1ng in single cells. In
January 1980, population increases in the Orleans Parish Jail necessitated |
the removal of. pre-release center clients from the cell space which they
had been occupying. The;replacement facilityvsupplied for the pre-release
center was Fisk School a renovated elementary school buildlng located

several blocks from the prison. ' The largest classrooms of the school were
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, . v ‘ R RS _ ; . , developed extensive 0 td M 1, whi ‘ ‘
used as dayrooms and dormitories; other buildings on the school grounds gg veloped an extensive Operations Manual, which sets out numerous rules
: ' L : - , . . ’ and regulati f th d -
- were used for CETA training programs. Space‘available at the Fisk School gutationac € program end provides detailed fnformation con
o o ‘ T . cernin servi s off by th .
______ . for staff offices was extremely limited, " In compliance with this com- { ing ces offered y the program ‘There are, however, no. dus rocess

; re ulations covering progra terminat‘ n and disciplinar i
ponent the New Orleans program has. con31stently provlded either a separate g , , g program '10 and/or disciplinary action which

1y specifically to pre-rele ici .
facility of a segregated section of the parish prison. 3ppLy specifically to pre-release program partlcipants

. ; . ® Screening
[ Superv131on

o ' L : . i o The test desi 1l1s f i | i
Security and control for the pre-release.center were handled primarily tgn calls tor a screening procedure to be uniformly used

1 - as the bas f ti .
by deputies of the Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's Office; decisions ‘ asis for accepting or rejecting potential program participants

Eli ibilit rit £ d
concerning custodial securlty and disciplinary matters were the respon- & ¥ eriferid for a mission to the Orleans Parish program were

formally stated in the Operations Manual. Client characteristics which

31b11ity of the Warden of the parish prison.

would virtuall arantee exclusi f : ici ion i ’ :
All program participants were required to secure passes before leaving Harty guaran TESUSIOn STOR program participation Included

the facility. A WOrk pass was required for an inmate to leave for work; . .‘having more than one year left to serve, previous conviction for murder
kkattendance 4t work was monitored“by telephone'and by reviéming paycheck [: ' ~ or rape, history of violent offenses, severe mental retardation or psychosis,
‘Astubs.o Compliance'with furlough passes’was monitored b& telephone and | - & open felony charge or detainer from another JurlSdICtlon’ or having ‘ 3
field visits' compliance with speclal passes (such as passes to go to the ; been preuiously~revoked from the pre-release program as considered une
doctor, dentist ete.) was checked by telephone. . : - suitable fonthe ptogram. Additionally, current drug or alcohol addiction 3
Strip searches of 1nmates were conducted each time an inmate returned I " . would begrery likely to preclude program participation. :
to‘the center (from work or from a pass) unless the inmate had constantly ] Several 1nforma1 criteria operated to further screen program applicants.
been accompanied.by S staff member while away from the. center. e ,; ‘ No strict cut-off score on the Suitability Selection Scale was used to ‘ %‘l’
istrlp searches were conducted by security Personnel.\ Alcohol screens were, L determine EIiglbllity; the scale vas used with flexibility, 2s & guide and
-.conducted Quite frequently, drug screens were conducted much less fre—‘ Ff 3s @ means of ensuring comparability éf experimental snd eligible nen=

S - participating groups.

. i {} . e Contracts

g

quently,‘and shakedowns of dormitories occurred'only sporadically,

o rRules,

The MAP contracts used. at the New Orleans center were t a
The test de51gn calls for each ‘model pre-release center to adopt . ~ were mutual,

o

o reciprocal t b t
written rules ‘and administrative procedures to establish due process safe- p 3% contracts between the Orleans Parish Criminal Shexife: (through

S - ik ‘the re-release cente d ‘th i te.
guards in revocation and/or disciplinary matters.e The New Orleans-program ’ T P ¥) an ¢ tnmate.. All,contracts signed by inmates

4,

__‘
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were virtually identical, the only differences being the possible inclusion
of court-ordered reétitution payments or certain other conditions (e.g.,
ineligibility for Sunday passes), which applied only to specific inmates.
Each MAP contract also contained a supplement which permitted. the pre-
release center to take urine drops if necessary. Tﬁe contracts required
the center to set and observe an anticipated roll-out (release) date, to
maintain the inmate in his work-release status, and to provide CETA -
training. The client's progress through the provisions of the MAP
contract were monitored by the pre-release center staff at weekly
counseling sessions.
e.  Phases

The system of graduated release into the community used at the New
drleans center consisted of;a two-week orientation period and three formal

phases. The four time periods are described below:

~Orientation ~ This period lasted for two weeks, or until the inmate

found a job. TUnless traveling to a job interview, the
inmate was not permitted to leave the center.

Phase I - The inmate must spend a minimum of two weeks in Phase I,
during which time his treatment plan was developed.
The inmate could receive a shopping pass to find job-
related clothing. ’

Phase IT = - This was the major treatment phase of the program,

emphasizing employment, education, counseling, and
other program components. The inmate could earn a
shopping pass for personal clothing, could earn a field
trip and phone call privileges, and, after a minimum
of one month residence, could earn a twelve-hour

Sunday pass.

o T
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In order to be consi&ered‘to have "completed" fhe pre-release program
by roll-out (release) date, a program client must have’aftéined Phase I.
® Financial Payment |

Required finanéial payﬁénts from Program participants were another
element of the test design. At the New Orleans center, all workiﬁg
clieﬁts were required to'make rént payments. These payments initially
amounted to $3 per day for each wofking inmate but were later faisedyto

$4 per day.

Programming Components

In addition to the support components discﬁssed above, each test
center was required to arrange for the provision 6f a broad range of
‘treatment services. Participafion by all pre-release center residents
in treatment services was required. The four major treatment services,
modeled on the services provided by the Montgomery County model, are
discussed in terms of their implementation bf the Orleans Parish center.
¢ Employment and/or Training Release

The New Orleans éenter offered two types of programs relevant Eo this
treatment component: employment release and in-house CETA training programs.

During the first few days of orientation, each new program partici-

" pant met with the center's employment specialists to determine whether

the resident would be best served by immediate employment or whether the

resident was suitable for one of the available CETA training brogfams.

PRERTSI

o

s

Phase III - An excellent all-around record at the center could earn - The New Orleans center maintained a job bank of employers who
S the inmate an_advancement to Phase III status. Inmates ' |

. in Phase III were eligible for weekend passes. B were frequently in the market for a fairly large number of employees. In

7 ~ | S

i addition, the center utilized a number of employers who could be relied

’ﬁ N _ upon to absorb unskilled labor. A number of residents, however, were.

i Lo : ’
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‘qualified for skilled and semi-skilled jobs and were able to take advantage

of job opportunities which more exactly'matched their particular skills,

,interests, and salary expectations. In addition to the job bank main-

tenance, the employment staff continuously worked on job development through

telephone contacts with possible employers, searches of daily newspaper

- want ads, and contacts With employed residents and former residents. A

small number of pre—release inmates were able through their own inltlatlve
or a contact by the employment staff, to return to the jobs they had held
prior to their arrests.

For residents determined to be suitable for training, the pre—releaée '

center offered CETA training programs in the areas of welding, auto

mechanics, plumbing, and painting. Residents accepted into CETA programs

‘earned a salary while attending training sessions, and the length of these

training courses frequently extended beyond the residents' sentence
expirationidates. |

The CETA,training programs, because of limitations on the number of
clients‘who could be‘handled in each program, were utillzed more sparingly
than the employment release component. During the program life of the New
Orleans pre—release center, approximately flfteen to: twenty percent of the
residents entered a CETA tralning Program, while the remainder of the
residents found Jobs in the community.
e ' Counseling

Counselors from the pre-release center staff were used to assist the
Sherlff s Office Diagnostic Unit in screenlng Jall inmates for partlci-

pation in the pre—release program. Thus, the inmate and his family were -

- already familiar with one program counselor. If at all possible,. that

counselor ‘was assigned to the inmate when he was selected for program
participation.

The average size caseload for each counselor was between sixteen

and twenty clients. Each inmate was seen for one hour of individual

counseling pet week, The counseling program at the New Orleans center
was focused‘primarily on orientation to the’phase‘systen, development ~
and implementation of the treatment plan (with‘narticular emphasis on
education, employment, family problems, budgeting, and learning to handle
the fact of’being a convicted felon), and preparation for being released
from prison. : | |

Partic1pation in counseling was a requlrement fot each re51dent

under the terms of his MAP contract, although progress through the in-

dividualized treatment plan was considered to be a matter solely between

the resident and his connselor, not relevant to loss of privileges or

disciplinary action. Each treatment plan had quantified, measurable goals

and objectives, which could be modified as necessary by discussion between

the inmate and his counselor.

v A]written report was prepared by the counselor following every Weekly
counseling session. The counselor also prepared a final progress report
on each inmate before he was dlschafged’from the nrogram.
| No formalygroup counseling sessions were held at the New Orleans

pre-release center.

e Social Awareness Instruction

All program.participants were required to attend the social awareness

21
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instruction classes which were held one evening a week. Only inmates who

worked at night were excused new residents still in the orlentatlon

phase were also required to attend.

A wide variety of subjects was covered in social awareness classes,
some toplos beihg sufficiently popular to have been repeated regularly
to’ensure-that new clients would not miss those sessions. Typical subjects
covered in social awareness instruction classes'included;

Money Management

How to Stert Your Own Business

Child Support Laws

Housing

Consumer‘Affairs.

Drugs

Birth Control and Family Planning

Venereal Diseases

Blood Pressure ?roblems

Public Health and Sanitation , : i

”All social awareness instruction sessions were taught by outside

speakers, who included judges, doctors, public health nurses,”attorneys,

dentists, and representatives of local drug and alcohol clinics.

B Community Services

The New Orleans pre-release center experlenced considerable difficulty

.in attemptlng to utllize the serv1ces of 1ocal community agencies to meet

the needs of its clients. “Part of the problem stemmed from the lack of
available services of adequate quality. Addltlonally, the pre-release

center attempted to enter into informal agreements for service provision
\

23

with several local agencies, but serious problems were encountered with

“all of‘the agehcies which effectively precluded the use of local ‘agencies

by program clients. Program-staff‘estimate, however, that community
services, had they been available, would have been beneficial to a

substantial number of clients.

Service a Proportion of Clients
Drug/alcohol treatment ’ - 45%

Family crisis intefvention 20
Apprenticeships vk o 50-60 '
Financial counseling ‘ k 60

Because of the serious problems encountered in the search for
quality social services offered in the community, the New Orleans oenter
emphasized the "working for the community" aspect of community services.
A wideereaching program of services provided to the community was developed.
The center had at least one proiect available every Saturday. Since more
inmates volunteered to work on éhese services than there were jobs
available, not every inmate had the chauce to work on a project every
week, but every inmate was given an opportunity to work a certain number
of hours every month.

Examples of community service projects undertaken during thekprogram
life of the New Orleans center included: o i

‘painting several city schools

cleaning city parks

cleaning-city dumps

eleaniug catch basins

working at a school for retarded adolescent males
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working at Children's Hospital e Restitution

rendvating 2 home for a non-profit organization Restitution payments were required of all pre-release center par-

‘working with the city Sanitation‘Department

ticipants. Two types of restitution were used: court-ordered restitution

, and program—ordered restitution.
Additional Components , ‘ ;

The New Orleans pre-release program offered two additional components

sentence orders. This type of restitution had a fixed dollar amount to

g ‘
‘b§ ; Court-ordered restitution requirements were included in the inmates'
which were not required by the test design. These components were an i;

. be paid to the victim of the inmate's offense. The entire amount of
in-house education program and a restitution program. s ‘

.F: : SRR (] court-ordered restitution had to be paid, even if the inmate had to con-
1 e Education Program - ‘ , ERR R D ' '

‘ ‘ v - el tinue to make restitution payments after his release from the pre-release
- v All center residents were required, as part of their MAP contracts, LR 1 , ,

ki : ‘ center.

- to participate in an in-house education program. .The center émployved .

” ' e All clients who were not obligated to pay court-ordered restitution

a full-time teacher who offered education at all levels ranging from

] , : ) o ~;fv~. ‘ 3 : were required by the pre-release program to pay some other form of resti-—
‘kindergarten to high school. Classes were conducted four nights per week. T v g pay

‘ . tution. The total amount to be paid was determined by center staff, and
Inmates were tested and grouped by level of performance in reading and B . - :

_ . , , ; the inmate was then required to pay ten percent of his weekly paycheck
- mathematics. Instruction was individualized, with each inmate receiving v " P X1y pay up

: ‘ : o to the amount of the restitution total and, thereafter, ten percent of his.
four to five hours of classroom instruction per week, plus additional

paycheck was paid into the Elderly Victim Fund until his release from the

tutoring from the teacher and from inmates in more advanced groups.

. 4 ~ ] ; program. Unlike court-ordered restitution, the inmate stopped paying
Educational testing determined that almost two-thirds of the inmates '

: ’ } _ program-ordered restitution upon release from the program, even though
entering the pre-release program were non-readers. - The educational program , ,

‘ the set amount may not have been met.
focused on adult basic education, with some residents pursuing GED , )

: , ; Inmates’convicted of the offense of criminal neglect of family (non-
certificates, and a very few inmates completing high school work. Although & y (

. , oo , support) were required to pay actual court-ordered Ssupport lus ten per-
a small number of pre-release center residents had received their high PP > P P

, - cent of their paYchecks to the Elderly Victim Fund. ' é;v'
school diplomas or had even begun college, testing revealed that most of ' , L , :
these inmates were ?erforming at less than high school levels and, as

a result, were tutored in those education areas in which they were deficient. '@Ff~;
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' Critical Events in the Implementation
of the New Orleans Pre—-Release Center

Prior to the implementation of the pre-release center model pro-

gram, the>0rleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's Office had been operating

a restitution program, which was established in January 1978 through

’ o i i ined a work-
B4 LEAA state block grants. The restitution program conta

release component and a Sunday furlough privilege. Through its early
stages, the restitution program was relatively small in.scdpe, avgraging
fifteen to twenty participants at any given time.

With the implementation of the pre-release center model, the resti?
tution program expanded in size, to an average of 47-50 participating
clients. In addition,'the phase systemyﬁf graduated freedom was in-
cofpbrated, and social awareness instruction classes were developed.

Additional counselors were hired, and records of counseling sessions

were kept on a systematic basis for all participants. The newly-
"implemented pre~release center‘program was housed in the same office

and cell space in the new parish jail which had been used for the resti-

tution program.

Although the pre-release center grant to the Orleans Pa;ish Criminal

Sheriff's Office was effective October 1, 1978, monies were not ;vailable

for expenditure until January 1, 1979. Following the necessary planning

'3 ‘and training period, the Orleans Parish Pre-Release Center became fully
E; L% 'operational on April 1, 1979.
¥ "% | In January 1980, a serious overcrowding problem in the parish jail
? t: | forced the pre-release pf&éram to relinquish its cell space in the parish
g ,:é | jail'andvto movévto a_tenovated elementary school building several bldcks
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away from the jéil; ‘Althoﬁgh pre-releaée center res;dentsvwere houséd
in therrepiacement facility, staff‘members' offices remained in the
parish jail.

During-thé fall ;f 1980,’the_0rleans Parish pre-réleasé program
suffered a serious sfaff turn-over problem when virtually all of its
counselors resigned within a’very short peribd of time. Unfortunétely,
at this same timé,.the evaluation téam was in the midst of the coliection
of service provision data for‘a client cohort. 1In the period of fime
required to hife and train several new counselors, existing staff members
were forced to take on as many additional duties as possible in order
to}provide even minimal levels of,service to current program clieﬁts.

As a result of this staffing problem occurring midway in the service
data collection period, data concerning the provision of services (and

in particular, the provision of counséling services) will uﬁdoubtedly
considefably under—répresent the actual effort generated by program staff
under ordinary circumstances. |

A court order handed down from a federal court in January 1981
requiring the Criminal Sheriff of Orleans Parish to significantly reduce
the inmate population at the old parish prison résulfed in the transfer
of an extremely large number‘of inmates from the prison to both the work—
release‘and~the pre-release fécilities; At that time, following the
huge influx of non-program participants into the pre~release facility, it
became apparent that pre-release services (such as co@nseling, social

awareness sessions, etc.) were no longer being provided on a regular basis

to program clients. It was decided, therefore, to exclude from the
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- experimentel'group any\hewfresidents‘who entered the pre-release center

iy
‘L

'after January 15 1981, and to stop the collectlon of serv1ce data for.

axistlng experlmental ‘group members 1n Aprll 1981

CHAPTER III

EVALUATION DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

-

Basic Design

i
e B e B

P R R s e

,% This evaluation‘ofvmodel preerelease centers was designed to focus

o on three major goals:

P ) . . .

A% ~ ® to determine the impact of the program'enAparticipating

' . clients | ‘ | R .
‘;E . ’ ': '? £ ® to assess the economic utility of the Programs to the

~ SN criminal justice system

;g iié ; ® to identify the relative contributions of major program

j | components to overall outcome: ~

v"E e : : : ‘ S ‘ ; . , | “aJ"fii],f% »:; ~ ; In order to address the goal of determlning program impact od par~-

- " k | | | B vfdfi ;‘ ticipatlng clients, a qua31-experimental design was utlli7ed Three |

f' {L ‘; il  groups were contructed: (1) an experimental group, composed of inmates

o p; f; ';‘ bwho partic1pated in the. model pre-release treatment program and serv1ces,

% - " dé - (2) a control 1 group, composed of inmates who were eligible to part1c1pate
& ' f? : in the pre-release pProgram but who were not selected for membershlp in the : | :7;F~
rqv ' " : . -experimental group for non-prejudicial reasons (In the New Orleans program, —
;{Z i ; the members of the control 1 group received traditional work-release

p‘ ' . ; § services); and (3) a control 2 group, composed of inmates who were deemed
18 J

to be ineligible for participation in the pre-release program and who

(™3 received neither pre-release norvwork—release services prior to their
= : L :
r release from incarceratlon.
T
T 5 A series of questions de31gned to assess the 1mpact of ‘the model
: Bl
A Program on partlclpants was developed. Examples of types of questions
[
: § it :
I included in this series are: : C.
P .
I
. b
P
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® Are the three groups (experimental, contrél 1, and control 2)
. comparable in terms of demographic characteristics, prior
criminal Jjustice involvement, current offense, etc.?

) that characteristics are associated with individuals who
- completed the model pre-release program, as opposed to those
individuals who failed to complete the Program by being returned.
to the general jail population : RE R ,

. What characteristics (demographic, criminal justice history,
exposure/no exposure to the model pre-release or work-~release
programs, completion/non—completion of the pre-release program,
etc.) are associated with successful reintegration into the

- community and/or absence of arrests for new criminal offenses
“during the follow-up period?
To assess the effect of the model program, then, it is first necessary
to determine whether the three groups of inmates differ Significantly in -
terms of a variety of demographic and criminal justice variables. If the

groups have been pProperly selected there will be no significant differences

between the experimental and the control l groups. There should however,

‘be a number'of differences between these two groups and the control 2

group.
: Next, program completion for the experimental (pre-release) and
control 1 (work—release) groups will be examined In addition to determinin

<

the proportions of each group who successfully complete either the work-

”release or pre—release programs, an attempt will also be made to identify

" the characteristics of 1ndiv1duals which appear to be: associated with pro-

'gram completion or non-completion.

» Finally, three measures of outcome will be examined -~ relative adjust~

ment re—arrest and time until first arrest. The relative adjustment

‘scale is a method of capturing gradual movement away from criminal behavior

;jand toward socially acceptable behavior. The major: emphasis of the

adJustment scale is on work or education stability, although items are also
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‘:included concerning self—improvement efforts, financial responsibility,

reSidential stability, and absence of critical incidents or illegal
activities, Although these items are somewhat discretionary and do not
1nclude all the qualities which could be defined as adJustment each item

does suggest stability, responsibility, maturity, and a general order in ,

vlifestyle which is usually associated with socially accepted patterns of

_behavior. The scale items, then, ‘are not set out as total indicators of

success, but merely as an index of adJustment within the community.
For purposes of this evaluation, recidivism during the follow-up
period was defined as ‘arrest for a new offense.; In‘addition to the fact

of post~release arrest and the type of offense involved, data were also

'collected concerning the disposition of the arrest, the sentence imposed

 for the offense (if any), and the length of time from the date of release

to arrest.

These three outcome measures (relative adjustment, re—arrest, and -
the length of time to first arrest) have been collected for members of all
three groups (experimental, control 1 and control 2). In addition to

determining the proportions of each group who are successfully adjusting

- in the community at. the time of follow-up, we will also analyze the out~
- comeé measures in terms of possible associations with demographic character-

' istics, criminal justice history, exposure/no exposure to the pre-release

program, and completion/non-completion of the model program.

Y

Evidence provided by the three major research questions posed above

will assist in answering the question concerning the impact of the pre—

release program on the participating clients.
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The goal of assessing the economlc utility of the. program is being
addressed through a cost /benefit anal/s1s of the expe51mental programs.
The: data for this analysis at New Orleans w111 not be available until
final project cOst-reconCiiiations are completed by the Orleans Parish
Criminal Sheriff's Office.

To address the goal of identifying the relative contributions of
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major program components to overall outcome, a panel design was utilized.

A cohort of program clients was selected,and detailed weekly records of
services received and actions taken were maintained.. Data from this
cohort are then used to determine:

® mnhm%mmm@mmmama%umwdﬁmimm%mm
outcome? ‘

‘e which program components are -associated with post—program
outcome?’

‘& what are the service profiles of clients who enter the
- pre-release program? - what services are delivered most
frequently? when are they delivered during the client's
stay?
The first and last of these questions are addressed in this report. The

- question of the relationship of program components: to post-program out-

come requires a greater period of follow-up for the cohort.

Sample Selection

It was originally planned thaﬁ.this evaluation would bevimplemented
es a true experimental design, in which inmates eligible to participate
in the pre-release program would be randomly assigned to either the
experlmental group (who would participate in the pre-release program

of treatment and services) or to the control 1 group (which would not

~ participate in the pre-release program). In addition to the two comparable
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groups, a group of inmates detenmined to be ineligible for participation .
in the pre-release program would be-chosen, Members of this control 2
group. were to serve out their sentences and be released in the traditional
manner. | |

’Eligibility for program participation was supposed to be based upon |
two major factors:

e the inmate was not deemed to be ineligible on the basis of

formal criteria (for a description of these criteria, see the

New Orleans program description section above)

o the inmate achieved a certain set minimum score on the
\ suitability selection scale

The suitability selection scale was a screening mechanism devised by
the Montgomery County center in order to provide a ranking of otherwise

eligible inmates as a guide for filling center vacancies as they occurred.

.. The total suitability score for each inmate who was screened for the program

was ranked, with a cnt—off point ‘below which scofes were’simply too lowfto'
warrant consideration. Under the Montgomery County scheme, individuals
were rated on . a fourteen—item structured scale, with a possible range of
scores from -100 to +200. Applicants with scores of eighty or higher

were con51dered to be high priority applicants; scores from 31xty‘to
seventy—nine were moderate priority; scores from forty to fifty-nine were
low priority, and applicants with scofes of thirty-nine or lower were
considered to be unsuitable for the pre-release program.

The New Orleans pre—release center used a slightly modified version
of the Montogmery County scale. Suitability scoree, however, were not
considered to be a major factor in the acceptance or rejection of an
applicant for the pre-release program. Scores were determined for each

'potential_program participant as a routine part of the screening procedure
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but were uséd‘primarily as a means of double-checking the comparability

of the experimental group and the control 1 group. Items used in the

New Orleans suitability scale were:

Itém 1. Referral Source
Item 2, Time.in Confinement
Itemy3; Place of Residency_
Item 4. IﬁstantVOffense
Item 5a. Age (Failure Indicator)
Item 6. Family Responsibilities
Item 5b. Mental Hospitalization (Failure Indicator)
Item 5c. Chronic Alcoholism (Failure Indicator)
Item 5d. Drug Abuse (Failure Indicator)
Item 7.  Past Criminal History
Item Se. Past Escapes (Failure Indicator)
Item 8. Employment Factors
Item 9. Previous Revoéation/Recidivism
Item 10. Personality Characteristics
Item ll. No Identification of Specific Negative Factors
Item 12. Institutional Performance/Adjustment
Item 13. Prior Incarcerations
- Item 14. Treatment Factors
Item .5f. No Failure Indicators
Once an applicaﬁt has been determined to be eligible for participation
in the pre-release program, éssighment to either'tﬁe experimental group

(pre-release participation) or the control 1 group (participation in a
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‘traditionaifwork-release'program) was to have been random. 1In practice,

- however, the space available in the pre-release center at any given time

became the major determinant of whether a particular eligible inmate woﬁld

‘be accepted into the pre~-release prbgram.

In summary, all potentially eligible inmates weié screenéd'by fhe
Diagnbstic Unit. Those inmates determined to be ineligible for pre-release
pargicipation :emained in the genefal'jail population for the remairnder
of their sentences and became part of the control 2 group. Inmates
determined to be eligible for pre-release participation were accepted’into

the program (and into the experimental group) if space was available in

the pre-release facility; if not, they were assigned to the work-release

programA(and to the control 1 group). This "space available" assignment

rule was routinely circumvented, however, in the case of individuals con-

victed of the offense of criminal neglect of family (non-support), virtually

all of whom were assignéd to the pre-release program.

‘ During the 1ife of the New Orleans pre-release center (January 1979
to Januaty 1981), approximately'380 inmates participated in the program.
The experimental group for tﬂis evaluatioﬁ contains 367 members. The
remaining thirteen cases were dropped from the‘experimental.group
beﬁausé‘their prison records could not bé located or because of un~-
certainty about whether the inmates'ha& actually participated in both
the pre-release and the work-release programs.

It was anticipated that the number of inmates determined to be

eligible for program participation but.ﬁho were not selected would

‘approximate or exceed the number of actual pre-release program par-

ticipants. This did not, however, prove to be the case at the New Orleans
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 Center, perhaps due to the relatively high turn-over of Pre-release center

inmates (caused both’by inmates who were thrown out of the program and
inmates who had only very short periods of time left to serve on their
sentences). As a result, of those inmates eligible‘to participate, the
majority actually did participate’in the pre—rélease program. Therefore,
while the experimental group contained 367 cases, the control 1 group
contained only 135 cases.

Given the rather stringent eligibility reqﬁirements, it was expected
that overscreening would produce a large pool of ineligible inmates tg
form the control 2 group. Overcrowding problems at the parish prison,

however, forced both the pre-release and work-release pPrograms to relax

‘their acceptance standards somewhat and, as a consequence, very few inmates

were rejected‘outright. The control 2 group for this evaluation, there-
fore, contained only sixty cases.

Table 3.1 iilgstrates the distribution of the experimental and
control 1 groups aééording to the dates of clients' admissions to either
the pre-release program or the work-release program. Forty~three percent
of the experimental group were admitted during the first year of program
operation (January through December;1979), vhile 57 percent were admitted
during the final year of program operation (January 1980 through
January 15, 1981). 1In contrast, of those pérsons determined to be
eligible for the pre-release program but who were not selécted an& were,
instead, assigned to the work-releése prégram,'only 21 percent were
assignedkduring’i979, while 79 percent were assigned from Janﬁary 1, 1980

through the end of January 1981,

v
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Data Cellection Prodecures

Virtually all data used in this evaluation were collected by the
Site Coordinator for the New Orleans center, a staff member on the

evaluation team. Data were collected and transcribed onto data
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collection forms conmstructed by the evaluation team and forwarded by mail

to the project headquarters at the University of Arizona. Three types
of data were collected on a routine basis: basic client information,
outcome-daﬁa; and datavconcerning services provided to clients by the
pre-release center.
e Basic Data

Basic datg concerning individual client characteristics were
collected by means of a 109-item data collection form. The following
items of inforﬁation were noted for each inmate:

Name ’ .

Group (experimental, control 1, control 2)

I.D. Numbers (project I.D., Social Security number, local
corrections I.D., and local law enforcement I.D,)

Aliases

Date of Birth

Date of Screening

Sex

Ethnicity

Instant Offense

Referral Source

Detainers

Total Days of Sentence

Days to Serve from Screening

Residence (loecal/non-local)

Months at Last Address

Housing (own/rent/free)

Total Time in Community

Juvenile Arrests

Type of Juvenile Arrests

Juvenile Incarcerations

Length of Juvenile Incarcerations

Age at Filrst Arrest

Instant Offense Charged

Final Plea to Charge

-39

| Type of Counsel

Multiple Defendants

Court of Trial Jurisdiction
Probation for Instant Offense
Length of Probation Term
Fine for Instant Offense

- Incarceration for Instant Offénse (federal/state/local)

Restitution for Instant Offense

Amount of Restitution

Days Served from Sentencing to acreenlng
Prior Adult Arrests

Type of Prior Adult Arrests

Number of Prior Adult Convictions
Number’ of Prior Adult “Incarcerations
Length of Prior Adult Incarceration Sentences
Number of Prior Adult Paroles

Prior Escape Attempts

Highest Grade Completed

Education Level Attained

Literate

Vocational Training

' Employed at Time of Arrest for Instant Offense

Type of Job Held at Arrest
Employment Status at Arrest
Length of Current Employment
Type of Job Held Longest _
Length of Longest Employment

No Opportunity for Work History
Military Service

© Vietnam Veteran

Combat Veteran
Type of Military Discharge
Type of Military Benefits

_ Living Companions at Arrest -

Marital Status

Number of Children

Number of Children Supported

Reared By

Birth Order

Number of Siblings

Will Return to Same Living Situation
Source of Income

Weekly Income from Current/Last Job
Physical Handicaps

Health Problems

Mental Health Treatment

Type of Mental Health Treatment
Alcohol Involved in Current Offense
Alcohol Involved in Prior Offenses
Participation in Alcohol Treatment Program

P A
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records of two screening interviews with the prospective client and one

Participation in Alcoholics Anonymous
Participation in Alcohol Counseling
Participation in Chemotherapy
Participation in Residential Program
Participation in Other Alcohol Program 7
Months of Alcohol Treatment Program Participation. L -
Currently on Antabuse v T booking card.
. History of Heroin Use : e : o
History of Methadone Use
History of PCP Use

History of Marijuana Use | :  »f,‘1. L. Police Department and NCIC.

interview with hlS family. Information concerning the inmate’s instant

R

offense and length of sentence was fsund on the sentence order. Infor-

mation on detainers and good time dates was found on the inmate's

B

Prior juvenile and adult arrests, cénvictions, -and

éi;«.;l‘&i;l‘i . :

. incarcerations were taken from rap sheets prov1ded by both the New Orleans

History of Other Drug Use- L £~
Drugs-Involved in Current Offense - ' ' Sl

Drugs Involved in Prior Offenses , e N
Nature of Drug Involvement A : S : _
Pattern of Drug/Crime Interaction o o
Participation in Drug Treatment Programs ' : S .
Participation in Synanon Program D
Participation in Drug Counseling

Participation in Chemotherapy

Participation in Residential Program

Participation in Other Drug Program

Months of Drug Treatment Program Participation ‘ :
Needs Assessment - Employment
-Needs Assessment - Education

Needs Assessment - Financial

Needs Assessment. Family Relationships
. Needs Assessment Interpersonal Skills
- ‘ Needs Assessment - Substance Abuse
Needs ‘Assessment - Leisure Activities
Needs Assessment - Physical Disabilities

. ; _Sultabilltj Selection Scale Score

' Needs assessments and suitabili i :
i History of Barbiturate or Amphetamine Use ¢ suitability selectlon B
& History of Sedative or Pain Reliever Use scale scores were prepared by the Diagnostic Unit and were‘entered in |
” History of Cocaine Use e .. -
4 History of LSD Use R each applicant's file. f
i i
e #

] The prison folders were the only available source for background

-

data, given the volume of cases processed at the pre-release center. In

general, the quality of the data appeared good; however, missing values

on variables within a file were a constant problem. Although only a few

variables were missing in each file, the cumulative effect in more than

five hundred files became quite substantial. Since these missing values

s

are not missing in any Systematic pattern, bias is not a problem. The

i
i

effect on the evaluation has been to limit the effectiveness of multi-

missing data on the analysis. -

The primary source for basic client data was the inmate's prison

|

® Qutcome Data

»folder which was venerated when the inmate was screened for ellglblllty Outcome data were gathered as soon as possible after an inmate had

=5

for program partlcxvatlon. This folder contained all interview forms and been released from the pre-release center, the work-release center' or
| ’

other~records requlrad‘for Diagnostic Unit members to make a decision about

Prison and had been (or had the potential to have been) in the community

Lf:cw—-l

fthe inmate's eligibility for the pre-release program. Personal infor- for a mlnimum of six months., These data were collected in two ways

mation concerning the inmate, his work and education history, his family

Relative adjustment items were gathered by personal contact with the

. and living situation, aﬁd'drug’or alecohol abuse history was taken from

B U
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Relative Adjustment - For the last six months, the individual was
self-supportlng and supported any 1mmed1ate
. family for whom he is responsible. :
Relative Adjustment - Absence of any critical incidents during the : B
: i first 6 months since release. These could be
a fight with family, trouble with residence,
employer or fellow employee confrontations,
parole officer trouble not classified as a
& , . parole violation, or any incident in other
£ : areas which shows insecurlty, immaturity,
P o : instability, etec.
Relative Adjustment - Achievement of stability in residence; 11ved
' - ~in the same residence for more than 3 months
or moved at the suggestion of or with agree—
, - ment of parole officer.
L4 Relative Adjustment ~ Absence of any debt problems (such as poor
" credit, garnishing of wages, or financial
imbalance) or the establishment of a bank
, : account (checking or savings).
Relative Adjustment - Participation in self-improvement programs.
5 i 5 These could be vocational, academic, group
U e ‘ counseling, alcohol or drug programs, etc.
: - Relative Adjustment - No illegal activities on any available records
, for the first 6 months since release.
v Relative Adjustment - Individual making satisfactory progress through
- ' : the parole period. This could be movement
dovnward in level of supervision or obtaining
final release within a reasonable period.
Total Relative Adjustment Score
Total Arrests During Follow-Up
Type of Offense First~-Sixth Arrest ‘ %1' .

releasee by ‘a member of the Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's staff and

'were accepted as self-report data. Re—arrest data were gathered by the v

e S e M e

rae B - R

evaluation team's Site Coordlnator from the New Orleans Police Department

H

"computerized;information system. It should be noted that the New Orleans

»Poliée Department information’system 1ncludes only arrests made within

Orleans Parlsh and occasionally, ‘arrests made in ad301n1ng parishes if

o

those arrests aré made known to the New Orleans Pollce Department.' Second,

" the entry of data into the New Orleans Police Department system may at

times lag so far behind the arrest event that the arrest will not appear

in thé data base for many months. As a result, re-arrest data should

i e anl s

be interpreted cautionsly7asiarrests made by or known to the New Orleans

3
-/

Police Department which were entered into the computerized information

gsystem in a timely fashion.

==
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The ontcome data form used for this evaluation,was a'46-item form

A

Ly i

containlng the following items of information.

I

L o e i
]

4 Termination Status (from the pre—release center, work-release i i e:y; ; gispositi;n Fir;;-Sixzh Arrest |
P R R - Sentence First-Sixth Arrest L
ik center, or prison) : ) ‘ : crest :
. [; o e Pre-Release Center Release Status ST . ; Days from Release to First-Sixth Arrest
b o Pre~Release Center Negative Termination Reason ‘ i ’.-_ |
[} Days in Jail Following Pre-Release Center Negative Termination 7 S B
L Jail Release Status for Pre-Release Center Failures , . e L P :
: Total Days in Pre-Release Center v o B ‘ o Service Data
[ Total Days in Work-Release Center , : e Y v ) ‘
[g - potal Da?s in Jail ,o‘ Sl f.;ﬁf s | Service data were collected exclusively by the Site Coordinator
Multiple Admissions to Pre-Release Center ' v
Days ?rom Release to. Follow-Up for a cohort of pre-release center participants who began their stays in

Relative AdJustment - Employed, enrolled in school or participating
o in a training program for at least 3 months of

the pre-release program between September 1, 1980 and January 15, 1981.
the first six months since release. . v

; ‘j Relative AdJustment - Held any one job, or continued in school, or Service data forms were completed weekly for each member of the cohort,
R training program, for more than a 3 month o
- - ‘period since release. detailing all program services which had been provided for each client
1 “Relative Adjustment ~ Attained vertical mobility in employment, ‘
Lg ' : “education or training program. This could during that week. A form was completed for each client every week until
T “be a raise in pay, promotion, movemenW to a
o " better job, or continuous progre351or“through ‘the client was dropped from the program or was released into the community.
1. educational or training program. 4) : , .
4. LT e
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Data were gathered by means of weekly personal interviews by the Site
Coordinator with pre-release staff members responsible for providing
specific services. While service data concentrated on the major com-

ponents of the program required by the test design, data were also col-

Number of Employment Interviews Arranged
Amount of Job Developer Time Provided
Transportation Provided by the Pre-Release Center
Number of Employment Crises Handled
Employment Crisis Action Taken
Number of Job Performance Reports
Source of Job Performance Report Information
Job Performance Ratings Given

" Education/Training Status
Number of Education/Training Referrals Arranged
Amount ‘of Time Spent on Education/Training Referrals
Transportation Provided by the Pre-Release Center
Type of Education/Training Program
Date of First Participation
Length of Scheduled Participation
Hours of Education/Training Per Week
Source of Program Tuition
Number of Education/Training Crises Handled
Education/Training Crisis Action Taken
Number of Education/Training Performance Reports
Source of Education/Training Performance Report
Education/Training Performance Ratings Given
Number of Individual Counseling Sessions .
Number of Group Counseling Sessions
Focus of Individual Counseling
‘Number of Counseling Ratings.Given
Number of Social Awareness Instruction Sessions Attended
Referrals to Community Service Agencies
Time Spent on.Referrals to Community Service Agencies
Agencies to Which Referrals Made
Number of Community Service Hours
Transportation Provided by Pre-Release Center:
Number of Community Service Performance Ratings Given

&b
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Number of Hours of Service to the Community
Types of Services to the Community

Number of Furloughs Granted

Furlough Sponsors

Length of Furloughs

Phase Status

Job Title For purposes of this study, case record data were accepted as
{3 Employment Starting Date
| Hourly Pay accurate unless there were internal contradictions within the file, in

which case the pre-release center program staff were requested to resolve the

problem. The Site Coordinator, an employee of the evaluation team, acted:
as the major data collection agent. Collecting the basic data involved

the translation of large amounts of data from case files to project

. collection forms. This is basically a coding problem, and reliability

was a major issue. The problem was addressed by having the evaluation
team on site to train the Site Coordinator in data collection techniques.,
Two persons held the position of Site Coordinator during the préﬁéét. The
original Site Coordinator collected approximately 20 percent of the basic

data and no follow-up or service data, while the current Site Coordinator

- collected the balance of the data. Wheﬁ,the first data collector left

the project, thirty overlapping cases were collected by the data collector

to check for inter-rater reliability. Table 3.2 shows thé results of

this test, which were deemed to represent a satisfactory degree of agreement.

After the completed data collection sheets were received at the

evaluation headquarters, the data were coded to a machine-readable format.

. All coding has been handled by a single person’to maximize.reliability of

e
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r , Phase Changes
g lected on any additional components provided by the center. Number of Disciplinary Actions
’ Reason for Disciplinary Actions

E Service data were collected by means of a 49-item form which included Program Exit Status

! Total Days in Pre-Release Program

- the following information: , ;
E , . $ 
i Employment Status Inter-rater Reliability B
2 Current Employer : ‘

i i . Vo KR .
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j the operation. Check re-check procedures failed to reveal any significapt i
5 | erfors introduced by’this process. A breakdown of all St“F‘Y variables Eg ‘ _ CHAPTER IV
{ j and the valueé‘ﬁach can hold is included in Appendix A. : ' ’ CROUP MEMBERSHIP ANALYSIS
E ' !*é l EXPERIMENTAL VS. COMPARISON 1 AND 2
| TABLE 3.2 i} ; ,
g , ’ The experimental group for this study consists of 367 males who
: . ‘ ‘ INTER;E%EE?EEESigizgzgg e : entered the New Ofleans pre-release center between January 1979 and
?Z E' | January 1981. The comparison 1 group consists of 135 males who met the
- Variable ’ Pearsoh's R E eligibility requirements of the pre~release center during this same‘peribd )
j ;;;;;;_;£ Aliases (V4)* .61 n of time, but for non-prejudicial reasons did not participate in the pro-
'E ' Prior Property Arrests (V54) | . .84 . : gram. The comparison 2 group consists of 60 males who failed to meet the
L prior Drug Arrests.(vss) ‘ : .69 o - eligibility requirements of the pre-release center. The balance of this
LE Months of Prior Adult Incarceration (V62) .73 »5 g . - chapter.examines in detail’intergroup differences which might potentially
. Number of Juvenile Arrests (V23) . : _ ’ .75 ‘ ;' o "~ lead to diffefential outcome among -groups énd conseqﬁenﬁly obscure the
33 Number of Adult Arrests (;58) .95 ; ? ‘“ true level of effectiveness of the'experimental‘pre—releaée center
E Length of Current Sentence (V13) '93 };; | treatment.
g Days Served Priér to Scr?ening (v50) | : ‘ 77 ,lg ] Intergrodp Analysis - Exﬁerimental vs. Comparison 1 -
) Number of Mbnths in Community (V21) | ) 97 ié ” In any quasi-experimental. group comparison design, the degree of
E Age at Screening (V5) - ‘ 99 “é  : comparability between the experimental and comparison groups is of first
- ~ Highest Grade Completed (V65) | k _' 86 ,é - ; importance. This study attempted to approximate random‘assignment to
§ Numbe? of Siblings (V88) . .69 .,5 ; experipental and‘comparison groups by screening more potential applicants
- _é ) for the program than could be accommodated and then .assigning persons to i
- *V ﬁumbers refer to the variable numbers found in a copy of the code ff - the program‘on a space‘avéilable ﬁasis; This meant that some othérwise
) - book in Appendix A, : ‘ o e N |
o , i : g S - eligible petsons could not participate in the experimgntal program i
i: -é }1 SR because thgir sentences would expire«before space waé available. Thus, ‘ 'iéi“
;\ ;é »Jv this overflow group became the comparison l~gr§up fof'the study. Occasionally,
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the pool of qualified applicants fell to the level where all were taken

‘into the experimental group to maintain population levels. The following

section compares the experimental and comparison 1 groups on a wide range

of variables and reveals few statistically significant differences

between the groups.

comparing them on selected variables.

TABLE 4.1A

INTERGROUP ANALYSIS

EXPERIMENTAL VS. COMPARISON 1

Tables 4.1A and 4.1B profile the two groups by

- Variable

Age at Screening (V5)
Months in Community (V21)

Months of Juvenile (V31)
Incarceration

Agg at First Arrest (V32)

Number of Adult Convictions (V59) -
Number of Adult Incarcerations (Vél)
Months of Adult Incarceration (V62)
Highest Gfade Attained (V65) |
Months of Last Employment (V73)
Numbér of Children (V84)

Weekly Income Last Job (val)

Experimentalii

Comparison 1 X

26.1 -

281

2.6

18.2

l.4

8.8

9.8

17.0

1.2

$157

26.5
297

2.4

17.3
1.8
1.1

19.0

e P SN b e kg g

SN Sty

R i i

 Two techniques were used to determine the statistical‘significance

of intergroup differences. 'Forvnominally scaled variables, crosstabulation
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N TABLE 4.1B
INTERGROUP ANALYSTS
EXPERIMENTAL VS. COMPARISON 1
Variable : Experimental Z Comparison 1 %
Race: White (V7) | 9.0% . 9.6%
~ Black . 91.0 90.4
Conviction Offense: ‘
Personal Assault (v8) : 9.6 5.2
Robbery ve) 10.2 13.4°
Property (V10) 49.5 63.4
Drugs (V1) A .11.2
Public Order (V12) 6.0 11.2
A . Non-Support ‘ (v1i3) 24.5 ' L7
Residence: (v1i8) ‘
Local 98.6 96.3
Non-Local 1.4 3.7
3 * c i
Prior Adult Arrests:
Personal Assault (y52) 34,2 36.6
Robbery (V53) 15.9 25.2
Progerty (V54) 64.2 76.2
Drugs (V55) 24,5 29.8
Public Order (V56) 56.0 . 56.5
Non-Support (V57) 4.1 .7
Education Level: (V66)
Less than High School 78.4 76.0
GED or High School : 21.6 24.0
Employed at Arrest: (V69) | o
Yes . 59.1 55.3
Marital Status: (v83)
Never Married 47.9 57.6
Married 32.7 25.0
Divorced k - 10.2 5.3
Cohabit 8.0 10.6
1.5

Other . o 1.1

* Coded as "0" or "1 or more"

!’
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i az 25 percent of the comparisons own housing, as opposed to 20 percent of the
‘ o experimentals. The balance of each group rents.
" tables were constructed and chi-square values were calculated. Variables g ‘ 7
I: ' g Overall, the examination of group differences om basic demographics
-scaled on an interval level were tested using a t-test or its approxi- : o 4 - ‘
- 22 : provides little reason to suspect that the groups differ in any way which
-mation for differences between group means. In both cases, the hypothesis g@
. ’ could lead to differentiated outcome.
of no difference between groups was tested at the significance level of
five percent. Comments are directed to variables with statistically TABLE 4.2
significant differences. BASIC DATA
: EXPERTMENTAL VS. COMPARISON 1 GROUP
Table 4.2 compares the two groups on basic demographic variables.
On average, the comparison 1 group members have lived more months at their Variable Chi-Square T-value Probability
last address than the experimentals, however, the effect of this difference : . Race (V7) .00 - 964
‘ . ’ : ‘ A t S i V5 - .47 .641
can be somewhat discounted by noting that there is no difference between ﬁ ge at Screening (V5)
: : Residence (local/mon-local) (V18) 1.68 .195*
the g?oups on te;ms of total months in the community. i Months at Last Address (V19) ~2.80 .006
The two groups differ in terms of living companions at arrest. ) ~ Months in the Community (V21) -.126 -208
‘ ‘ ' ] Marital Status (V83 - 7.16 .128
Twelve percent of the controls were living with spouses when arrested, as ax atu ‘ ) *
- Living Companions at Arrest (V82) 14.83 .022*
opposed to only six percent of the experimentals. Approximately equal per- - ‘Number of Children (V84) } 2.27 .024*
centages of each group lived with parents and friends. Slightly more of S : Number of Children Supported (V85) 2.29 -023
| ' Reared By (V86 | 6.71 | .243 o
the experimentals (9 percent) lived alone than the comparisons (5 percent). eared By ( ) % ~
: ; Birth Order (V87) 9.15 | .027
While 15 percent of the experimentals lived with romantic friends, only Number of Siblings (V88) 1.07 .286
10 percent of the comparisons had that living arrangement. 3 Educational Level Attained (V66) 2.04 -360
| : iterate (yes/no) (V67 .21 .648
Birth order differed for the groups, with 22 percent of the experimentals - Literate (yes/no) ( ).
i | '} ; Highest Grade Completed (V65) .76 .447*
as fifst born, vs. 33 percent of the comparisons, and 15 percent of the J Housing (own/rent/free) (V20) 9.54 .009
experimentals last born, as opposed to 26 percent of the comparisons. Return to Same Living Situation (V89) .58 : 444
‘ * Physical Handi V92 f .68 .411
Middle-born children dominated the experimentals at 58 percent, but only hysical Handicap (V92) 15
: ‘ Other Health Problem (V93) .13 714 4
represented 38 percent of the qomparison group. Mental Health Treatment (V94) 1.36 : 243 B
) | i ' - g
The last basic demographic variabie to show a difference was housing. :
) - ' * Py ) I3 -
Over 9 percent of the experimentals receive free housing (usually from Significant at the .05 level
parents), as opposed to less than one percent of the comparisons. Also,

i L Kits [ . . b Bl B T
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Table 4.3 compares the groups on basic employment-related data. No

differences were found with the exception of type of military discharge.

ey

§ == wm

Honorable dischargés were awarded to 12 percent of the experimentals vs.
9 percent of the comparisons. Dishonoraﬁle discharges were received
by 0.5 percent (N=2) of the experimentals and 5 percent (N=6) of the
compariséns.' There is no doubt that the dishonorable discharge can be a

major employment liability, however, the small numbers involved here are

- unlikely to affect overall group performance, especially in light of the

numerous other employment liabilities of the group members.

Table,4;4 compares-tﬁe groups in terms of their prior juvenile criminal
record. The only differences detected were in terms of juvenile offenses
on record. Seven percent of the experimental group had an assaultive
offense on their records vs., 15 percent of the comparisons. Five per-
cent of the experimentals had a robBery offense vs. 11 percent of the com—‘
parisons. And, 35 percent of the experimentals had a juvenile property
offense, as opposed to 46 percent of the comparisons. These differences

could indicate that the comparison group might have a greater potential for

- adult recidivism on the basis of its more extensive juvenile record. How-

ever, since no group differences were apparent in terms of number of juvenile
offenses on record, months of juvenile incarcerations, or age at first

rarrest, it is unlikely that these specific offense differences will affect

. overall outcome.

Table 4.5 compares the two groups on variables relating to their
prior adult criminal records. These variables are generally thought to

be important predictors of group differences because of the often-stated

-
¥
-
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TABLE 4.3

BASIC DATA - EMPLOYMENT RELATED

EXPERIMENTAL VS. COMPARISON 1 GROUP
Variable Chi~Square T-value Probability
Employed at Arrest (V69) 42 .517
Employment Status at Arrest (V72) 6.07 .300
Can Return to 01d Job (V70) .10 .754
No Oppﬁrtunity for Work 3.64 .056

History (V76)

Months of Last Employment (V73) o A7 .636
Montﬁs of Longest Empioyment (V75) kl.59 .113
Weekly Income Last Job (V91) ~1.07 .287
Source of Income (V90) 2.94 ’..401
Vocational Training (V68) 3.45 .063
Military Experience (V77) 4.35 .500
Vietnam Veteran (V78)’ 0.00 1.000
Combat Veteran (V79) - .03 .856
Type of Military Dischaige (VSO) 12.36 .030*

*
Significant at the .05 level
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TABLE 4.4
‘ PRIOR JUVENILE CRIMINAL KECORD
EXPERIMENTAL VS. COMPARISON 1 GROUP st

Variable I Chi-Square T-value  Probability
Juvenile‘Arrest Record'(VZZ) 2.86 ‘ : ' .091
Juvenile Offenses: ‘

Assault (V24) | 6.49 | .o11”

Robbery (V25) 5.31 : Lo21”

Property (V26) 4,40 .036"

Drugs  (V27) .99 _ .319

Public Order (V28) 2.05 : <152

Non-Support (V29) ‘ .00 . 2974
Juvenile Institutionalization (V30) 1.64 .200
Juvenile Offenses on Record (V23) -1.92 - .056
ﬁonths of Juvenile | .24 .808

Institutionalization (V31)

Age at First Arrest (V32) 1.34 .181

N :
~Significant at the .05 level

%% :
Coded as "0" and "1 or more"

notion that the best predictor of future 'criminal behavior is past criminal
behavior. Several significant differences were found. The experimental

group members héd been arrested fewer times,(i.= 4.7) than the comparison

- group (X = 6.0). The expetimental group members had fewer adult con-
«'victions‘(§!= 1.4 to X = 1.8). Experimental group members were incarcerated
ian éVérage df~.7 times, in contrast with 1.1 times for comparison group
1meﬁbers and, while experimentél gfoup members had spent a mean of 8.8

Fmonths incarcerated, the comparison group members had averaged 19.0 months.

| .55
TABLE 4.5
‘PRIOR ADULT CRIMINAL RECORD
EXPERIMENTAL VS. COMPARISON. 1 GROUP

Variable ‘ ' :Chi—Square - T=value Probability
Number of Aliases on Record (V4) ' - .61 .545
Number of Adult Arrests (V58) | -2.10 - .037"
Number of Adult Convictions (V59) -2.29 .023*
Number of Adult Incarcerations (V61) ~2.35 .019*
Months of Adult Incarceration (V62) -3.35 ~.oo1”
Number of Prior Paroles (V63) -1.86 .065 )
Prior Arrests (yes/no) (V58) 2.54 L111
Adult Arrests: *

Assault/Personal (V52) .13 714

Robbery (V53) 4.90 | .027"

Property (V54) : 5.70 A .017*

Drugs (V55) 1.16- .282

Public Order (V56) 1.37 241

Non-Support (V57) - 2.48 .115
Prior Adult Incarcerations 9,08 .003*

(yes/no) (V60) '

Prior Escape Attempts (V64) .14 .710
Alcohol in Prior Offenses (V98) 10.75 .001*
Drugs in Prior Offenses (V117) 10.57 .001*

Drug/Crime Interaction 1.29 +256
Pattern (V119) :

*
Significant at the .05 level

Fedke
Coded as "0" and "1 or more"

Differences were also found in terms of the crimes for which the groups
had previously been arrested. - Greater proportions of the comparison group
had been arrested for robbery (25 percent) and property crimes (76 percent)

than the experimental group (robbery 16 percent, property 64 percent).
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have the potential to affect the outcome of this study.

" in Table 4.6.

~ defendant cases.;

"ﬁ56'

Finally, 20 percent of the‘comparisonegroup'had evidence of alcohol

involvement in prlor offenses vs. only 8 percent of the experimentals
‘7and 37 percent of the comparison group had a record of drug 1nvolvement in

fa prior offense, as opposed to 22 percent of the experimentals.

- The differences in prior record documented here are significant and

If there is a

relationship between past criminal behavior and future recidivism, these:

variables indicate that the members of the comparison group may be more

likely to recidivate than the experimental group members; therefore, sta-

‘tistical controls will be introduced to attempt to negate the effects of

these differences.
The current offense characteristics of the two groups are compared

The experimental group contained a smaller. proportion of

persons convicted of property offenses (50 percent vs. 63 percent), a
' smalier proportion of persons convicted of drug offenses (4 percent vs.

‘11 percent), and a larger proportion of persons convicted of non-support

(25 percent.vs;'l percent). TFor the comparison group, alcohol was involved-
in ZOvpercent of the current offenses, in contrast with 12 percent of the

experimental group. 'Group criminal activity appeared more frequently within

’the‘comparison group, with 30 percent of the*caSES involving multiple

defendants, Whlle in the ‘experimental group, only 15 percent were multlple

The comparison group was convicted of an average of 1.38

_ offenSesvupon~their current entry into the criminal justics system, in

contrast to the experimental'groupﬂs‘i.IS convictions. Lastly, the com-

' parison group served‘an average of 129 days of their sentences before their
.screening for the test program, wh11e the experimentals had served an

; average of 88 days.

Convicted (V137)
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TABLE 4.6
CURRENT OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS
EXPERIMENTAL Vs. COMPARISON 1 GROUP
Variable Chi~Square T;value Probability
‘Conviction Offense: '
Assault (V8) — 101 167
' Robbery (V9) .76 .384
Property (V10) 7.14 .008*
“Drugs (V1l) 6.64 .010*
 Public Order (V12) 3.07 .080
Non-Support (V13) 35.59 .000"
Offense Charged: b
Assault (V33) .00 . 980
Robbery (V34)A _ 1.29 .256
Property (v35) -10.41 .001*
Drugs (V36) 10.43 001"
Public Order (V37) 2.58 .108
Non-Support (V38) 32.13 ;000*
Final Plea to Charge (V39) 1.06 .787
Type of Counsel (V40) | 5.85 .119
Multiple Defendants (V41) 11.61 .OOO*
" Alcohol in Current Offense (V97) 4.88 .027*
Drugs in Current Offense (V116) 1.24 2265
Current Disposition:
Probation (V43) 3.09 .079
Fine (V45) .00 .958
Restitution (V48) .30 .585
| Months of Probation (V44) k-1.49 .136
Amount of Restitution (V48) 1.00 .318
Length of Sentence (V16) | -1.33 .186
Number of Instant Offenses -2.15 .033*
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Table 4.6 cont. TABLE 4.7
., % BASTC DATA - DRUG AND ALCOHOL
Variable \ Chi-Square T~-value Probability ' EXPERIMENTAL VS, COMPARISON 1 GROUP
. : * ~
Days Served Prior to ~ -2.05 .042 _
Screening (V50) ‘ ' : :
Sentence Days Remaining at , .33 2744 ‘ Variable ' Chi-Square T-value. Probability
Screening (V17) ' i '
v Alcohol Treatment (yes/mo) (V99) ©1.33 , <249 j
/ , v Months of Alcohol Treatment (V105) ~1.45 149 ‘
IT ’ "Significant.at the .05 level g; Alcohol Treatment Type: ‘
. ; *Coded as 0" and "1 or more" - Alcoholics Anonymous (V100) .00 1.000
I} ' g; Counseling (V101) : .00 : .960 E
Bosd v * & . '
These comparisons of current offense characteristics offer little to . Chemotherapy (V102) -00 1‘000‘
' : g:‘ Residential (V103) .00 1.000:
suggest thgt tbe two group differ markedly from one ano?herf Vith the Currently on Antabuse (V106) .00 .98Q
exception of the.non-support category. Persons convicted of non-support i* Drug Treatment (yes/mo) (V120) L0000 : 1.000 |
were obviously deliberately placed in the experimental program, and their ” Months of Drug Treatment (V126) - .70 o f484 g
, 1 Drug Treatment Type: |
presence may affect outcome, particularly if they differ from the other, é; Cotnseld (v122) 00 v 1.000 ;
: v . : - ounseling ; . .
more conventional, offenders. For this reason, special steps will be : S _ Chemotherapy (V123) .03 | .856
taken during data analysis to control for the presence of persons con- g: Residential (V124) .00 1‘000'
History of Drug Use: , S
victed of non-support. ] Heroin (V107) . 02 900 T
‘ L :
Variables which were tested for intergroup differences in drug and Methadone (V108) .0l . .910
- alcohol use patterns are presented in Table 4.7. No differences were &J PCP (V109) : .40 - +530
: ‘ Marijuana (V110) .00 .960
found, with the exception of variables previously cited in Tables 4.5 and . Barbiturates rb 10 250
' ’ , ‘ arbitura o] . e A
4.6. \LI Amphetamines (V111) ‘ =
Sedatives or Pain A1 .740 o
"The overall analysis of the experimental and comparison 1 group {} Relievers (V112) e %«,
lends support to the hypothesis that the groups come from the same popu- Cocaine (V113) o 237 .450 § ‘:
. ; 1 LSD (V114) .13 290 _%
lation. The only intergroup differences which appear to have the potential 3 : %
bto‘affect outcome are the more lengthy previous incarcerations»in the N :
~ S {I Significant at the .05 level 3
comparison 1 group and the large percentage of non-support cases in the : £
experimental group. 5} 4
B { " 14
. - ‘ < ”@ - R %ﬁmmmmmm - T /?7/’“)} ) et
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Intergroup Analysis - Experimental vs. Comparison 2

‘Inkadditigﬁ to the éomparison 1 group which consists of persoﬁé who met
the program eligibility requirements, a second cbmparison group of 60 non-
eligible’persons was chosen. Since this groﬁp was supposed to consiét of
persons rejected from the pfe-release prdgram, a number of differences
between this comparison group and the experimental group are expected to
exist. Tables 4.8A and 4.8B profile the two groups on selected variables.
This section briefly exémines the differences which are found.

Table 4.9 compares the two groups on basic demographic variables.
The groups widely differed in terms of racial make-up. The experimental

group was 9 percent white vs. 22 percent for the comparison group. The

" experimental group was made up of 1 percent non-locals, while non-locals

accounted for almost 10 percent of the comparison group. Members of‘the
comparison grouﬁ differed in terms of marital status. It contained fewer
never marfied and many more divorced persons than the experimental group.
Differences were also found in living companidns at arrest.. Members of
fhe comparison group were less likely to be living with parents or réla—
tives and more likely to be living with spouses or romantic ffiends.
Lastly, 18.6 percent of the comparison group had received some form of
mental health treatment, as opposed to only 8.5 percent of the experi~
mental group.

Table 4.10 compares employment-related vafiables-for thé two groups.
The groups are virtually identical on this dimension, with the exception

of months of last employment, where the experimentals average 24.4 months

to the 18 month average of the comparison 2 group.

| TABLE 4.8A
' PROFILE OF SELECTED VARIABLES
'EXPERIMENTAL VS. COMPARISON 2 GROUP

61

1

Variable

Experimental X

Age at Screening | ' 26.1
Months in the Community 281

Months of Juvenile Incarcevation 2.6
Age at First Arrest i 18.2
Number of Prior Adult Convictions 1.4
Number of Prior Adult Incarcerations .7
Months of Adult Inéarceration ) 8.8
Highest Grade Attained 7 9.8
Months of Lést Employment‘ 17.0
Number of Children : 1.2
Weekly Income Last Job F kv é157

Comparison 2 X

27.2
267
4.8
17.0
2.5
1.5
22.4
9.8

11.2

$177
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. gﬂ FICH - TABLE 4.8B . |
U T ’ ' PROFILE OF SELECTED VARIABLES T TABLE 4.9
i ‘ e , ‘ EXPERIMENTAL VS. COMPARISON 2 GROUP B :
. , | : BASIC DATA
SR e 1 EXPERIMENTAL VS. COMPARISON 2 GROUP
',’?% R Variable , Experimental ¥% Comparison 2 % : ,%
v 5  i Race: White 9.0 22.0 B Variable Chi~-Square T-value Probability
. Black | 91.0 | 78.0 . | Race 7.67 006"
SR § Conviction Offense: - § Age at Screening - -1.07 .284
o el Assault | | 9.6 : 13.6 ’;_3’ Residence (local/non-local) 15.57 .000*
=N 'é Robbery ' 10.2 _ 5.1 B Months at Last Address 1.14 .256
B Property . 49.5 52.5 e Months in the Community .65 .519
. ,, - DrugS 4 . 4 5 . 1 el 'u 3 *
L Iﬁ § Marital Status ; 12.26 .016
i; ,ﬁ , Public Order 6.0 8.5 REx ‘f Living Companions at Arrest 38.66 .000*
A Non-Support 24,5 5.3 i Number of Children 1.76 .081
s ; { . . . 3 . )
s 1;§ : Residence: . . : : ig Number of Children Supported : - .18. .855
3 i' . Local ’ 98.6 88.0 . | Reared By 10.36 ©.066
oon Non-Local 1.4 12.0 , E vi} Birth Order : 9.81 .020"
= Prior Adult Arrests; ; | Number of Siblings ' .06 - .952
; ;; { ‘Assault 34.2 , 54.4 ' Educational Level o 2.37 <124
& Robbery 15.9 24.6 Literate (yes/no) -.38 .538 .
L ,f ~ Property o 64.2 75.4 Housing (own/rent/free) 3.80 .150
. ;%~\; : Drugs : 24.5 36.8 Return to Same Living Situation ‘ .00 .987
e Public Order . 50.0 | 63.2 Physical Handicap .13 .718
'»ffg @Z Non-Support : 4.1 ‘ 8.8 Other Health Problems .64 425 -
B Educational Level: Mental Health Treatment (yes/no) 4.71 .030"
kS !} Less than High School 59.1 67.3
e - GED or High School 40.9 32.7 * :
i , ~ ~ ; Significant .
o 1? Marital Status: gnifican at the .05 ;gvel
Li;‘ & Never Married k ‘ 47.9 39.0
o “ Married - ; 32.7 ’ 23.7
Divorcedﬂj  10.2 ‘ 20.3
Cohabit | | 8.0 11.9 .
 Other 1.1 : 5.1 t
: ; .
i
y
2
, . ; E
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cerations (X = 1.5 to X = .7), and a 1oﬁger average period of incarceration

(22.4 months to 8.8 months). The only specific arrest: category in which a

gﬁ
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TABLE 4.10 §§ v
BASIC DATA - EMPLOYMENT RELATED [ TABLE 4.11
EXPERIMENTAL VS. COMPARISON 2 GROUP g} .
, N = PRIOR JUVENILE CRIMINAL RECORD
- EXPERIMENTAL GROUP VS. COMPARISON 2 GROUP
Variable Chi~Square T~value Probability Ig
Employed at Arrest .00 .948 -
Employment Status at Arrest 7.55 .110 a« Variable Chi-Square I-value Probabilit
Can Return to 01d Job ’ .00 .983 Juvenile Arrest Record 2.59 : .108
No Opportunity for Work History .00 1.000 E: i '
* £ i :
Months of Last Employment 2,13 .036 ‘ Juvenile Offenses "
e Months of Longest Employment - .06 .952 g' Assault 9.63 -002
k 4 LT *
K Weekly Income Last Job - .97 .335 8. Robbery 6.23 .013
‘ Source of Income .21 .975 : 4.42 036*
t . .
Ig Vocational Training 1.95 .163 I} Property *
. Military Experience 5.21 .391 " Drugs 8.27 -004
g . .
1% Vietnam Veteran 49 f482 {} Public Order 1.39 .239
o Type of Military Discharge 3.21 .667
T; {g Non-Support 2.00 -158
Ié‘ “ ) . ’
b *Significant at the .05 level ’ Juvenile Incarcerations 1.56 212
5 * B *
¢ iz {l Juvenile Offenses on Record -2.72 .009
i} w As noted in Table 4.11, there were intergroup differences on juvenile ‘ Months of Juvenile ~1.16 .252
;! 1} record. Significantly more of the comparison 2 grdup members had a juvenile {1 Incarceration
i i . J g
3 i X} st 1.21 .228
- record of arrests for assaultive crimes, robbery crimes, property crimes, £ Age at First Arres
o j
o lﬂ and drug offenses. The number of juvenile offenses on record averaged {
' "y * )
1.1 for the experimentals and 3.1 for the comparison group. [J Signiflcant at the .05 level
Table 4.12 details intergroup differences on adult ¢riminal justice |
- : R ) S
fg' . record. Here, extensive differences were found. The comparison group §~
j' had used significantly more aliases, had more adult arrests (X = 8.5 to
E X = 4.7), more adult convictions X = 2.6 to X = 1.4), more adult incar-
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TABLE 4.12
" PRIOR ADULT CRIMINAL RECOTD
EXPERIMENTAL VS, COMPARISON 2 GROUP
Variable ' o Chi~Square T-value Probability
Aliases | | -.388 .000™
Number of Adult Arrests -2.65 .010*
Number of Adult Convictions -3.59 .001*
Number of Adult Incarcerations _ | -2.59 .012*
Months of Adult Incarceration -2.67 .010*
{E Number of Prior Paroles ~2.96 .004*
o Prior Arrests (yes/no) ' 7.25 .007*
IE Adult Arrests: .
: Assault ' 7.65 , .006
1 'Robbery 2.01 . .156
13 Property 2.29 .130
e “Drugs 3.30 - .069
1% Public Order 2.91 .088
‘ . Non~Support 1.44 ) .230
1:% Prior Adult Incarcerations (yes/no) 7.20 .007*
, Prior Escape Attempts 21.63 .OOO*
s 12' Alcohol in Prior Offenses 14.71 .000"
; 4 Drugs in Prior Offenses » .08 ) .780
F Drug/Crime Interaction Pattern .51 L4748

{Ml
LTS

%* . ' '
Significant at the .05 level

=

difference in the groups was found was.the assaultive éategory which con=

tained a greater proportion of the comparison group. It was also apparent

that alcohol had been involved in the prior offenses of a greater pfoportion
'be'compariswnrgrbup membets. Lastly, and possibly most importantly, almost

‘14 percent of the comparison 2 group had a prior escape attempt on record,

g
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TABLE 4.13
CURRENTYOEFENSE CHARACTERISTICS
EXPERIMENTAL: VS. COMPARISON 2 GROUP

V;riable Chi-Square T-valué Probability
Conviction Offense: v

Assault .49 .485

Robbery .99 .319

Property .09 . 764

Drugs .00 1.000

Public Order .18 .673

vNon-Support 1;92 .166
Offense Charged:

Assault 5.34 .021%

Robbery .92 .338

Property . 2.40 122

Drugs .16 .686

Public Order .00 - 1.000

Non=-Support .97 .325
Final Pleabto Charge 34 .953
Type of Counsel 19.17 ,000*
Multiple Defendants .22 642
Alcohol in Current Offense .86 .353
Drugs in Current Offense 2.36 124
Current Disposition:

Probation .54 <463

Fine .01 914

Restitution .00 - 1.000
Months of Probation 2,12 .036*
Amount of_Restitution .95 + 344
Length of Sentence .96 .347
Number of Offenses - .69 491

Convicted

T

SRS

s
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e - % Table 4.13 cont. ‘ x TABLE 4.14 3
| ‘ E% BASIC DATA - DRUG AND ALCOHOL I
o 1 Variable Chi-Square  T-value  Probability - EXPERIMENTAL VS. COMPARISON 2 GROUP )
‘?‘ ! Days Served Prior to Screening ‘ - 1.67 .096 '
ég Sentence Days Remaining - .36 .721 EE -
:f E at Screening | | : Variable ' : \ Chi-Square T-value Probability
g Alcohol Treatment © 11.09 .001"
if ! *Significant at tﬁé .05 level Months of Alcohol Treatment . -1.06 .295
ji | ; g; Alcohol Treatment Type: A .
?' as opposed to only 1.4 percent of the experimental group. | Alcoholics Anonymous 13.12 _ | ‘ .OOC*
4 {E Surprisingly few differences were found between the two groups in 1L Counseling . -32 '571
i : ' Co Chemotherapy ~ .20 655
ii:{? :terms of current,offenge (see Table 4.13). A larger proportion of the f} Residential 3.23 072
ﬁ{; i .comparison 2 group was charged with assaultive crimes, but this difference ' Currently on Antabuse .00 1.000
,%j TE ‘did not manifest itself’in,convictions.v A difference was found in terms of 'El Drug Treatment . . 04 '846*
Lo : ‘ : ‘ i Months of Drug Treatment ’ 2.42 .016
?‘ l; t?pe of counsel, with a larger proportiog of the comparison group repre- Drug Treatment Type:
é% ; { sénted by court—appbinted_couﬁsel. Finally, there wus a difference in {} Counseling ' _ .28 o .596
‘%f . terms of length of probation term in those cases where probation was a ' Chemothe;apy -00 | 1.000
L ' | B Residential | - .32 . .571
?1 s - part of’the sentence for the current offense. Where probation was given, History of Drug Use: - ’ - |
‘ ;f Iﬁ the comparison group members received a shorter probation period. i} Heroin 1.59 .208 , f'}
. . < The final comparisons examine drug and alcohol;related variables (see ’ Methadone . .00 - 1.000
Lo e T L , . - i » PCP - .29 .590
Table 4.14). If the participation in alcohol treatment 1s’an indicator of , Marijuana .64 424
_alcohol problems, they occur in the comparison 2 group at a much greater ; Barbiturates or 3.30 .070
' : ; ' ‘ . _ ‘ i] Amphetamines ‘ :
rate than in the experimental group. Over 12 percent of the compgrison | Sedatives or Pain 10 753
4o i‘ group have participated in alcohol treatment compared to only 2 percent g{ ' Relievers ; N
I | ~ ' : | ! Cocaine 9.77 ©.002
of'the ?xperimental group. On the other hand, the experimental group ) L.SD , .00 : 1.000
presentéd a significantly higher rate of drug treatment involvement, ij | |
although%in:both groups the rates were very low. *Significant at the .05 level
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In summary, the aSSumption that the comparlson group 2 Would have

major differences from the experimental group was demonstrated Com-

parison group 2 members were found to be composed of more whites, more non-

rlocals, and had had more alCOhol and mental health treatment. Thev had

more exten51ve Juvenlle and adult criminal records, and many more prlor

~escape attempts. In spite of these background differences,-however, few

differences were found regarding current offense.

-~ For all three groups, the evidence 1ndicates that the sampling

strategy was successful. It ylelded a comparlson 1 group whlch is

remarkablyvsimilar to the experimental group and a comparison 2 group which
congists of persons who, in terms of c¢criminal record appear less eligible

for 1he pre-release program thanlthe experlmentals and comparlson 1's,
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CHAPTER V
INePROGRAM PROCESS ANALYSES:
SERVICES AND OUTCOME

Thisrchapter examines the in-~-program processesvof the New Orleans
pre-release center, The pre-release center offered a variety of in-
program services including employment location, counseling, basic edu-
cation, training, and social-awareness training. | .

-Since each of these services has the potential to be the "important

one" for a particular client, determining which is '"most important" for

the program is problematic. The experimental treatment in this study is

not a single service but instead a range of services. To.begin to sort
out this complicated area, three basic questions were asked:

e what is the 1n—program success rate and who are the persons
who succeed or fail?

e 1is there any relationship between services received from the
program and in-prograir success?.

e nmore specifically, what effect did the pre-release program have
on the employment situation of the clients of the center?

Determinants okan—Program Success
An important research question in this study concerns the in—program
performance of participants. It cankbe argued that if the pre~-release
center program is to have any effect'on its participants, then the par-

ticipants should at least complete the program.A Table 5.1 shows the

’ program completlon status of the experimental group. There were 162

persons classed as successful completions. Successful completion resulted

~from‘one-of three outcomes. First, persons who were making satisfactory

b Sl N I A
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progress in the program when their sentence expired or they reached their
"good time" release dates; second, persons who were able to pay out-

standing fines'while maintaining satisfactory progress in the program,

~and, third, non-support cases assigned to the program who paid out-

standing non-support judgments while maintaining satisfactory progress
iﬁ‘the program;

Program failures numbered 144. Table 5.2 breaks down the reported
reasons'for program failure. Job violations, at 27.9 perceﬁt, were the
most common infractions; these consisted of behavioré such as failure to
report for work, geﬁting fired, or altercations on the job. Misconduct
at 26.5 percent of knéwn failures ranked second. These violations con;
sisted primafily of insubofdihation, failure to follow orders, or alter-
cations with other\program participants. Substance abuse was responsible

.

for over 30 percent of the program failures, which were about evenly

divided between.drués and alcohol.

TABLE 5.1

PROGRAM TERMINATION STATUS
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

A

Termination Status Success Failure Undetermined

Successful Completion : 162

Prejudicial Removal | 144

Non-Prejudicial Removal ‘ 2

Non-Determined 39
‘Total 162 144 61
Success/Failure Percent 52.9%2 47.17%

R SR T e TR

-

TABLE 5.2

PROGRAM TERMINATION REASON
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP FAILURES

73

Percent

Termination Reason b
Job Violation 38 27.9%
Misconduct 36 26.5
Alcohol 24 17.6
Drugs 18 13.2
Pass Violation ‘ 9 6.6
Security Risk 3 2.2
Other 8 6.0
Unknown : (8)‘ -—
Total 144 100,0%‘

For 61 members of the experimental group, program outcome is un-

determined. Two persons were removed from the program at their own

requests for non-prejudicial reasons. For the balance of 59 persons,

program outcome was not determined. The reasons for non—-determination

‘were evenly split between lost or misplaced pre-release center records

and failure to complete the program during the data collection period.

Demographically, these 61 persons do not differ from the 306 persons for
whom outcome data are available, so there is no basis for believing that

subject mortality biases have been introduced. Overall, then, the pro-

‘gram achieved an in-~program success rate of approximately 53 percent.

N
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An attempt wae maée to determine if in-program successes and failures
could be differentiated from one another on the basis of available back-
ground information. If major differeﬁces are apparent between the two .
groups, the differences could point toward potentially useful progrem
screening criteria or specific categories of offenders who seem most
likely to complete the pre—releese-center program. The study group for
this section consists of the 306 persons for whom in~program outcome has
been determined.

The first‘step in this analysis was to utilize in~program sﬁccess/
failure as the dependent variable and to ekamine‘the relatienship of‘each
background variable with it. T-tests for differences between means were
used for interval measures, while chiJSquare tests were used for the
nominal variables.

Table 5.3 compares the succeeses and feilures on basic demographic

variables., Four statistically significant relationships were found.

‘The successes were found to be, on average, almost 2.5 jears older than

the failures (27.5 years vs. 24.0 years). In terms of marital status,

35 percent of the succesges had never been married vs. 63 percent for the

. failure group. Forty-three percent of the successes were currently
 married; as opposed to 20 percent of the failures. Cohabitation rates
‘ are‘approximatelyfequaly? As might be expected, the two groups also

‘vdifferﬂin terms of number of children, Withwgp average of 1.5 for the

successes and .9 for the failures.; Finally, the number of children
supported.differe, ﬁitb .7 for the suceesses‘ande;S for theyfailu:es,
' ,These'age~an& family differenceslinvrelatiOn to program success are

= o .

yffequeﬁtly found in tﬁe'éValuatioﬁ of correctionalepfqg;ams and"ﬁndoubtedly,
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i\
TABLE 5.3
IN-PROGRAM SUCCESS VS. FAILURE
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

Variable Chi-Square  T-value Probability
Race .02 .898
Age at Screening 4.41 .000*
Residence .01 - . 905
‘Months at Last Address - .20 +840
Months in the Commuity 1;07 .285
Marital Status 29.88 .000"
Living Companions at Arrest 9,27 .137
Number of Children ©3.34 .001"
Number of Children Supported 3.55 .000*
Reared By - 3.82 | .575
Birth Order 3.01 <390
Number of Siblings 1.24 .217
Educational Level 4,89 .087
“Literate (yes/no) 1.98 .159
Highest Grade Attained 1.23 ;218
Housing .99 .611
Return to Same Living Situation W42 .518
Physicél Handicap 2.04 +153
Other Health Problem .00 1.000
Mental Health Treatment .86 .353

* .
Significant at the .05 level
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4 iﬁ pre-release program vs. only 44 percent of those with a juvenile arrest
should remain elements of the screening process. It should come as no iﬂ g% record.
. . 3 i
PR , . o TABLE 5.5
surprise  that the older clients with more stable families and family 2 , :
o eyed : i PRIOR JUVENILE CRIMINAL RECORD
respon51b111§1es are more frequently successful. z EXPERIMENTAL GROUP
- " i IN-PROGRAM SUCCESS VS. FAILURE |
L Table 5.4 examines employment-related variables for differences g i: - /
I ‘ 4 | !
W , between program successes and failures. No significant relationships g %'
i or differences were found." ' % Eﬂ Variable ' ' - Chi-Square T-value Probability
" TABLE 5.4 : _ ‘ S }} Juvenile Arrest Record , : 8.34 | ' . 004
¥ E ' ;% 1 Juvenile Offenses:
i EMPLOYMENT~RELATED DATA ) Al By
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP R | Assault | - 06 +931
, IN-PROGRAM SUCCESS VS. FAILURE ~ R } Robbery -1.27 .205 i
§ Bt Property S ~1.80 .073 i
o , , E Drugs ~ .86 .392 |
;é. » - Variable ‘ Chi-Square T-value Probability S "C; g Public Order - .58 .559
' Employed at Arrest (yes/no) 1.52 .217 OIS '§ — ) Non-Support : - .67 .504
3 : SRR 4 ) ;
5B Employment Status at Arrest 3.48 o .481 L Juvenile Incarceration - 3.31 ‘ . 069
o " Can Return to 0ld Job ' 3.49 .062 : 3 Juveniile Offenses on Record -1.44 .151
. : ‘ %
No Opportunity for Work History 1.25 , ©.263 'é !ﬂ Months of Juvenile Incarceration -2.16 .032
¥ = » .
Months of Last Employment ‘ : 48 .631 v 3 Age at First Arrest 4,21 .000
Months of Longest Employment 1.52 .129 ' "fﬂ¥'€i 5} -
Weekly Income Last Job ,’ . : 1.14 254 | N ;~; | *Significant at the .05 level ’
‘Source of Income [ 4,13 o 247 o «,'],?L i}
Vocational Training =~ ' : .06 : , .800 : - i  * o
Military Bicoarionse 3  3 : 5.9 . xv 293 S ? No differences in terms of,spe;ific juveéile,offenses and outcomg’ware
Vietnam Veteran L o .98 ' S .323 afrj {] found between completers and non-completers. Months of juvenile incar-  ;,®
Type of Military Discharge. o | 727 : 201 . !” ceration showed a significant difference, with program completers having an
. v N average of 5.3 months of juvenile incarceration vs. 10.8 months for the
‘Table S.S_relates in-program outcome to prior juvenile arrest record. ‘HOQrcomple;ers.‘ Finally, age at first arrest differed markedly fo? the
 The preéEnCe‘or‘absénce of afjuvenile.arfest fecord wds‘cleatly related two‘groups, wi§h tﬁe °°mP1¢terS averaging 19.8 years and the non-qompleters
ey 'EO'completi¢n of the pre-release program. Sixty-two péfcent of the 3 16.5Vyearsfﬂ‘Oyegﬁll,’program‘?on-gpmplegers had much less serious juvenile
Subjeéts,witﬁqutgiuvenile arrest records succe$sfully‘completed the crimipal qggordS'than”?On-cOmplgters;

I
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o ' , TABLE 5.6 , ERRN ;t"gg nor length of prior adult incarcerations appeared to be linked to whether =
b i PRIOR ADULT CRIMINAL RECORD ' the subject completed the program.
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP N : %
IN~PROGRAM SUCCESS VS. FAILURE o s (I Ta le 5 7 relates ctrrent offense characteristics to in-program
ﬁ i success or failure. In-program successes were found to have been con-
 Variable e Chi-Square T-value Probability g victed of fewer robbery offenses (X = .06 vs, X = .16), fewerlproperty
Number of Aliases on Record 33 734 » offenses (X = .46 vs.(X = ,70), more drug.offenses (X= .06 vs. X = .01),
* — —
Number of Adult Arrests ~2.46 .014 ; i: and more non-support offenses (X =-.38 vs. X = .16). A somewhat similar
, Number of Adult Convictions 1.20 -233 , Ty pattern held for the offenses charged, with the successes being charged
1 Number of Adult Incarcerations -1.40 .163 - I - ,
3 Months of Adult Incarceration -1.53 127 . i i with fewer robbery and property offenses and more non-support offenses.
- Number of Prior Paroles -1,91 ~.058 3 Differences were also found with respect to length of sentence,; with
1 g | ‘ . |
. Prior Adult Arrests ‘ 1.04° ' -308. s; | successes receiving a mean of 314 days, while failures received a mean of
Adult Arrests: S ;J;7§ .
1 o NS . .
i Assault | ; | -1.76 .080 ' v - t 444 days. Sentence days remaining at screening also differed, with a mean
L7 ; : ' ' * S L , .
Robbery : e -2.42 .016 . o8 of 105 days for the successes and 164 for the failures.
: , : * S 8 : .
Property , ' o -2.86 -005 R r Our variable~by-variable comparison of in-program success and failure
Drugs : .22 .829 B g ' :
o S : * T, - : ‘ s , i ;o
Public Order ‘ ) | -2.63 005" o T B T groups reveals that program successes are older and more frequently married « Lo
. : . : , . * : BRI ‘ . * : T
Non-Support ‘ L : : 2,11 .036 EERENENE R I 2 . with children to support.. Employment background variables seemed unrelated
' Prlor Adult Incarceratlons o 1°31;f T ;252 £ I o to success. Successes had a less serious criminal record, both juvenile and T
? Prior Escape Attempts ‘ S .61 o 435 TR | ' . ' : '
Alcohol in‘Prior"Offenses B - .00 1 T 1;000' iff é o adult, particularly in terms of robbery‘and property offenses, but prior
Drug/Crime Interaction,Pattern‘ v W73 ‘, .391 ,:j ?:»i] : correctional experience in terms of prior length of adult incarcerations
. — —— o seemed not to affect outcome. -In terms of the instant offense, the successful
Significant at .the .05 level gg "/
» c ' S _ clients were those convicted of drug or non-support offenses apd those with
"v Table’ 5 6 shows that, in terms of prior adult record, successful aﬁ shorter sen%ences,‘while failures were convicted of robbery or property '
completers had fewer total adult arrests X = 3&8) than non—completers offenses and had generally longer sentences.
R ‘ A ; ,
(x = 5 3) Specifically,‘ successful completers had fewer arrests for ‘ ] "
3 R '\\ ] ‘— . = : ) = e
B e 'robbefYE\ﬁ' .14 vs?y = ,30), fewer”arrests,fdr’property X = 1.6 vs. « : " ;
i R SRR o R a , ; A separate analys1s of this group with non-support cases removed failed S
oo &= 2.3)?‘fewer arrests for public “order offenses (X = .9 vs. X ='1.4), ~ ~ to negate this relationship, so it holds for all categories of cllents. g
and more arrests for non-support (X = .08 vs. X = .02). Neither the number g ) ,/> S e SRR
@ v""’» : ! ‘.
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TABLE 5.7 '
CURRENT .OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS
 EXPERIMENTAL GROUP , | 4 - |
e IN-PROGRAM SUCCESS VS. FAILUES a Within every population of correctional clients» there are sub-
g _ , T o o populations which seem to have different degrees of;, /success in a par-
. Variable o , Chi-Square T-value Probability v 7
e e ‘ ' : : ticular program. This phenomenon is exammed in lel‘e 5.8 by looking -
Conviction Offense: ;
As 1t , : .50 .620 ) at in-program success rates for selected sub—populatlons. The varlables
sau , ’ 4 68 008* % ,
o Robbery e : R listed in the table, most of which had demonst:rated associations with
: t 3 ; P 1 '
i s Proper y 2.00 046'*‘ g in-program success, were dichotomized and sub—populatlo‘n success rates
Drugs * ) {
Public Order - .10 - 922 were calculated ~ These rates apply only to the experlmental group and
. P * ,s
N S . .000 i
L & | » , Non-Support , ) 4.31 g probably would vary with another populat:.on but they stxongly ‘hint at :
e | Charged: : ;
I . Offense arg : - .26 798 = the type of population most likely to be positively affected by the pre-
[ ¢ Assault - ‘ . - g * g ‘ . 5
. e : Robbery » -2.46 015 release program. For example, the variable age appears to strongly affect i
< i . * . E
2 ( ) L AN .007 4 ' E !
SLom : Property o 2.70 ‘ g%’ the probability of success in our experimental group. The prubability of
s b : : ' 1.22 .225 = , _‘ |
o “ Drugs 25 799 : success for a client who is 26 years of age or more is over 50 percent
Public Order . R ; ‘ .
Non-Support 5.39 .000 , greater than the probability of success of a client who is 25 vears of
o f“’ . Final Plea to Charge o 3.30 v 3’ S - age or less. On the other-hand, whether or not a client has been con-
{ 1 , . -3.15 : gg ,
.,) Type of Counse , . CR 1.000 . ' victed of an assaultive offense bears little relationshlp to ha.s probability
SR Multiple Defendants o - - .00 - 1.000 i
i ' Alcohol in Current Offense - ” - .00 : - 1,000 % , of success. This table restates in somewhat more specific terms the
- Drugs in Current Offens_re - .00 , 1.00 : , results of previous tables.
2 Current Di.:pos:.tlon"' v L , o g : »
s *" : o ' Probation ? ' 3 , . i 01 SR R ‘\"930 , : L Sy
SR " Fine R o 2.61 | 106 | @ s
L R _Restitution / T Les | G169 0 B
e s .‘ Months of Probaticm , , Cma37 710, : g-g . E
3 S - Amount of Restitu; ion ., R ECRTRE T T .37 R '710* o
D . Length of Sentenc”e \] S : i " | j,’-2.74»‘_ ‘- "_.00‘7‘9 : R | | |
1 " Number of Instant Offfeﬁses \\ S o T 80 s ~426 . aj ;
' h S Days '/'Served'Pri_ol ‘to Screening R - 991 R .365_ 7 :
ST D V O% 5 e ¥ ’ R O s00® ; v
[ . - Sentence Days Renaining-at- ~4.96 LT g : 3
. Screening- |- g ‘}\ RN . S - ; S ' L
\
PR w *Significantat the .05 levell ~ S SRR ~ {\ G 3 - e R’
/ o ; * i ) ; 3
: | o b o - e \& ‘ W e da - -
% i ”;1 7 5 ﬁ\ < ‘, ‘% »'\ N . 3 o v \k s ’ L) ?’j ,' P \ * 03
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TABLE 5.8

IN-PROGRAM SUCCESS RATES
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP
BY SELECTED SUB-POPULATIONS

.82

,ssub—Populatﬁon

Age: o
25 or less
26 or more

Convicted of Assault Offensé:
Yes
No

Convicted of Robbery Offense:
Yes
No

. Convicted of Property Offense'
Yes
No

Conv1cted of Drug Offense
Yes
No

Convicted of Public Order ‘Offense:
Yes
No

~ Convicted of Non-Support Offense.
Yes ﬁ
No ‘. o L ‘ ‘

2 Sentence Length°
375 days or leSSfr‘
376 days or more

Sentence“Remaining atchreening:’
~ 132 days or less
133 days or more

i'i Mbnths of Juvenile incarceration'i

-1 or 2 months
-3 montbs or more

Probability of Success _

424
664

.583
.530

.300
.560

439
. 626

.818
524

.550
<534

.756
+452

- .554
o .463

‘.643, 7“:J%¢¢ , m#;,'mg

R T

.552
'+426.
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bTable 5.8 cont.

SubéPopulation;

Probability of Success

Age at First Arrest:

18 or less - 457

19 or more o : . ; .639
Number of Adult Arrests:

1l to4 .588

5 or more ) 429

Marital Status: ) o R o
Never Married B o | .382
Currently Married/Divorced - .667

The preceeding analysis: is blvariate, i.e., it only examines the

relationships between variables two at a time. It answers questions of

~ the form, "What is the relationship between 'x' independent variable and

in-program outcome, the,denendent variable7"' It is seldomnthat only one

‘,“variable in relevant to a dependent variable. A more likely situation 1s i

i

that a number of. independent variables determine program outcome. To

. :assess the simultaneous effect of several independent variables on out-

come, several multivariate discriminant analysis models were developed.
Discriminant analysis attempts to. statistically distinguish between

two or-morw groups, in this case between in«program successes and failures

" The two groups are distinguished on ‘the ba51s of discriminatlng variables

o

‘nwhich measurelcha -terisii,suon,which,the groups are eXpected to vary.

The "best" of the discriminant models developed could correctly

: ,classify slightly over 68 percent of the cases in the sample as successes

"or failures. It included the independent variables listed in Table 5.9.

&
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b o LR R T u ' ‘ ,
!; : s L o 'TABLE 5.9 - of prime importance. This can be summarized as:

DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION FOR IN-PROGRAM SUCCESSES

1. The more days left to serve.at screening, the less likely a
'EXPERIMENTAL GROUP . , .

person is to succeed.

2. The older a person is at screening, the more:likely he is
to succeed. AR , e

Wilks  Significance Standard Discriminant

Variable Lambda Function Coefficient 3. The more adult arrests for public order offenses the person
SR ' has had the less likely he is to succeed.
Sentence Days Remaining = .88 000 . ..518
at Screening' o g 4. ~If convicted of a drug offense, the person is more likely to
: ' ’ : o . i succeed.
Age at Screening .83 .000 . 475 S , ,
: ‘ S N R 5. The more serious the offense for which the person has been
Adult Arrests for Public .85 .000 . 426 -~ convicted (instant offense), the less likely the person is
Order Offense ' , ’; to succeed.
Convicted of Drug Offense .82 .000 | - .281 ‘ Iy 6. The more arrests for property offenses, the less likely the
. | o ' | person is to succeed.
Type of Most Serious : .92 - .000 274 : S

- R 7. The more arrests for robbery offenses the person has had, the

Instant Offense -
R less likely he is. to succeed.

Adult Arrests for Property .81 .000 : .185 §F "

o v ~ : , , : BT E All these statements suggest offender characteristics which are found .
. Adult Arrests for Robbery = = .81 .000 179 o TR R o =
= e U : : , . : ' L : g : Cooeen g wd ‘ to be associated with in—program success or failure, after controlling for s
?l - ‘ Function: 'other variables. That is, time 1eft~after screening has an effect on
SIS ‘EEE Ca?znicalbgdrrelat19nl= 'gig in—program outcome even after controlling for the type of crime committed, \\*~
SR - Wilks Lambda = s ' : : TN
¢ i} Chiquuar;dF o =‘;1'9, ,age,.and prior record. . During the analysis, there was a concern that o _“:\y ‘
S Degrees of Freedom = B ‘ : v v
i  Significance = .0000 ~the large number of non-support cases in the experimental group would bias Pl

the results of the study. At least in terms of in-program.success,

<

g PR ik g : being convicted of non-support failed to discriminate between the groups.
Thé variables are listed in the order of their diScriminating power P

S 5 L B N Ty o SRR This finding 1ends evidence to the notion that this non-support group does
" from most to least as reflected in the standardized discriminant function

N N

m Sy e -
s :
. < o

. : e ‘ ‘ S e o not really differ in its reaction to the program from the other offenders,
coefficients. Sentence days remaining at screening is the most powerful |
& S e o R S ‘ ‘ S e ) - or, in other words, other background varlables in the non—support group
o discriminator, followed'by age at screening and adult~arre$ts for~public o

ST T ~over-ride the nature of their criminal conviction offense.
~order offenSes. In this model the days. remainlng at screening is almost

Onevfinal comment on‘the discriminant analys1s concerns the'classi-
) twice as powerful a discriminator as’ the type of most serious instant : }
e 'fications which result from the discriminant function., After developing
"foffense. The direction of the effect of the independent variables is also :

a discriminant function, the cases can then be classified to determine

2N
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the accuracy of the funékions just developed. Table 5.10 shows the

results for the functicn reported here.

TABLE 5.10

DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION FOR IN-PROGRAM SUCCESSES
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP
CLASSIFICATION RESULTS

Actual Group Pfgdicted Group

Success Failure

Success 84.3% 35.7%
- {101) ' (56)

Failure ' 37.07% 72.8%
: (37 (99)

Overall Correct Classification = 68.3%

The function correctly classified 64 percent of the successes as
successes and 73 percent of the failures as failures. Because cases
classified were the same cases used to develop the classificétion function,
somé bias has been introduced. ’The overall correct classificaiton is
over—oﬁtimistic and would not be achieved in practice. An impprtant
point, however, is that it is easier ﬁo predict failurés than successes,
This was a constant result in the models examined and suggests that the
characteriétics listed heré might be more profitably viewed as indicators
of possible failures. As a groﬁp, failures seem to share more common

characteristics than successes.
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In order to determine the types of services which the pre—reiease

center provides to its clients,,a cohort of 53 pre-release center clients

was studied for the duration of their stays in the program; Weekly
records were kept of the services received and actions taken regarding

cohort members. The information presented in the following two sections

is derived from this study.

Relationship of Services to In-Program Cutcome

An important element of the pre-release center concept is to offer
a wide range of services to the program's clients. This assumes that the
staff can handle a wide variety of needs and that some programming is

available for all clients. However, when a wide variety of services is

- offered, the question of which services‘are the most useful invariably

arises.

To begin to answer this question, the relationship of’in-program
success or failure to the various service components. was examined for
the 44 cohortbmembers for whom these data were available. 1In the éohort,
27 of the clients were regarded as successful completers, whiie 17 were
regarded as failures. The‘variébles used to represent the service com-
ponents in this study we:ef

o. time spent with job deveipper

e time spent on education/training referréléA

'. ﬁime spent in education/training program

] number‘of counseling sessions attended

e number of social awareness instruction séssions attended

‘e time spent on service to the community

e number furloughs granted
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A regression model was constructed with the above variables as
.predictor variables and success or failure‘as the dependent variable.#
Results indicated‘that the number of furloughs was the best predictor
of outcome,'followed in order by number of counseling sessions5 number
of social awareness training sessions, and time in education/training
programs.’ The>effect of the remaining independent variables'was small,
with each’accounting fon less than one pereent of the-varidtion in out-
come. The variable with the most negative effect on outcome was spcial
awarenese training.

The fact that furloughs granted is the best predicto; of positive.
outcome mey be a feflection of the fact that the staff would be unlikely
to grant ﬁurloughs to persons they feel may not succeed. Indeed, furlougns
may come only when succeesful completion of the program seems imminent.
Also, our attempfs-at rendering this variable independent of time in the

program may have been thwarted. The order of the next three predictors

'is intriguing. Researchers' attempts to show the effectiveness of counseling:

are often confounded, but in this case there is evidence that the nore
counseling sessions per unit of time a person-attende in the pre~release
center, the more 1ikely‘heiis to suceessfully complete the program. High
levels of attendanee at social awareness instruction sessions, on the other
hand, seem to have 4 negative effect on outcome, while time in training
programs has a weak but positive association with success.

The reader is cautioned not to ascribe more value to this analysis

that it warrants. First, the cohort is small becanse data collection had

*The dichotomous dependent variable makes significance testing problematic
at best, but regression coefficients remain interpretable. Also, to
reduce multicollinearity din.this model, all independent variables were
transformed into time-independent forms.
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drastically changed. Second, the lack of a clear-cut relationship between

in-program outcome to post-program outcome makes it difficult to judge
just how important to ultimate success on the street is successful com—

pletion of the program.

Client Employment Rates
In addition to examining service provision effore expended by‘the
pre~release center staff, it can ne useful and informative to attempt
to discover what happened to the members of the service cohort in terms

of their employment situation and their progression through the phase

. system. This discuss;onfis‘based on data available for 53 members of

the service data cochort.

In terms of attempting to secure employment as soon as possible
after entry into the pre-release program, it was found that a relatively
high percentage of residents (17 percent) were able to return to their
previous jobs, thus considerably reducing the amount of job developer
time which might otherwise have been required. During the period of
‘time in which service data were collected, six members of the cohort
(11 percene) were enrolled in CETA programs offered at the pre-release
facility and were not in the job market.’ These six residents were en-
rolled in a variety of CETA programs, including auto mechanics,'welding,
plumbing, and interior design.

Of those residents who did not attend CETA classes and therefore
were required to locate and remain in a job, 5 residents (9 percent)

were never successful in finding a job during their stays at the pre-
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‘release center. Seventy-two percent of the residents located and kept

oneAjpb for the duration of their stays at tﬁe;preérélease center, and
only 8 percent loéated a job, were fired from thét job, and were forced
to locate”a second. job.

Of those residents who did manage tq locate at least one job during
their stays, more than one-fourth (30 percent) found fheir‘jobg within
the first week‘after their admission to the éenter (including those
residents who were able to return to thgir old jobs). An aéditional
40 percent found jobs within the second and thiré weeks after their entry
into the program; eleven percent located jobs during their fourth week
of residency. VOnly 8 percent of the program participants tookvlonger
than a month to locate a jéb.

More than half of the residents who found jobs during the first
week of residency were clients who wefe able to return to the jobs which
they had held at the time of their arrests. There is an interesting
différenée;in the mean houriy wage earned by residents who were able to
returpf&o their old jobs, as compared tc the mean hourly wage earned
by ré;idents whose jobs were new. ' Those résidents'who were able to keep
their old jobs earmed an average hourly wage of $5.06, compared to $3.45
per hour for residents who took jobs located after their admission to
the pre-release center.

This differengg in average hourly wages may in pért be explained by
the difference in types of jobs held by the two different groups of clients.
The types of jobs which were located by a resident or located for a resident

by the pre-release center job developer were distributed as follows:

91

» laborers - 43 percent

o kitchen help - 27 percent

e maintenance - 24 percent

e semi-skilled - 6 percent
In contrast, the jobs which a number of pre-release center residénts,were
able to retain were more heavily weighted toward the semi-skilled and
skilled trades. The types of jobs which centef residents.were able to keep
during their stays at the facility included:

Interior painting and wallpaper hanging

Auto mechanic

Heavy equipment operator

Overhead linesman.

Steelworker

Vending machine technician

Horse trainer

Truck driver

As described in an earlier chapter of this report, .the New Orleans

pre-release center had a full-time certified teacher on its staff who pro-

vided individualized educational services to all pre-release participants.

~One of the tools used to determine the proper level of imstruction for
‘each individual resident was grade level performance testing. Results

- of grade level tests administered at the time of program entry indicated

that more than one-third (38 percent) of the residents were performing
reading and arithmetic skills at only an elementary school level - sixth

grade or less. An additional third (33 percent) were performing at a

. junior high school level (eighth grade or less). The reméining third

of the residents (29 percent) were performing on a high school or coliege

level., Performance levels were distributed as follows:
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~ 13% '
- 12
-13
- 18
- 16
12

3 | |
5 frequently, with robbery and property offenders the least likely‘to
6 . - ' . B
7
8
9
10 - 4
- 11
12

succeed. Multivariate analysis of in~program outcome éﬁggests that

persons likely to succeed have shorter time remaining to serve; are older;

*have not been arrested for public order, property, or robbery offenses;

4 : :

-5 : = . : ‘ S
2 ' o and are generally convicted of less serious crimes.
: :

In—progrqm services which are most positively related to program

e
I

According to the New Orleans pre-release center Operations Manual, : ‘
‘ ‘L : outcome are furloughs and counseling sessions,

progression through the phased system of gradﬁated release and the develop-

o ‘ The program was successful in creating high rates of in-program
ment and acceptance of a treatment plan should proceed in a relatively

| ‘ | ; employment, although for generally very low paying jobs. In terms of
~ straight-forward manner for more residents. An examination of the ‘

e |

» | _ | , ‘ income, there was a marked difference between persons whi came to the
data for the service cohort indicates that almost half (49 percent)

pre-release center with jobs to which they could return and persons who

of the residents had'left the orientation phase and had achieved Phase I

| were placed in jobs by pre-release center staff.
by the end of their second week in the pre-release program. Only 6 per- : :

cent of the residents took more than four weeks to achieve Phase I status.

gﬁ The achievement of Phase II status, which is the primary treatment phase

of the pre-release program, was supposed to have been accomplished some- ..
time shortly after the first month of residency. The data indicate that

almost two-thirds (64 percent) of the New Orleans clients did achieve

Phase II status by the end of their fifth week of residency.:

,Summégz

The analysis of in—progtam processes yielded a program completion

rate of 53 percent, with the most frequent unfavorable termination reason

‘being a job violation. Persons who successfully completed the program

were older, often matried, with less serious pridr criminal records.

Prior experience in corrections did not seem to affect in-program out-

come. Persons convicted of drug and non-support offenses succeeded most
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CHAPTER VI

'ANALYSIS OF POST-PROGRAM OUTCOME

This chapter is concerned with what happened ﬁo the clients of thg
New Orleans pre;releaSe‘céntervafter they 1éft the program. Major
questions of inte;est'concern whether participation in the pre-release
program significantly-imp;;ves the chances of avoiding re-arrest, of
successfui readjustment in the community, aand of‘beiﬁg gainfully employed.
Other variables (such as agé, ethnicity, type of offensé; number of
incarcerations, etc.) are éiso assessed for their effecfkon the chances
of being arrested and being gainfully employed after release ffom prison.
Secondary .questions to bétaddressed in this chapter concern whethef paf-
ticipétion in the pre-releééé program acts to delay the time from release
to the first re-arrest, and whether participation can mitigate the
seriousness of future criminal géhavior.

The dependent variable outcome has been defined in séveral‘ways to
insure that a ﬁariety of dimensions of outcome are explored. A méjor
outcome definition for this S£udy is re-arrest for a‘newfcrime following

release from the pre~release program. This information is derived from the

- records of the New Orleans Police Department. The fact of re-arrest,

the crime or crimes charged, and the time from pre-release program‘reiease
to'refarreSt are all diata elements collected. This ;;;come definition

can be used as a dicﬁotomy, re-arrest/nokre~arrest; as the nuﬁber of
re-arrests, 0, 1, 2, 3...n; as the crime for which a person was re-arrested,
assault, fobbery...; ¢r for the group who were re—ap;ested as days until

re~arrest.
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A sgcond major outcome definition for this study is Lhe'relative
adjustment scale. This is aNécale of "acceptable beﬁaviors" designed to
determinehthe degree tp which the ex—offendefs' lifestyles match "acceptable"
standards. Also, a subsection of ;his scale can be used to assess gain-
ful emplojment. | |

The following sections relate thesé various measures of outcome to
group membership and background variables to attempt to answer "does it

work?" questions about the model pre-release center,

Re-Arrest Outcome

’In thié section, the outcome variable is whether a person is re-
arrested or not with no consideration of ﬁumber of arrests. Table 6.1
shows re-arrest and follow-up rates for the three study groups. 'The
experimental group- had the lowest re-arrest rate ét_38 éercent, followed
by comparison 1 at 43 percent and cémparison'z at 53 percent. The per;
centage of cases followed-up in each group varied from 88 percent of
comparison 2 to 66 percent‘of comparison 1.* Neither tests for differences
of proportidns nor chi-square tests can demonstrate a statistically sig-
nificant difference in re-arrest rates between the experimental and com-
parispn 1 groups, dlthough both chi—square and difference of proportion
tests‘indicate statistically significant differences between the experi-
mental and{comparison 2 groups. Thus, at this level of raw re-arrest

proportions, there is statistically strong evidence that pre-release clients

A comparison of persons followed-u ~ i

P to persons not followed-up failed
to reveal any differences which suggest that the group with outcome
data is a biased subsample of the original group.,

s
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TABLE 6.1
RE~ARREST AND FOLLOW-UP RATES
k BY GROUP
Experimental . Comparison 1 " Comparison 2
Not Re-Arrested 61.8% 57.3% o 47.2%
| (162) (51) (25)
One or More Arrests ‘ 38.2 42,7 : . 52.8
@ . ‘ -(100) . (38) (28)
Total Followed-Up 262 v 89 ' 53
Group Total 367 135 60
Percent Followed—Up 71.4% 65.9% 88.3%

out-perform the‘cbmparison 2 clients in terms of re-arrest rates.
Additionally, the, difference between the re-arrest rates for the éx—
perimentéls and comparison 1's #s in the expected direction, although
it does not achieve statistical significance.

To determine if this observed difference in raw re-arrest proportions
was the result of observed group differences; an analysis of covariance
was conduéte§ ;o determine the effect of group membership on‘probability
of re—arres;, while controlling for nbn—support convictions and months of
adult incarceration. This analysis failed to reveal any significant
effect of group on probability of arrest (F=.05, p=.82). Additional control
variablésrwere added to the model, but no combination revealed a sig-
nificant main effect for group. Due to the low level of explanatory power
of the overall analysis of covariance models, no multiple classification

analysis was attempted.

The general conclusion is that the raw group re-arrest rates are

A S —

g

=1

=97,

reasonébly independent of intergroup differences and cén be interpreted

in a straight-forward manner. - In effect, the experimental group exhibited
the best re-arrest performance, followed by comparison 1 and comparison;z
with the ~diffe.rence between the experimentals and comparison 2's belng

. ~ *
statistically significart at the .05 level,.

Total Number of Arrests During the Follow-Up Period

- For this section, the outcome variable of interest is the tqtal
number of arrests 4 client incurs during the follow-up period. Table 6.2
compares. the raw re-arfest data for the three groups. ’The experimental (
group had the lowest number of re-arrests per arrestee and per client,
followed by comparison 1 and comparison 2. The differences bétween the
experimental and comparison groups are not large but, as with simple
re-arrest, they are in a direction indicatiﬁe of program success.

Two types of étatistical analyses are used.to furthér determine what
factors:significantly influence the total number of arrests during the'
follow-up period. First, for factors or independent variables measured on

an interval scale, an examination of bivariate or Pearson correlation

coefficients ("r") is conducted. Second, for independent variables measured

on a nominal scale, two-way crosstabulations are used. For purposes of
these crosstabulations, the dependent variable - total number of arrests

during the follow-up period - is recoded as a dichotomy which indicates

whether or not the subject has been re-arrested during the follow-up period.

Table 6.3 presents correlation coefficients which show the relation-

ship between total arrests during the follow-up period and ‘several interval

. .
F-test for difference of proportions (F=1.97, p= greater than .05)
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TABLE 6,2
TOTAL NUMBER OF ARRESTS'DURING FOLLOW-UP:
BY GROUP
- Experimental Comparison 1 Comparison 2
Number of Persons Arrested 100 38 | | " : 25‘
Total Number of Arrests 189 74 61
Total Number of Arrests 1.89
per Arrestee B 244
Total Persons Follo&ed—Up 262 89 ’ | ’53‘
Total Number of Arrests .72 1.20 1.15

per Participant

- scale independent variables. Only one of the demographic or background
variables is significantly correlated with total arrests during the follewa
up period. Age at’ screening is mildly correlated,with this eutcome
(r= -.09) indicating that younger persons are somewhat more likely to
recidivate, Length of residence in the community and'education tail to
significantly affeCt,the chanees ef being re-arrested, Neither length
of employment nor gross weekly incdme are related to total arrests in
‘the follow-up period.

Age at first arrest is significantly correlated with total‘arrests
during the follow~up period (r= =.15) indicating thet those whO‘wete first
arrested when they were younger are mote likely'to be arrested in the
follow-up period. ‘Number‘of juvenile offenses en record is poeitively
and significantly correlated with being re-arrested during the follow-up

period, whieh further indicates that early initial contact with the judicial

system is a good predictor of the behavior of subjects after program

o
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releasea Interestingly, the ektent“of juvenile contact with the criminal
justice system as-meesured by length of all juvenile‘inCareerations is
not significantly related to outcome.

ﬂThree of'the variables essessing~centact with the edult criminal
justice Systeﬁ are»significently COtrelated with arrest in the follow-up
period. Number of prior adult conviétions and‘incarcerations are strongly
and positively eotrelated with number of re-arrésts in the follow-up
perind; length of all incarcerations also has a relativeiy strong, positive
effect on the chances of being re-arrested. Thus, those with a great deal

of prior contact with the adult criminal justice system are more likely

to be re-arrested during the follow-up period. Length of current sentence,

days served prior to screening, and sentence remaining at screening all

fail, however, to sigﬁificantly affect the probabilicy of being re-arrested.

Men convicted of non-support of family in the instant offense are
less 11kely to be arrested in the follow-up period. Those convicted of
non-support tend to be older and are less likely to have engaged in purely
criminal activities (e.g., burglary, assault, etc.).*

Table 6.4 presents chi-square statistics which measure the association
between total artests during the follow-up period (coded as no arrest or
one or more arrests) and several nominai scale independent‘variables.

Blacks and whites have roughly equal chances of being arrested in‘

the follow-up period. Educational level has no significant impact on

. .
A separate analysis of the relationships reported in Table 6.2 was con~

ducted excluding those convicted of non-support. Age at screening and
‘number of juvenile offenses on record fail to continue to have a signi-
ficant effect on re-arrest probabilities. Sentence days remaining at
screening becomes significantly and (surprisingly) negatively correlated
(r= -.10) with total number of arrests during the follow-up period.

None of these changes in relationships is likely of substantive sig-
nificance, since all of the correlations are .10 or less.’
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TABLE 6.3
CORRELATIONS: TOTAL ARRESTS
AND SELECTED VARIABLES
ALL GROUPS COMBINED

Independent Variables Pearson's T ’Probabilitz
Age at Screening -.09 .05*
Time in Commumity | 4 -.06 .15
Highest Grade Attained ' -.04 .19
Length of Longest Employment - ~,06 .13
Gross Weekly Income LaSt'Job | ’—.07 .09

Age at First Arrest | -.15 .002*
Number of Juvenile Offenses .10 ;02
Length of Juvenile Incarceration .03 .29
Total Prior Adult Convictions : - «15 .Odl
Number Priorykdult Incarcerations S ‘;22 .001
.Lengfh of All Incarcerations | .15 .002
Length of Current Sentence ‘ , .‘-v-.02 , +32
Days Served Prior to Screening ’ -.06 .14
Sentence.Remaining at Screening - -.06 .12
Number of Prior Aduit Arrests | -.b6 o <12 .

for Non~Support
Instant Offense - Non-Supporti _.13, .605*

* g ,
Significant at the .05 level
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this measure of recidivism. Being married appears to decrease the chances
of arrest during the follow-up period, but this relationship does not

hold true when those convicted of non-support (persons unlikely to be

re-arrested) are excluded from the analysis.

‘Having a job at the time of arrest and being employed full~time as
opposed to part-time do not affect the chances of being arrested in the
N
follow~up period. The ability to return to a job upon‘release does not

appear to be a barrier to re-arrest for either the entire sample or

- when the non-support cases are excluded from the analysis.

Having a juveniie arrest regord appears to inérease the chances‘for
re-arrest for the entire sample;‘this‘relationship holds true when non-:
support cases are excluded from the analysis. Although priof adult arrests
is unrelated to the probability of being re-arrested, those who had

prior adult incarcerations are more likely (49.3 percent) to have been

» arresggd during the follow-up period than those who had no prior adult

dincarcerations (35.7 percent).

Type‘of priof offense committed is not found to be significantly
associated with total number bf arrests during the follow-up périod. Men
whb had comgitted a violent crime or a crime against’a person (éuch as
rape, robbery, or assault) are‘slightly more 1ikely’t6 recidivate (45.9

percent) compared‘with men who had committed a property crime (43.9 per-

- 'cent = such as burglary, larceny, or auto theft) or compared with men

who had committed some alcohol or drug related offense (such as use or
possession of drugs or drunkenness - 22.2 percent). However, this-

difference is not statistically significan;,foy the entire sample.
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! TABLE 6.4
TOTAL ARRESTS IN THE FOLLOW~-UP PERIOD
VS. SELECTED INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
FOR ALL GROUPS
AND FOR A SUBGROUP EXCLUDING THOSE CONVICTED OF NO@—SUPPORT
Entire Sample Non-Support
‘ ~ Excluded
Variable Chi~-Square ~ Probability Ch;QSquare Probability
N . ' ' )
Ethnicity .24 : .62 L4 .29
Educational Level 4.59 10 5.57 .06
; o . |
Marital Status - 12.52 .005 - 3.69 .30 .
Employed at Arrest " 3.53 | .06 2,14 .14
Can Return to Job 3.21 ' .07 1.94 .16
Employment Status 1.5 L4k : 1.08 .58
at Arrest :
: * o : *
Juvenile Arrest 14,92 . ©.C001 6.86 .01
Record ‘ S '
Prior Adult Arrests 11 T4 ] .53 47
. . i * N *
Prior Adult - 7.12 ‘ .008 5.95 . .01
Incarce:ations . .
Alcohol in Current .0005 - .98 .18 .67
Offense ~
Alcohol in Prior .09 .76 .06 .81
Offense
‘ %
“ Drugs in Current 1.81 o .1§ ‘ 4L5% .03
Offense ~ S . . ‘
Drugs in Prior 5.66 02 4,69 .03
Offense
Most Serious Prior 3.45 .18 " e -

Offense

‘ Significant at the .05 level
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The use of alcohol in either the current or a prior offense has no

effect on the chances of being re-arrested during the follow-up period.

’

However, those with drug involvement in a prior offense are somewhat more

.likely to be reéa:rested (51.0 percent) than those who héd not been

involved with drugs (37.4 percent). Those who had drug involvement
- offece :

in the current are less likely to recidivate (32.8 percent) than those

IJ

with no drug involvement inrghgmgurrent offense (42.4 percent). This

association is significant only upoﬁkéxclusion of non-support cases.
\“\f A

The two comparison groups and thewéxperimental group are almost

indistinguishable in terms of the types of offenses for which group
members were re-arrested. -All three groups have about the same rate of

recidivism for crimes against a person., However, members of the compari~

‘son 1 group are somewhat more likely to be re-arrested for property crimes

(68.0 percent) than either those in the experimental group (46.3 percent)

or in the comparison 1 group (39.1 percent)

Relative Adjustment

Reiative adjustment measures a dimension of‘Qutcome much different
from recidivism.v-Instead of‘negative behavior, it concentrates on the
measurement‘of positive behaviors;' The service components of the pre-
release program which ate,often‘pﬁrported to provide éurvival}skills fof
the programs's clients should have an impact on these positive behaviors.
Thus, the.question for this secti&n,ié, "Does a client's participation

in the pre-release program lead to his exhibiting more positiﬁe behaviors:

" than similar clients in an alternative program?"

;
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Table 6.5 compares the mean relative adjustment scores for ohe,
three groups. The eXperimental group at 4.12 is'thé highest and indicates
| the best adjustment, followed by compérisoovl and comparison Z‘in'that |
order.’ When the éxperimental mean score is compared independentlyowith
the comoarison groups, no‘statisticallylsigoifican; differences ;reﬁfound.
. .As with probability ofrre;arrest, the differences between groupé on )
relative adjustment are in thekdirection conéiotent'withvptogram,success,o
but the éifferences aré not large enough to rule out sﬁﬁ%lewerror as their
source, | e . ' ~l;~ L
Bivariate comparisons such as the above can still be miéleading
for a second reason,~however,'if thefe are baéic differences Between“t@e ‘
two groups whioh'could'affect outcome.’ Since the intergroup analysis ‘
showed that the experimentalsfand‘oompariSQn;l‘s differed in terms of |
_non—support Convicti;ns and length of pfior incafcerations, theyeffécto “
ofothese tw0»variables‘have to bé controlled‘before é final. conclusion
.is»reachedf‘,This waslaccomplishéd by uslng analysis of’covériance;anﬂ

: multiplébclassification analysis (MCA) which allows the outcome to be

7o

édjusted to account for differences io'theigroupsQ o
~An ahalysis‘of‘covariance was.oooducted to controléfor thése differeoces

; and:fo: difforenceo’in follow~up time. = Group ﬁembership (experiment;l' u
or cooparison l),hod no significant-effeoﬁ on relaﬁive ajustment <F=,03,

p= —.85),~while4ﬁhe combinétion of the three cooariates'didvhave a sié—_ﬁ
'nlficantveffectl(F%3.24; p= .02). ‘ |
| ‘Tablé 6;6‘presents'multiplo claSsificationbanélysis for this model.
TqTﬁe effoctrof the\threeicootfolovafiébles is to reduce ﬁﬁe difference in
»rglatioo_édjuStment ocorés Between_the g:oups. At béé;,ighére is no o

realvdiffefénce and,'at ﬁorst, the exporimentals did slightly'worse

than the COmoafison 1 group.

TABLE 6.5

RELATIVE ADJUSTMENT -
BY'GROUP
"Mean - Standard Standard Number -
‘ ‘ Deviation Error '

- Experimental = 4,116 3,094 317, 95
Comparison 1 - 3.804 2,957,395 56
Compa;isoan 3.393 2,948 .557 28

L T-value Probability

Experimental vs. Comparison 1 .61 724

Experimental vs. Comparison 2 l.lb\ | .274
,'TABLEv6.6

‘ MCA RESULTS: RELATIVE ADJUSTMENT BY GROUP
ADJUSTING,FOR:~CONVICTION OFFENSE - NON-SUPPORT

MONTHS OF ADULT INCARCERATION v

AND DAYS FROM RELEASE TO FIRST ARREST -

R T T T

Adjusted Score

- Group | o , ‘ Unadjusted Score
Experimental o 4 4,19
'CompériSOn,l~ : ' 3.68

3.95

4.06

Unadjusted scores do not equal‘means shown in Table 6.5 because of

Pairwise missing data deletion. )
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To further determine-the,factors which significantly affect relative
,adjustmeﬁt, three types of statistical analyses are used.  For intervél'
scale independent»variables, bivafiate or Pearsop correlation coefficients
ére used; For nominal écale indepen&ent variables, £w°-way cross-
tabulations are used to assess the influence of'these nominal scale
variables on a single item that is a part of the total relative adjust-
ment index; this item measures "gainfullemployment""(i.e., being
empioyed, attending school or a traiﬁingﬂﬁrogram for at leaét three months
of the firsé sixpmonths'éinCe release). Finally, a model using ﬁultiple
regressibn teéhniques is proposed, using’both nominal and interval
scale variables, to détermine which variables are ‘the best predictors of

adjustment. in the period since release.

Table 6.7 presents bivariate correlations between the total relative

‘adjustment score and several interval scale independent variables. None

o

of the demographic or background variables such as age at scfeening,
education, or length of loﬁgest employment are significantly related to

rélatiVevadjustmentQ' Gross weekly income has a small (buf statiétically

~insignificant) positive effegt‘on relative adjustment.

< g

 Age at first arrest .is étrbngly and positively correlated with

| relative'adjustment (r = .26). This finding indicates thatithOse who had

‘beenyarrested‘at a comparatively ybung age are more likely to have a

difficult;time in adjuéting to a ¢onventi0531‘lifestyle after release.

‘Number of juvenile offenses on record has a negative but insignificant

effect on relative adjustment; length of all juvehile‘institution&lizatidns

has a similérlyfweak yet stétiStically significant negative impact on

adjustment.
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.  TABLE 6.7

¥

(=

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TOTAL RELATIVE ADJUSTMENT SCORE
AND SELECTED INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
ALL GROUPS COMBINED

- HW "

Instant Offense (Non-~Support

. 2;513219 Pearsbn's f - Probability
Age'at\Sciegning .06 vi ! .Zf;f -
Highest'é;ade Attained .10 .09
Time infCommunity‘ -0l .45
Gross Weekly’incomé LasngoB 12 .07
Leﬁgtﬁ of Longest Eﬁﬁldymeﬁt 01 .46
Age at First Arrest .26 ~;001*
Numﬁer of Juvenile Offenses -.08 .16
Léngth of Juvenile Inc;rCerations -.07 .03
Total Prior Adult Conviqtions -,23 .001
Numbér of Prior Adult Incarceratioms -.18 .01
Length of All Incafcer;tions -.19 01
-Length of Sentence -.02’ .;39
Sentence Remaining at Screening %.01‘ 47
DaYs Served Pfior to Screening 07 .18
Prior Adult Arrests (Non—Support) .005 47

| .20 .oo4*

* " ' .
Significant at the‘.05 level

b
o
o
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, S ’ : o , gg TABLE 6.8
Total prior adult convictions and number and length of adult in~ '
| ) - o ‘ o ; | B 3 EE , : GAINFUL EMPLOYMENT VS. SELECTED INDEPENDENT VARIAELES
carcerations .all have a strong negative impact on total relative adjust~- B ' FOR ALL GROUPS
‘ , i " AND FOR A SUBGROUP EXCLUDING THOSE CONVICTED OF-NON~SUPPORT
ment score. The greater the contact w1th the ¢criminal Justlce system, a? E
~ &
o the lower are the chances that a given subJect w1ll ‘be able to success- :5%
B ";% Entire Non~Support
: fully reintegrate himself into conventional society. Nevertheless, . Sample Excluded
e ‘ v . . . ‘ . ‘ ‘; - * g . V ’
; , : length of sentence, sentence'remainingvat screening, and days served prior ; F",':\;}g\ — Variable Chi—Sqnare Probability Chi-Square ‘ Probability
;! f ‘to screening fail to haye-a significant influence on relative adjustment; “ig ) Group 3.25 .20 3,08 o .21
;E , 'Those convicted;of'non-support in the instant offense are better ¢ f  Ethnicity .00009 .99 42 .73
e able to adjust to a comventional lifestyle (r = .20) than those convicted o - Education 1.72 42 6.08 .05*
W : : ’ g ' t
N . . o J _y“ * .
L E% of other offenses. This finding lends support to the hypothesis that {ﬁ a Marital Status 8.08 .04 7.76 .05*
. 'men convicted of non-support tend to be older and are less likely to be ;2 ] Employed at Arrest L.47 .22 1.84 .18
& 20 career criminals. ‘ji Can Return to Job 2.87 .09 1.23 27
i D Table 6.8 presents chi-square statistics which estimate the association ‘%f ] Employment Status 5.69 | .06 4,12 - ;13‘“”
S between the relative adJustment item measurlng "gainful employment" ’é Juvenile Arrest Record 7:29 .007 4.02 .05*
B 3 ‘ . A '
‘§ ; (i.e., being employed, attending school or a training program for at least ;; ) Prior Adult Arrests .006 94 .005 .94
three months of the first six months since release) and several nominal g Prior Adult 42 +52 .69 4l
. : , , Incarcerations .
scale independent variables. Note particularly the lack of differences : ‘
, — : o ‘ L Alcohol in Current .07 C .79 - .02 .90
in gainful employment among the experimental and two comparison group. Offense
Subjectsiin the experimental group aré somewhat more likely to haveybeen , Alcohol in Prior 3.81 ;05* ‘ 1.72 .19
: . ’ : A ; Riaes ‘ Of fense
gainfully employed (45.7 percent) in at least three of the six months
D ' o , ‘ ‘ L : ; Drugs in Current 3.69 .06 3.78 .06
since release compared with those in the cnmparison 1 group (35.7 percent) Offense
or comparison 2 (28 6 percent) groups. Hnﬂmver, the chi-square statistic . Drugs in Prior .91 .34 .48 .49
Offense
for both the table with the entire sample and the table excluding the o
, . Most Serious Prior 1.44 —— ——

.A separate analysis of the relationohips reported in Table 6. 7 was carried
out excluding non-support cases. The only substantive difference found
~in the separate analysis from,the above results is that education becomes ‘
a significant positive factor (r = .18) influencing relative adjustment.

Offense

.49

* . ‘ :
Significant at the .05 level

RN
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cent) of those with a Juvenile arrest record.
- employment.

- associated with gainful.employment.
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non-support cases indicates that this result could be due to chance.
Hence, we cannot conclude that participation in the pre-release program
significantly improves the chances of being gainfully employed, although
again the differences are‘in the direction~thatvindicates program success.
Blacks and whites are equally likely to be gaintully employed. |

Education is p051t1vely associated with gainful employment only when
/

non-support cases are excluded from the analysis. Married men are more

likely to “be gainfully employed (56.8 percent) than either divorced men

" (31.3 percent) or men who,had never been married (35.2 percent). This

association remains»significant when non-support cases are excluded

kfrom the analysis.

None of the three employment variables (employed at arrest ability
to return to the JOb held before .arrest, and employment status) are sig-l
nificantly associated with galnful employment. Thiz is somewhat surprising,

given the casual observation that of the three types of "gainful employ-

.’ment" (1 e.,.a job, school, or a training program) hav1ng a job is the

most common type.'
Having'a juvenile arrest record is inversely related to being gainfully

employed. Over one—half (52. 5 percent) of those ‘without a Juvenile arrest

,record are gainfully employed, compared with less than one-third (31.8 per-

Neither prior adult arrests

nor prior adult incarcerations are S1gn1ficantly associated w1th gainful

7 |
Type of prior offense committed is not found to be significantly

Those who had committed a crime

- against a person (such as rape, robbery, or assault) are somewhat less

R e o
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" amount of explained variance.
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likely to be gainfully employed (29.0 percent) than either those who

had committed a property crime (37.8 percent) or those who had committed
some drug-related offense (50.0 percent). The difference is not sta=
tistically significant, however.

Drug involvement in either,the‘current offense or in a prior of;ensek
is unrelated to gainful employment. However,lthose who had an alcohol
rinvolvement”in a'prior offenserare less than half as likely to be gainfully
employed (20.0 percent) than those who hadinot had an alcohol involvement

in a prior offense (42.8 percent).

To determine which independent variables - nominal or interval

scale - are the best predictors of relative adjustment, several models

using multiple regress1on techniques are tested.‘ A stepwise regression
method is.used to identify which variables contribute significantly to
the amount of explained variance (R‘). This method adds variables to
the equation one at a time to see if the.variahle ’added on a given step
accounts for;a significant'amount of variance, controlling for the effect
of all other variables prev1ously entered into the equation.

As a starting point for this model independent variables which were
identified as being 51gnificantly related to relative adJustment in the
bivariate analysis above were entered into a regression equation.

‘ Marital status,‘conviction for non-support,‘age at first arrest,
and number of adult incarcerations all fail to contribute a significant
’ F-ratios for these variables are not sig-
nificant at the .05 level. |

The variah}es which do add a significant amount of explained variance

include juvenile:arrest record,'number of adult convictions, length of
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adult incarcerations, and use of alcohol in a prior offense. The corre~

lation between number of adult convictions and ‘length of adult incar—f
cerations is quite high, however (r = .74). If number of adult convictions
is removed from the regression equation to avoid problems of multi~

collinearity s the model in its final formlis as follows:

A
YTotal Relative Adjustment

1.81 - 1.14 (Juvenile Arrest Record)

113

months of adult incarceration. ~Further not having.an,alcohol involve—
ment. in a prior offense has a somewhat weaker (p051t1ve) effect on relative

adJustment than either a Juvenlle arrest record or the :length of  adult

~1ncarcerat10n.

Days from Release to First Arrest

In order to examine‘an'additional’dimension of the re-arrest phe-

1

'nomenon, an examination of the variable days from release to first arrest .

PR ’mmmm“f‘?wwm@'m"'""‘Mv’*“mw':r” =

i ‘ﬁ. , = .01 (Months of Adult Incarceration)‘ R e was conducted.‘ This variable only includes persons who have failed “'
,E ' + .66 (Alcohol in Prior Offense [' successful persons (those not arrested) were eliminated from this analysis. ‘gfﬂ
% The total amount of explained variance for this model is ll'percent.‘ qv‘i Table 6.9 shows the data. available for this analys1s and the average days él?
‘j Standardized partial regression coefficients ("betas") allow us toy E from release to first arrest for the three groups.b The fallures ‘of the ?;;
'ﬁ 51mplify the above equation (we may Omlt the Y 1ntercept 1.81), and they - experimental group averaged 138 days until their f1rst arresta followed
f also allow us to compare the effects of 1ndependent variables measured - by comparison 2 at 114 days and comparison 1 at 95 days. T-tests for
'g» inydifferent units (e.g.; number of months,versus a dummy coded variable ] differences of means were performed on these differences and the 40-day
B with two categories) The regression equation, using standardized partial - difference between the experimental and comparison 1 group is 31gnificant
- ,

i regression coefficients, becomeS‘ z at near the 1 percent 1evel which provides strong support for the belief
'ﬁ" A : - that there really 'is a difference in“the two groupsv performance.

.. YTotal:Relative Adjustment = i f} k " To be certain thatithis-result was not caused by initial differences
't -ﬂ'zg (Juvenile Arresthecord) j between the experimental and comparison 1l groups, an analy51s of covariance
t | - }.15 (Months of Adult Incarceration) ~ was conducted which controls for these differences. 7

+ .09 (Alcohol in a Prior Offense) 8 .Group membership exhibited a measurable but not outstanding relatlon—
E This equation tells us that having a Juvenile arrest record has a somewhat 8 ship with days to first arrest when cont rolling for non-support con- J

B stronger negative effect on relative adjustment than does the number of' N victions and months of.prior incarceration (F = 2'23’ p= .13). Adjusted :
E B o g outcomes derived from the: MCA for this model are listed in Table 6.10.

; SR ‘*Intercorrelations among'independent‘variables :- The introduction of the two control variables somewhat reduced the
é;;%é?%“ | o | ; k,difference in days to first arrest from 40 to 32 but'failedato eliminate




[ ] *
oo o , R : 115
o S ' i TABLE 6.9 -1t. ’Thus; it is quite likely that participation in the'ure—release
i o ‘ - R DAYS FROM Riy%Eéls{gUgo RE'ARREST g% program delays arrest for those persons who are re-arrested as compared
; to the members of the comparison 1 group.
EZ ’ ' ; - ‘ , : - . | To further analyze the factors which significantly affect.the number
Experimental Jomparison 1 Comparison 2 , r(téf ,f o : S ;
Data Availablé/Not | 164 o 59 t - C ' ' iy‘»?; gg of days rrom release to first arrest, three-statistical techniques‘are
| Arrested ‘ ‘ : ) o f ?} : v used. First, bivariate or Pearson correlation coefficients are examined.
g | ‘ No Data Available ' 111 46 | 6 | 'j i Second, a model using multiple regression techniques iS’proposed to
- Arrested - 92 ‘ 37 YY 27 7 l;"i'z ? o determine which variables are the best oredietors of length of time to ,
i? Group Total = 367 = 135 : 60’ ‘ ' YJAFA":: 8 first arrest. ‘Third, analyses of covariancefere conducted using length
i Average Days from 137.8 1 95.4 _ 114{3 ; ; vk}% e _ of adult incarcerations and convictions for non-support as covariates.
o Release to First . ’ ' ; e o ' ~ v o .
Arrest ’ ‘ . S 'f Length of adult incarcerations and convictions for non-support vary sig-
;% Standard Error - 11.5 11.7 . : o 19.3 ‘ | ,’ "‘ i i . n1f1cant1y among the’ experimental and control groups, and this may
= - ﬁ § - o 1nf1uence the effect of group membershlp on humber of days to first arrest.
'éé E | ) T~-value _ Probabiiitz fv:,,v‘gi i) ' Table 6.11 presente bivariate correlations between number of days
v Experimental vs. Comparison 1 2,60 - - .011 , f‘f%‘éijiu i tO‘firstlarrest and selected independent veriables. The negative corre-
- Experimental ve. Comparison 2 ‘ : ©1.00 | .322 | :;é - lation between group and number of days from release,to first arrest
E . ‘ | i:% R indicates thet those in the experimental group take a longer time to B
%% _ Signifiéant at the '05 level : , R ’v,‘;qf ? o recidivate compared with those in the two control groups.
5 | TABLE 6.10 N %é = | ‘ " None of the demographic background variables are significantly
7' h vMCA‘REig?ugilgéygogngoﬁﬁagAig igUiéRi§C2§§§§§T§§NGROUP | v : ‘,'fr;' % f related to number’of days from release to first arrest. Number of juvenile
o N AND CONVICTION OFFENSE ~ NON-SUPPORT ~,1'i1 ;% K offenses on record and length of all juvenile institutionalizations also
B R ‘
il : rf‘,ixyfj fail to significantly influence number of days from release to first
O f Group | R = ' Unadjusted Score  Adjusted Score ,“f‘ﬁ.,éi ,aFreSt' | el " §t
B Experimental ‘ : 5 m B | 135.8 : v 133.3 7:@ 7 Total prior adult arrests, number of prior adult incarcerations, and:
| : . Comparison 1 : t 954 | 101.4 ‘f‘¢;u = length of all incarcerations are found to be unrelated to number of days
X ' | ' | from release to first arrest. While length of sentence has no significant
- -
§ /7 ' TSR CETTT - : e e ,
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RER TABLE Gfll ” E at screening take a longer t1me to rec1d1vate compared with those who
g i o , vs%ﬁgcggnnggé&géggTvﬁgngs % have shorter remainlng sentences, although prev1ous fmdlngs indlcate
: " ALL GROUPS, CQBBINED @ : they are more likely to rec1divate than those w1th longer remaining
: [ : - ’ sentences. | :
” | Variable e " 7 Pearson's r E ?ﬂﬂ.”—a—l’%l %% Having a prior conviction for non-support is unrelated to the amount
- . Group -.16 | 018 . gg of time from release to first _arre.st.*_ L1kew1se, use of alcohol or
Eg‘ Age at First Arrest ' : » 02 ' 7 39 ’ drug involvement in a:prior offense have mo effect on the amount of time.
r Highest Grade Attained ' ; - =,002 .49. - f; E it takes to recidivate. : i
'Length of Longest Employment .02 _ 41 j ) | To determine which independent variables are the best predictors of
Gross Weekly Income Last {Ob o .03 ',34 ; i . number of days from release to first arrest, several models using multiple
Number of Juvenile Offenses - | -.06 -25 - ‘ : ¥ o regression techniques are used. |
Len;th of Jufrenile Incarcerations .02 t .92 » R , % ” The model in its final form includes -group membership, sentence days
.Tot:al ‘Adult Prior Arrests f'lz‘ -06 I remaining at screenlng, and number of adult convictions as significant
j;f"""N"‘mbel" of Prior,Adult Incarcerations Dk v ' -2 :; : independent varlables. ‘The equation for this model is as follows:
B Length of All Incarcerations - =.02 '40_ | : A ‘
Length 'qf Currenf Sentence .05 .28 ' F YDays from Re]y.ease to First Arrest =
Sentence. Remainingv at Screening .18 01 ’ = o 188.42 - 41.31 (Group)
'Prior Adult Arrests (Non—éupport) ' .02 .40 | ] B + .69 (Sentence Days Remaining at Screening)
Instant Offense (Non-Support - .06 .24 b : = 9.22 (Number of Adult Convictions)
| N ‘ , 34 § 1] ,
Aleohol in Prior Offense L ‘ % : 22 : R f ] The total amountbof explained variance for this model is 10 percent.
Drugs in Prior ;‘Offense t -.’02 | . ' - g ' P C The variahle number of days from release to first arrest may not be
; ; | . the best measure of program outcome. First, it excludes persons who never
*'Si’gnificant at the -05 level v k . were arrested from the analysis; persons who were not arrested were coded
_ effect on this measure of outcome, sentence remaining at screening has a with a "O'f for this variable, which (unless they were excluded from the
/' signibfricant positive influence on number of days from release to first . | |
"arrestv.  This finding indic_ates that those with a ylonger sentence ;emainmg vAc:g::gtsu:nzll{Zﬁzigz ggs_xgzzigns::g:reggrts:ﬁgsizng;giedgégrgies
were found in this separate analys:.s from the results reported above‘.




R oo

R

|

pmy

[

s S

118

‘analeis)‘would make them appear to be closer in outcome to those who

were arrested very quickly. Second, number of duys from release to

fitst arrest does not standardize the "at risk" periodbfor all subjects;f
Varying lengths of follow-~up time may obscure the effect of a treatment
program or associated variable, If, however, we standardize the period
of observation for each subject, we‘cen estimate how frequently per

year a given subject will be arrested. By dividing the total number .of
arrests by the number of days from release to first srrest (the petiod
of observation) and then multiplying this figure by 365, the risk period
is standardized on the basis of one year, and the number of arrests per
year is estimated. ‘

A Spearman rank order correlation eoefficient is used to aSSESS‘the
relationship between group membership and the number of standardized
estimated arrests per tisk year. The coefficient is*positive (rs = .11)
and statistically 51gn1f1cant at the .01 level,lindicating that those who
partlcipated in the pre-release program have a lower number of estimated
arrests per rlsk year than those in eitherfof;the two comparison groups.

This correlation should be interpreted mith caution, however, since

\ L
it indicates only a moderate relationship. = Perhaps the hest oonclusion

to make is that participation in the pre-release program does reduce the

probability of recidivism, but that this reduction in recidivism is not

substantial.

Thls standardlzation can, however, be accomplished using a technique
such as analysis of covariance. » f*"
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Offense Seriousness Score.

‘Sefiousness;is the final dimension of the re-~arrest offense examined
in this study. Recidivism is génerally a dichotomous either/or variable,
but in fact all re-arrest offenses are not equal. When the originai . &

offense is robbery, to be re-arrested .for petit larceny could be con-

_sidered an improvement. We attempted to tap this dimension of seriousness

by coding conviction and re-arrest offense in‘the order of the Uniform
Crime‘Repoft’classification, from 1 for homicide to 24 for disorderly
conduct (see Appendix A for scale); There is no general agreement that
the UCR ranking represents the best notion of tanking offense seriousness,
but it is widely known, has some face validity, and is relatlvely easy
to use. We also make the -argument that, in theory, this ordinal ranking
of‘offenses is representative oikeome ‘true interval scale of offense
seériousness which is as yet unknown. The sample for this analysis
includes only persons. who were re—arrested forrcrimes other than non-
support and prohation violations. |

, Table 6.12 presentsfthe results of this ane;ysis; Non-parametric
tests of difference for ordinai variables were used togeompare the original
oonviction offense with the re;arrest offense; both the experimental
and comparison l‘gronps showed a statistically significant'increase in
value. In other words, for hoth groups, thevexperimental and comparison 1,
there was a statistically significant decrease in the seriousness of
crimes committed when they were re-arrested as compared to their original
offenses. . ' o .

If 1t is assumed that this ordinal scale really represents an under-

lying interval scale then the original and re-arrest mean offense scores
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of the two.

' persons who do not complete the program.

is improvement in all three groups, but it appears most pronounced in the
experrmental group because of the rather 1ow initial score. Further,
these data could be seen as a very conservative notion of group improve-

ment, since the original offense represents a conviction with plea

bargaining taken into account while the re-arrest offense is only arrest

: data which probably reflects more than a little over-charging.

Relationship of In-Program Success to Outcome
In the evaluation‘where both in-program and post;program measures
of outcome were used, there is an opportunity to ‘examine the relationship
The assumption is usually ‘made that persons who successfully!

complete a program should ultimately perform more satisfactorily than

: “.‘

There is evidence in this program

. 120
'TAELE 6.12
AVERAGE OFFENSE SERIQUSNESS SCORE
ORIGINAL OFFENSE VS. RE-ARREST OFFENSE

BY GROUP, EXCLUDING NON~SUPPORT
Group Original Re-Arrest Wilcoxon 2-Tailed N for s

Mean Mean Z* Probabil-- Wilcoxon

Offense Offense ity

Score, Score
Experimental 6.81 11.33 -3.913 .000 60
Comparison 1 8.20 10.25 -2.235 .025 34 :
Comparison 2 8.10 11.19 -1.493 .135 22 .
*

Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Ranked-Signs Test -

in the table can be interpreted as representative of groupﬁmeans. There
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.to support this assumption.
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Table 6.13 is a crosstabulation of 1n—program

outcome vs. whether or not a client was re-arrested during follow—up.

TABLE 6.13

RE-ARREST DURING FOLLOW—UP
BY PROGRAM TERMINATION STATUS

PSP OSSR

Successful

Unsuccessful

‘was not statistically significant.

Termination Termination
No Arrests 62.3% 42 .3%
- (101) . - (61)
Arrested 37.7 57.6
(61) . (83)
Total N 162 | 144
Chi-Square’ 11.42

Significance | .001

Only 37.7 percent of the successful pre—release center completers
were‘arrested, as compared to‘57.6 percent'of'the pre-release center
failures - a difference‘Which’is statistically significant at the .001
level, -

Program completers also scores slightly higher on relative

adjustment than non-completers (4.3 vs. 3.8), although this difference

failure subpopulations to post-program outcome should be explored but

our: sample size in this study limits what can be done.

S Program COmpleters are not»51gn1f1cantly different from program

failures in terms of the types of offenses for which they were re-arrested

(chi-square = .61, p = .74). Program completers are somewhat more likely

The -relationship of various in~program -
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:/ N : . - 8 g : . . )
vtorhave‘been re-arrested'for avcrime against a person (such as robbery

i

‘or assault - 32 1 percevt) than program failures (23 7 percent) program

failures are somewhat more likely to have been re—arrested for a property
crime (such as burglary, 1arceny, or auto theft - 50.0 percent) than

Program completers‘(ZSQO percent)

~and program failures (26.3 percent) are about equally likely to have

been re-arrested for a substance abuse related offense (such as drunkenness).

Summary
The analysis of study outcome data provides a~number'of interesting
and important results:~

~ e The experimental group had the lowest re-arrest rate of the
"~ three groups - 38 percent vs 43 percent for comparison 1 and
53 percent for comparison 2, although only the difference
between the experimental group and comparison 2 was statis-
tically signiflcant.

o"The experimental group had the lowest number of anerage arrests
- per arrestee of ‘the three groups at 1.89 vs. 1.95 for com- ‘
parison 1 and 2.44 for comparison 2.

o Age and prior record variables (rather than community stability
-~ .and employment variables) were significantly related to arrest
in the’ follow—up period., :

e There is.no evidence that;participation.in'the preérelease
 program has a positive effect on relative adjustment when com-
parison 1 is the standard, ‘although both the experimentals and
comparison 1l's out—perform the comparison 2 group.

e Relative adJuSLment is strongly related to age at first arrest
and adult record (early first arrest, low relatlve ad1ustment)p
but not .employment variables.

. During follow-up, the: experimental group reported the highest
level of gainful employment - 45.7 percent vs. 35.7 percent
for comparison 1 and 28.6 percent for comparison 2, although
the differences were not statistically significant.

= =

I
i

o There is a statistically significant difference in days until
flrst arrest between the experimental group at 137.8 days and
the comparison 1 group at 95.4 days.

e The experimental group had the lowest number of "standardized .
estimated arrests per risk year" of the three groups.

e The seriousness of re-arrest offense is lowest for the experi-

" mental group and shows a statistically significant improvement
over the original offense seriousness. Comparison 1 also
showed a statistically significant improvemént (i.e., a de-
crease) in offense seriousness during follow-up.

e TFor the experimental group, in-program completion is related
to positive outcome, with only 37.7 percent of the successful
program completers re-arrested as opposed to 57.6 percent of
the program non—completers.

All the above results are 1ndependent of intergroup differences

between the experimental and comparison 1 groups. On balance, the

weight of the evidence indicates that the experimentals performed best

‘in terms of outcome, followed by the comparison 1's and 2's.
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CHAPTER' VII "began -a program designed to replicate the Montgomery County model at

RIS o

o

. other locations throughout the country. These test sites were to alter
SUMMARY ;

'existing work-release programs. so as to duplicate, as closely as possible

=

given local. conditions, the Montgomery County model. The three test

With the emergence of the reintegrative hiloso h of corrections :
g g p phy ’ sites chosen to adopt the model program were Philadelphia, Baltimore,

oy

: ty of ty-based programs for handlln criminal offenders :
2 w1de variety.of ecommmity-based P g " & and New Orleans. The Philadelphia site having been -eliminated from the

has been developed The pre-release center concept is only one of the

oy |

evaluation bevause of non-compliance with the model program, the evaluation

ty-based programs which have proliferated in recent years. : :
meny community-ba progr ¥ v effort has been directed toward the pre-release programs in New Orleans

oy

in th -rel rograms are the rovision of a range of
The’emphases n. Ehe pre~re ease prog 2 P € and Baltimore. This document contains the bulk of the evaluation of the
E community-oriented treatment services to 1ncarcerated offenders withln ‘
i . : ’ New Orleans pre-release center. -
’ nonths of thei elease from the institution and a system by which
o several WoRths of Hheir T : - v Y The pre-release center in New Orleans was operated by the Orleans
; of [ dually re-introduced into a funetioning, non-criminal S
B R offenders are:gradua v o ? # ’ &2 , R Parish Criminal Sheriff's Office. Tt began to be developed in January
G- - life in the community. ‘
I = I . € e‘comnunl y | 1979 and was fully staffed and operational by April 1979. The New Orleans
= ’ v The Montgomery County (Maryland) Work Release/Pre-Release Center,

program operated in substantial compliance‘with the test design from

‘ hed 1972, has £ r.sev ral vears been»considered to be-an out-' . : .
establis ed in 1972, aa o eral ¥y ~ ' April 1979 until mid-January 1981, when overcrowding problems in the

tanding example of the‘develo nent of the pre-release program concept. :
standing ,P P ' PT Prog : ; Orleans Parish jail obligated the program's facility to accept a tre-

H in its own well- eointed facility, the Montgomery County Work , :
oused in its own w -L=4pP Vs g Y v ¥ mendous influx of inmates from the general jail population, which forced

~+y  Release/Pre-Release Center offers a broad range of services to its clients:

the end of the‘facility's operation as a pre-release center,

1 nt training release individualvand roup counseling, social.
employment or tra & Lt _ g P 18s The New Orleans center, in compliance with the test design, structured

awareness instruction, and referral to local community social service '

its program as closely as possible to the Montgomery County model. It

“agencies. Evaluation of the Montgomery County program has,Suggested that ] : ) )
~ offered the seven major support components (location in a separate or

£ ~releas ffered there can* be effective in terms of , :
the type ot 'prévrelease program o segregated facility, supervision of clients, written rules and adminis-

post-program client behavior, can maintain a low walk—away rate to promote

trative regulations, uniform screening criteria, MAP contracts, a system

: rotection of the communit , and can demonstrate cost effectiveness. ' ; .
P T of graduated release, and financial payments) and three of the four major

yee 3

ey

S As a result of the apparent successful operatlon of the MOntgomery

=

treatment components (employment or‘training release,. counseling, and
County Work Release/Pre-Release Center, the National Instltute of Justice ' .

-
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v

sociel awereness instructiqn). - Because of the inadequate'social servites
available localiy, the New Orleans center did not offer referreis to
social service agencies; insﬁead, ﬁr;gramvparticiﬁants were involved in »
providingbservices for the community through'a variety of projects.

‘This evaluation study, presented in this document, focuses on the

ﬁ effectiVenesskof the pre-release program in terms of its impact on the

post*release behavior of its_residents. Analyses of the relative contri- :
butions ofrspecific progrem services to post—programvbehavior and the -
costs‘associeted with the operation of the pre-release prdgram must be
deferred pending the receipt of additional data.

A quasi-~experimental design was utilized for this‘evaluation. Thtee
groups of subjects were examined:

e the Experimental group, consisting of inmates who were deemed
to be eligible for program participation and who did participate
in the pre-release program (N=367) :
o the Comparison 1 group, consisting of inmates who were deemed
- eligible for participation in the pre~release program but who,
for non-prejudicial reasons (e.g., lack of available space in
the pre-release facility), did not participate; these subjects
participated inva,traditional'work~release program (N=135)

o the Comparison 2 group, consisting of inmates who did not meet
the eligibility criteria for program participation; these sub-=
Jjects served out their sentences as part of the general inmate
population (N=60) : ' ‘

Basic demographic .data (concerning criminal history, emplbyment and
education history, family status, and current offense‘characteristics)
were collected for e}i members of the three groups. Outcome data .
3 » : i . ) o

L : . 4 0 L :
(coﬁcerningﬁpost—re%ease criminal behavior and positive adjustment
s : : A ;

factors) were collected for all members of each group who had been

released from the pre-release'progrem,'the work-release program, or

N

k&;ei’%f?em jail and hadbbeen in the community for at least six months. ‘In
\‘\ ) - : s s . .
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addition,’?rograﬁ termination‘statusvdafa*wefe‘colleeted for ail’memberS‘
of sﬁe Experimentalygrousifor whom such data were avsileble. Finally,
a cbhort of Exferimentalvgrbup meﬁbefs was Selected;and’detailed data
concerning‘serviees provided by the’pre—release eenter'were collected
fer these subjects. |

‘ Chi—sqﬁare tests and t-tests were used to determine whether»the
three groups differed significantly\on‘demographie charaeteristics which

might potentielly affectyqutcome. Comparisons of the Egperimental with

‘the Comparison 1 group (in which it was expected that there would'beb

little, if any,vdifference) revealed that the only differences which

" appearéd to have the potential to affect outcome were (1) the mere

1engthyfprior adult incarcerations in the Comparison 1 group, and (2)
the large percentage of subjects convicted of noh—support in the Ex-

pefimental group. Throughout the remainder of the data analysis, sta-

~ tistical controls were introduced to attempt to negate the effects of

‘these differences. The Experimental andlcemparisop 2‘gr63ps were expected
to differ; the evidence does indicate'that the;Comparison.Zbgyaup cen—
sis;ed of subjects‘who were sigeifiCantly‘different frqm ﬁhe Experigentals
'in_terms of race,‘non—ldcal‘residence, alcohoi‘and pental»hea}th treatment,
juvengle and adult record,‘and ﬁrior escape attempts. “

Biveriate aﬁd'mﬁltivafiate analyses were used to examine the research
euestions surrounding the phenomena of in-program completion/non-completion.
Overall, 53 percent of the subjects in the Exberimental group who started

pre~release participatien~successfully completed the program. Of those

who did not complete the program, the most frequent unfavorable termination

reason was a job violétion. Subjects who successfully completed the

T

program ﬁere generally‘older; often married, with less serioﬁsfp:iorh;

e
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criminal records.  Persons convicted of drug and non-support offenses
as their current offense succeeded ﬁost frequen;ly, with robbery and
property offenders "the least likely to succeséfully completé the program.
Multivariate techniqueé suggested that persons likely to successfully'
compléte the pre-release program have sh;rter Egme remaining to serve
when they begin their participation; are older; have not been arrested
for public order, property, or robbery offenses; and are generally con-
victed of less ;erious crimes. |

Bivariate and multivariate analysis were used to examine post-program
outcome. The experimental group had the lowest re-arreést rate at 38 per-~
cent, followed by comparison 1 at 43 percent and comparison 2 at 53 per-
cent. The introduction of controls for group differences failed to
significantly affect these raw re—arrest probabilities. The experimental
group had the lowest number of re-arrests per arrestee (1.89) and per
client (.72) of the three groups. Persons who wete’re—arrested were
younger when they entered the progfam, younger at their first arrest, had
more juvenile éffenses on record, and a more extensive adult criminal
record. Persons convicted of personal and property crimes were most
likely to recidivate. Relativé adjustment scores for both the éxperiméntals

and comparison 1's were higher than for the comparison 2's. A subsection

of relative adjﬁstment, gainful employment, was highest for the experimentals

at 45.7 percent, followed by comparison 1 at 35.7 percent and comparison 2
at 28.6 percent, although these differences do not achieve statistical
significance. Persons in the experimental group who were re-arrested

average 138 days until their first arrest, the compérison 1's only 95 days.
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This 40-day difference is statistically significant and independent of

s,

intergfoup differepces.' Lastiy, both Ehe experimental and comparison 1

B

groups show a statistically significant reduction’in the seriousness of
re~arrest offenses over their original conviction offense,'with the
largest difference in the experimental group.

All indicators of program outcomerwith the exception of relative
adjustment suggest that the pre~release program is achieving some degree
of success. Althéugh'all the results are not statistically significant,

pattern of positive program outcome is evident.
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OFFENDER BACKGROUND VARIABLES
Variable Number - Variable Name ‘ Variable Values
1 Groﬁp Experimental
' Control 1
;. Control 2
: . ) 2 Center New Orleans
APPENDIX A Philadelphia
Baltimore
3 ' Project I.D. Number
4 Number of Aliases on " Number
CODE BOOK Record
5 . Age at Screening for Age in Years
“ ' Program Participation
f 6 ' Sex Male .
. : - Female
7 Ethnicity ' Black
sl -
White
& Hispanic
- 8 Offense of Conviction Number of Charges
. Personal Assault A
b 9 Offense of Conviction "
Robbery
2 D
o i 10 , Offense of Convicticn " i
' Property i
% 11 Offense of Conviction "
. Drugs
12 : Offense of Conviction "
Public Order -
13 | Offense of Conviction " . 5
Non-Support . A
[P i " ‘ T s . - ' SRR 4
T 7 . S ) | e :
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Variable Number

Variable Name

§

132

Variable Values

14 Source of Referral Court
to Pre-Release Self o
: Program Relative/friend
o ' Corrections staff
i PRC staff ‘
- 15 Detainers Yes/no
zﬂ 16 kLength of Sentence Number of days to which
i offender was actually
) sentenced '
= o ; .
Z (; , 17 Sentence Days Remaining Number of days remaining
3 at Screening to be served (includes
i "good time' date)
’ 18 Residence Local
> Non/local
~ﬁ’ 'Eg 19 Time. at Last Address Number of months
3 ‘ 20 Housing Owns own home
TR 1 Rents v
o Free housing (parents, etc.)
N 21 Time in Community Number of Months
€> = 22 Juvenile Arrest Record Yes/no
| ol % 23 Number of Juvenile Number of offenses
S Offenses on Record
k bR % 24 Juvenile Offenses Number of offenses
DR Personal Assault
P 25 Juvenile Offenses "
1§ Robbery
;; - 26 Juvenile Offenses "
R Property
oo B . _
b , 27 Juvenile Offenses "
s E Drugs
o 28 Juvenile Offenses "
£ B ‘ Public Order
viﬁ o 29 Juvenile Offenses "
s ‘ Non-Support

VariébleiNumber
30
31

32

33

35 3
36
37
38

39
40

a1
42
43
44

45
46

f'Variable Name

Institutionalized for
Juvenile Offenses

Length of All Juvenile
Incarcerations
Age at First Arrest

Instant Offense Charged
Personal Assault

Instant Offense Charged
Robbery

Instant Offense Charged
Property ‘

Instant Offense Charged
Drugs

Instant Offense Charged
Public Order

Instant Offense Charged
Non-Support ’

Final Plea to Charge

Type of Counsel

Multiple Defeﬁdants

Court

Dispdsition - Probation

Length of Probation
Time

Disposition ~ Fine

Dispdsition -
Incarceration

133

Variable Values

Yes/no

Time in months of all

. juvenile sentences to
~imprisonment

Age in years

Number of offenses

g

"

Guilty )
not guilty
No contest

- No plea

Court~appdinted
Private

Public Defender
Self.

Yes/no

Court name/section

Yes/no

Number of months

Yes/no

Federal
State
Local.

e e

s




- - e R £ S - | ) S : , ’ S : S T§? ,
! a Variable Number Varisble Name - TR Variable Values
~ Variable Number Variable Name : Variable Values i 66 - Bducation Level ] ‘ Not high school ;or.
h : ) : ‘ . -equivalent :
2 47 Disposition - ~ Yes/no GED or equivalent -
% Resittution 3 High school graduate
’ ' , a College graduate
o 48 ; Amount of Restitution Dollar amount : :
- ' ‘ » ' 67 o Literate Yes/no
i 49 Disposition - Other Yes/no gi :
é - ' , , 68 . Vocational Training -~ Yes/no
© SO Days Served Prior to Number of days , '
- ' Screening » : - §§ 69 : Employed at Arrest Yes/no
;{ 51 Prior Adult Arrests Yes/no - i7v,‘ ?; 70 Currently Employed Yes/no
o « , SN C (Can Return.to
% 52 : Prior Adult Arrests Number of arrests o .E 01d Job)
= ’ Personal Assault ‘ e !
- : e BRI 71 . Type of Job Held at Type of job
R v 33 Prior Adult Arrests " - ‘ j ; } ‘ " Arrest
FO b ' Robbery : I | .
o ‘ ' = 72 Employment Status at. Full-time
— 54 Prior Adult Arrests " H } . Arrest Part-time
o % : Property ' I Self-employed legal
s ‘ R ; Self-employed illegal
: 55 Prior Adult Arrests , " e ! m . _ S ‘ . Unemployed
S Drugs ' ' EI A | J Student
o é : ' ‘ Disabled
o 56 ~ Prior Adult Arrests - RN T, < . . :
; - _Public Order- BRI i? 73 Length of Last Number of months
e i : » : ; . Employment
A N 1 ;
e 57 R Prior Adult Arrests " - SRR
Non-Support AR | *i} 74 Type of Job Held Type of job
. g Lengest ’
58 ‘ Total Prior Adult Arrests Number of arrests X L
. 7 TR e 75 Length of Longest ' Numbex of months
59 Total Prior Adult Number of convictions - tj " Employment ’
Convictions : 1 . :
» ‘gé -1 76 Insubstantial Opportunity Yes/no
60 Prior Adult -~ Yes/no i g ~J for Work History (Less
: - Incarcerations ' DR R than One Year of Potential
‘ e "é Eligibility for Work)
61 Number of Prior Adult Number of incarcerations B {}
: Incarcerations ’ S 3 5 77 Military Experience , Army
: SRR R , ‘ ' Navy
, : £
62 - Length of All T Total number of months of Sk e Marines
Incarcerations sentences to adult SR l Air Force
- incarceration B ;
: ' ~ ' S T 78 Vietnam Veteran Yes/no
63 Number of Prior Paroles Number of paroles SR »} . ‘ '
. : ‘ Bt | 79 Combat Veteran Yes/no
64 Prior Escape Attempts Yes/no E . :
~ ~ on Record R 3 Lj
65w | ’ Highest~Grade Attained Number of grade e f‘f %
R
S i A - —
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v, Variable Number

80
81

82

83
84

85

86

87

.. 88

89

90

91

Variable Name

Type of Military
Discharge

Military Benefits

Living Companions at
Arrest

Marital Status

Number of Children‘

Number of Children
Supported -

Reared By

 Birth Order

* Number of Siblings

Will Return to Same

" Tdwing Situation
After Release

Source of Income

Gross Weekly Income
from Last Job

- 136

v Variable Values

- Honorable

Dishonorable

-General

Special

Education
Disability

Medical
VA loal

Parents

Spouse

Friends :

Friend/romantic attachment/
common law .

Alone

Never married

“Married

Divorced
Cohabit/common law,

Number

Number

5, Mother only
“Father only

Both parents
Parent and step-parent
Relative ‘

~Only child

First born
Last born
Other

Number

Yes/no

Job
Public Assistance
Illegal activities

"None

Dollar amount

@}g

S st e ANl e s RN S LS,

o el
.

Variable Number

92
93

94

95 -

96
97

| ' 98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105

106
167
108

109

Variable'Name
Physical Handicapsv
Other Health Problemsﬁ

Treatment for Mental
Health Problems

Length of Last Mental
Health Treatment

Type of Mental Health
Treatment

Alcohol Invol&ement in
Current Offense

Alcohol Involvement in
Prior Offenses

Participation in Alcohol
Treatment Program

Alcohol Treatment -
Alcoholics Anonymous

Alcohol Treatment -
Counseling

Aléohol Treatment
Chemotherapy

Alcohol Treatment
Residential

Alcohol Treatment
Other

Total Length of Alcohol
Treatment '

Currently on Antabuse
History of Heroin Use '
History of Methadone Use

History of PCP Use -

B N S ORI QR SRARIEEE IS

oy O
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Variable Values

Yes/ﬁo
Yes/no

Yes/no e

Short outpatient
Long outpatient
Short inpatient
Long inpatient
Type of treatment
Yes/no

Yes/no

Yes/no

Yes/no

Yes/no
;es/no
Yes/no
Ygs/no
Number of months

Yes/no

Yes/no

4;,3-@'3;;'(‘3 b e i

Yes/no

Yes/no
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Vefieble Number

110

1

112

113
114
115

116
117

118

119
120
121
122
123
124

125

Varieble Name

History of Marijuana
Use

History of Use of
Barbiturates or
Amphetamines

History of Use of
Sedatives or Pain
Relievers

History of Coceine Use

History of LSD Use

History'of Use of
- Other Drugs

Drug Involvement in
Current Offense -

Drug Involvement in
Prior Offenses

Nature of Drug Involvement

Presence of Drug/Crime
Interaction Pattern

Participation in Drug
Treatment Program

. Drug Treatment -
Synanon

Drug Treatment
Counseling

Drug Treatment
Chemotherapy

Drug Treatment
‘Residential

Drug Treatment
Other

138

Variable Values

Yes/no

Yes/no,

Yes/no

Yes/no

Yes/no

Yes/no
Yes/no
Yes/no

Drug offense

Under the influence of drugs

Procure money to buy drugs

Yes/no
Yes/no
Yes/no
Yes/no
Yes/no
Yes/no

Yes/no

A . . iy LR e

PRGN

Variable Number

Variable Name

126

127

128

129

130

131

132

133

Total Length of Stay
in Drug Treatment
Program

Needs Assessment -
Employment ‘

.Needs_Assessment -

Education

Needs Assessment -
Financial Resources

Needs Assessment -

Family Relationship'

.Needs Assessment -

Interpersonal Skills

Needs Assessment -
Substance Abuse

Needs Assessment -
Leisure Activities

139

Variable Values

Number of months

Employed at highest level
Under-employed

Needs training

Needs assistance
Unemployable

Adequate

College or technical
Needs GED

Functionally illiterate
Illiterate

Adequate

Needs management skills
Inadequate normal
Inadequate/debts

No resources

.

Supportive
Interested
Ambivalent
Negative

‘No contact with family

Well liked by all
Well liked by most
Some problems

Frequent problems

Disliked

None

Occasional use
Frequent use
Episodic severe use
Addicted

Many
Regularly
Occasionally
TV only
None

RTINS




- Variable Number

gr : 134

136

137
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Variable Name

Needs Assessment -
Physical Disabilities

Suitability Selection
Scale

Suitability Selection
Scale : '

Number of Offenses for
Which Convicted in
Present Imprisonment

'Type of Current Offense
Most Serious

140

Variable Values

" Curfew

Nome :
Reversible
Treatment
Not. total -
Perinanent

" . Scale score

Scale score

Number of,offenses

Homicide
Rape

"~ Robbery

Aggravated Assault
Burglary
Larceny

Auto Theft
Arson

Assault

Forgery

Fraud
Embezzlement
Stolen Property
Vandalism
Weapons
Prostitution
Sex Offenses
Drugs

Gambling

Offenses against the family

Drunk Driving -

- Liquor Laws

Drunkenness
Disorderly Conduc
Vagrancy "
Other Offenses '
Suspicion

b
Runaway , \ :
Multiple Bill (Habitual™"
of fender)
Probation/parole Violation

G

i B e B

= B B

Leretnagd

Variable Number

139

140

i

VariablerName i

£

Type of Current Offense
-~ Second Most Serious

Type of Current Offense
Third Most Serious

Variable Values

"

1

141
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Variable Number

-~ OUTCOME VARIABLES

Variable Name

201

202

203

204

205

.206

207

208

209

210

Termination Status

Release Status from
Pre-Release Program

Negative Termination
Reason - Pre-Release
Program '

Days in Jail Following
Termination from the
Pre-Release Program

Jail Release Status for

Pre-Release Failures

Total Days in the
Pre~Release Program

Total Days in the
Work~Release Program

Total days in Jail
Multiple Admissions to
the Pre-Release

Program

Days from Release to
Follow-Up

142

Variable Values

Pre~release success
Pre-release failure

Pre-release non-prejudicial

Work~release success
Work-release failure

Work-release non-prejudicial

Release from jail

Expiration of sentence
Commutation

Probation

Parole

Fine paid

Misconduct

Job wviclation

Alcohol violation
Drug violation

Sunday pass violation
Security risk

Escape

Number of days

Expiration
Probation
Parole

Number of days

Number of days

Number of days

| Yes/no

Number of days®

Variable Number

211

212

213

214

215

216

217

218

219

220

221

222

Variable Name

Relative Adjustment -
Employment, school

© or ‘training for at least

3 of first 6 months
since release

Relative Adjustment -
One job, continued
in school or training

for 3 of first 6 months

Relative Adjustment -
Vertical mobility in
employment, school or
training program

Relative Adjustment -
Self-supporting and
supported dependents

Relative Adjustment -~
Absence of critical.
incidents

Relative Adjustment -
Residential stability

Relative Adjustment -~
Absence of debt
problems

Relative Adjustment -
Self-improvement
program participation

Relative Adjustment -
No illegal activities

Relative Adjustment -
Probation/parole
progress

Total Relative Adjustment
Score ‘ '

Total Arrests During
Follow-up Period

\ . | 143

Variable Values

Present

~ Not present

Present
Not present

Present
Not present

Present
Not present

Present
Not present

Present
Not present
Present

Not present

Present
Not present

Present
Not present
Present
Not present

Total score

Total number of arrests

e e
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Variable Nﬁmber Variable Name

223 : Type of Offense -

-

224 , Disposition - First
~ Arrest

225 k Senteéence ~ First
Arrest .

226 RS Number of Days from
E ‘ Release to First Arrest

227 L Type of Offense - Second
. Arrest '

"Probation

Number of days

144

Variable Values

Homicide

Rape

Robbery
Aggravated Assault
Burglary
Larceny

Auto Theft
Arson

Assault
Forgery

Fraud
Embezzlement
Stolen Property
Vandalism
Weapons

- Prostitution

Sex offenses

Drugs

Gambling

Offenses against the family
Drunk driving .
Liquor laws

Drunkenness

Disorderly conduct
Vagrancy

Other offenses

Suspicion

- Curfew

Runaway

Multiple bill (habitual
offender)

Probation/parcle violation

No charge, nolle pros, refused
Continued, pending
Verdict not guilty
Verdict/plea guilty

Suspended sentence
Fine/time
Local jail time

State prison time
Other jail/prison time

See V 223

Variable Number

Variéble‘Name

228
229
230
231
232
: 233
234
'535
236
237
238
239
240
241
242

243

Disposition - Second
Arrest

Sentence - Second
Arrest

Days from Release to
Second Arrest

Type of Offense - Third
Arrest

Disposition - Third
Arrest

Sentence - Third
Arrest

Days from Release to
Third Arrest

Type of Offense -~ Fourth
Arrest

Disposition - Fourth
Arrest

Sentence - Fourth
Arrest

Days from Release to
Fourth Arrest

Type of Offense ~ Fifth
Arrest

Disposition - Fifth
Arrest

Sentence -~ Fifth
'Arrest

Days from Release to
.Fifth Arrest

Type of Offense - Sixth
Arrest

145

Variable Values

'See vV 224

See V 225

See V 226

See V 223

See V 224

See V 225

~ See V 226

See V 223
See V 224
See V 225
See V 226
See V 223

See V 224

See V 225

‘See 'V 226

See V 223




~Variable Name

Variable Number

244
245

246

Disposition - Sixth
Arrest .

Sentence -~ Sixth
Arrest

Days from Release to

Sixth Arrest

146

Variable Values

See V 224

'~ ‘See V 225

See V 226
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[

Variable Number

301

302

303

304

305

306

307
308

309

310

311

‘147 . o

SERVICE PROVISION VARTABLES

Variable Name

Number of Employment
Interviews Arranged

Job Developer Time
Employment Transportation
Provided by the Pre-

Release Program

Employment Transportation

Reimbursed by the Pre-

Release Piogram

Number of Employment
Performance Reports

Number of Employment
Crisis Interventions
Handled

Number of Education/
Training Referrals

Education/Training
Referral time

Education/Training
Transportation Provided
by the Pre-Release
Program -

Education/Training
Transportation Provided
by the Pre-Release
Program

Type of Education/
Training Program

#1

-‘Variable Values

Number

Number of leminute blocks

Number of trips

Number.of trips

Number

,Nﬁmber

Number
Number of 15-minute blocks

Number of trips
Number of trips

GED

Basic education
High school
Technical school
Junior college
Undergraduate
Apprenticeship
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Variable Number -

312

313
314

315
316
317
318

319

320
321
322
323

324

Variable Name

Type of Education/
‘Training Program

#2

Number of Hours in
Program #1

Number of Hours in
Program #2

Number of Education/
Training Performance
Reports

Number of Education/
Training Crisis
Interventions

Number of Individual
Counseling Sessions
Attended

Number of Group
Counseling Sessions
Attended

Number of Counseling
Performance Reports

Number of Social Awareness
Instruction Sessions
Attended :

Number of Referrals to
Community Service
Agencies

Community Service
Referral Time

‘Number of Hours of

Community Services
Received

Community Service -
Transportation Provided
by the Pre-Release
Program '

- Number of 15-minute blocks

Number

Number of trips

B Rt
s o et ot e A _ o e L
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Variable Values
1]
Number of hours
‘Number of hours
S
Number RS
Number 2
Number ;é
Number .
Number /
Number
5
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Variable Number

325

326

327

328
329

330

331

Variable Name

Community Service
Transportation Reimbursed
by the Pre-Release
Progrsm

Number of Community
Service Performance
Reports

Number of Hours of
Service to the
Community

Number of Furloughs
Granted

Number of Disciplinary
Actions '

Program Exit Status

Total Days Spent in
the Pre-Release
Program

Variéble Values

Number of trips

Number
Number of hou:s

Numbér‘
Number

Positive
Negative -
Non-prejudicial

Number of days
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Bailey, Walter C

1966

Bass, Richard A.

1975

’ Beck, James

1877

Becker, Howard S.

1963

~Carlspn, Eric W.

1977

Carter, Robert M, et al.

1975

Chiricos, Theodore and GordongWaldo

1970

' Gibbs, Jack P.

1975

- Harris, Carl M.

1978

and Soumyo O. Moitra
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