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HIGHLIGHTS

This study reports the community performanc

of 406 youthful offenders released from the Youth

e

Center in 1967-1968. Youths released directly from

the institution, and youths released through the

Community Treatment Center were studied comparati
For analytical.purposes the feleasées were groupe
into cochorts, each cohort having been released in
a different sin-month period. fhe community perf
mance of each cohort was then checked by searchin
the card files at the D.C. Jail, the central book
facility for the District of Columbia, to determi
how many of the youths had been arrested followin
release, and the disposition’of any charges filed
against them.

The data indicated the follbwing:

1) An estimated 54% of all Youth Center
releasees wiil be recommitted within three years
release for either parole violation, or to serve
sentences of 30Adays or more.

2) About 20% of all Youth Center releasees

be re~commnitted within three years after release

commission of a felony.
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3) Youths released directly from the Youth
Center succeed at essentially the same rate as youths
‘released through the cTC. The former have an estimated
failure rate three years aftérAreléése of 40%,'as ‘

compared to 42% for the latter.

4) Youths released through the CTC were signi-
ficantly lower in age at first arrest and had higher
numbers of institutional disciplinary reporfs; there-
fore, they were presumed to present é,higher risk of

post-release failure.

5) With minor exceptions, community performances
of different cohorts do not differ greatly. The
April 1968 disturbance may have had some effect in
ralsing the failure rates of those CTC releasees who

entered the tense, post-disturbance community.



INTRODUCT ION

It is the purpose of this study ?g\report the
post-release performance Qf those Youth Center
residents wHo were released in thé years 1967, 1968,
and the first half of 1969. The Youth' Center is.an
institution that serves a populatiQn of male 6ffenders
aged 18-26 whom the courts have.adjudged as having
high rehabilitatié; potential. Virtually all of the
youths had been sentenced under the provisions of
the Youth Corrections Act, énd'all'were serving their
first term as adults for conviction of a-felony. The
institution iéAexplicitly.rehabilitative innits goals
and program, and éach inmate is enrolled in some
trgining or treatment program at some point in hig
term. During the period of this study the Youth
Center's daily population averaged 340 youths, which
is within its optimum capacity.

In keeping with the provisions of the Youth
Corrections Act, all yoﬁths released for the first
time after commitment to the Youth Cénter were
‘released on pérole. For the groups gtudied, the
average time served prior to first‘rélease was
‘approximately 20 months. Nearly half weré’trahsferred

to the Community Treatment Cénter pribr to release.




"This is a converted residence, lvcated in the inner
city, where théy iived for periods of four to eight -
weeks. It is thHe function of the CTC to provide a
semi-structured, supportiGe environment for new
releasees during the difficuit pe;iod of initiél
adjustment to the community. The Center seeks to
place its residents in both:work and social roles, as
well as to provide counseling directed at solving
problems encountered in the community.

When opened in 1965, the CTC was jointly
administered by the Federal ﬁufeau of Prisons and the
United Planning Organization. Operation.of the Center
was passed to the Departmeht in June of 1967, and its
population became solely releasees £from the Youth
Center instead of the previous mixture of Federal and
Youth Center releasees. The Center thus became the
final step in thg Youth Ceﬂtér's treatment process,

a phase routinel§‘prescribed for those cases who were
judged as being without significant community
resources, or who were regarded as particularly
vsusceptable to the stress of freedom. This meant that
the CTC served those youth center releasees who were
regarded as most likely to encounter difficulty on
pérole. -Since 48% of the subjects of this study were

released through the CTC, it is likely that some in
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this "high risk" grpup'differed only slightly in
risk from those "10& risk" youths paroled directly
from the institution. As will be seen later, howéver,
the CTC population differed significantly from the
Youth Center direct releasees on some "unfavoiable“

characteristics.

METHO

.The method used in this study, "cohort analysis",

has been utilized in previous District of Columbia
Depaftment of Corrections research projects. This
method divides the total number of releasees into
smaller groups released within a specific time
‘period. Performance in the community is then
-observed over time. Five of these smallef groups,

or cohorts, were studied in this report. As indicated
below, the.follow-up period was from the time of
release until Decembexr 31, 1969.

Table l: Months in Community, by Cohort Number
: ~and Release Dates ’ :

Released ; - Months in CQmmdnityf
Cohort 1 ; ‘ - " e
Cohort 1 ~CcIC ~January - June 1967 - . 36 to 31
Cohort 2 ' R ; L 'ﬁil“‘  8
Cohort 2  CIC July - December 1967 30 to 25
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-Released _ ' Months in Community
Cohort 3 :
Cohort 3 CTC January - June 1968 24 to 19
Cohort 4
Cohort 4 CTC . July - December 1968 18 to 13
Cohort 5 . E
Cohort 5 CTC January - June 1969 12 to 7

The advantage of this method is obvious in that
it depicts the performance of each group over the
time span of exposure to the‘communityl One can
thus view each sub-group's rate of success or failure

per unit of time.

PROCEDURE

A list of all releasees from the Yoqth Center
during the periods 1967 - 1968, and the first half ofA
1969, was obtained and divided into the cohorts listed
above, Eliminated from the list were those few adults
released from the Youth Center, whére they had served
as cadre, those youths released to detainers, and
-those transferred from the Youth Center prior to
parolé. The remaining subjects were thus youths who
had completed the Youth Center progran.

The post~release record of each youth was

followed by examining the records of the D.C. Jail,

’
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which is the central booking station for the District,
to determine if ﬁe“had been arrested subsequent to:
release, and the diéposition of any Chargés lodged
against him.

The criteria of failufe was:

a) a re-commitment of 30 days or more,'or

b) re-commitment for violatgon of conditions

of release. |

The FBI number of each youth was also obtained
and referred to that agency for follow-up. FBI data
serve as a source of'informétion about the arrest
history of those youths arrested in jurisdictions
other than D.C. However, the FBI follow-up was not
available at the time this study was written. The
problem of accounting for out-of-jurisdiction arrests
will be discussed in a ;ater secfion‘of this report.

In an effort to evaluate the effect of the CTC,
the performance of youths released through that
facility was éompared with that of the direct,releaseés.,
In order to determine if the CTC populdt%on of this
study differed significantly‘ﬁrom thoée directiy
"released, demographic.daté widely accepted‘as
predictive of high or low risk of.failure Wasv

cbllected'for both groups. The specific indicators

examined were: 1) age at first arfést;"z)fage at‘

first commitment; 3) previous commitment as a juvenile;

e




4) previous failure on parole or probatioﬁ; 5) percent
of cohort with histories of addiétion, mental disorder,
or other handicaps; 6) number of institutional
disciplinary reports; 7) number of youths with so

féw beneficial interpersonal ties in the comﬁunity
that they ultimately lived alone upon release,from

the Youth Center or CTC. )

A comparison of the two groups within each
cohort was made on each indicator in ordérvto establish
whether one group presented a higher risk of failure
than the other. It was expected that the CTC cases
would be the higher risk group since their transfer
to that facility was predicated on "need", as
determined by the Youth Center Staff members who

worked most closely with them.
FINDINGS

The findings will first be reported by
individual cohorts, and then by the toﬁal'cohOrts
for both the CTC and the direct release groups.  As
stated previously, the criteria of "failure" ié
recommitment as a parole violator, or for a period
of 30 days or more. In each of the figures that

follow, the first six months is the time period in
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‘ whiéh.the cohort was released. Only £QO'Of the
demographic indicators, age at first arrest aﬁd numbexr
of institutional disciplinary repofts, are reported,
since no Significant differences between the two
groups in any of the cohorts were found for the other

five indicators.

COHORT 1
.

. This Cohort was exposed to the community for .
a period of 31 to 36 months. Figure 1 shows that
the Direct Releasees had réached a failure rate of
37%1as compared to 64% for their CTC counterparts.

~ The gquestion of whether thé'CTC group actually
presented a higher risk of failure than the Direct
Releasees was explbred by compar;ng the two groups
on the two demographic indices: the CTC group had
been first arrested at an earlier age, and they had
incurred more disciplinary reports while at the Youth
Center.
Table 2: Age at First Arrest and Number

of Institutional Disciplinary
Reports: Cohort 1

age at lst : . No. of disci-

N arrest .t b ’plina»ry teports. & p .
crc 34 13.53  3.25 .01 4.57  2.60 .05

DR 32 16.00 Ty 2021
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One could sbeculate that .the CTC group's higher
incidence of disciplinary reports was the result of
having served .longer terms before release. This
possibility cannot-be discounted; but if the CTC
group did in fact serve longer; it presumably did sé
because its members were adjudged as higher riéké in
‘need of longer periods of %nstitutional treatment.

It is probable that one of éhe criteria in
evaluating readiness‘for parole is the inmate's
disciplinary record, with those youths who have more
disciplinary reports being held longer. Furthermore,
the CTC group incurred twice as many disciplinary
reports as the Direct Reléaées, but they did not serve
twice as much time.

Thus the CTC group is presumably more committed
to delinquent careers, having either begun their
careers earlier or at leasﬁ‘having been acknowledged
or "labeled" by the fact of arrest at an earlier

age. Furthermore, the CTC group demonstrated more

difficulty in adjusting to authority ‘within the

institution, a difficulty that may have been aggravated

Qhen they entered the less structured CTC environment.
It was during the 12th and 18th month period

after the release of this cohort that the April 1968

disturbénce occurred in the District. The CTC group's

performance curve, which had leveled off in their
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17th & 18th months of‘freedom, climbed.ﬂigher in the
months following the disturbance. This is not true
of the performance of the Direct Releasees following
the disturbance. The first explanation to come to
mind is that the CTC group was composed of youths
who were more susceptible to the stresses of an
unsettled community, but this is conjecture rather
than established ﬁact. It appears tﬂat the question

cannot be answered on the basis of current data.
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Chart 1: Rate of Faillure
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Table 3: Percent of Failure from Parole: CTC

Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3 t'_Cohort 4 Cohort 5
N=35 N=21 N=48 N=45 . N=41
6 montgs 11.76 .9,52 5.55 14.28 '12.90
12 months 35.28 | 19.04 | y 30.5; .| 31.42 35,48 |
18 months 38.22 36.08 -344;43 . 39.99

24 months 52.92 47.60  55.54

30 months 58.80 47.60

36 months . 64.68
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COHORT 2

The performance of the two groups in Cohort-2
is the reverse of Cohort 1l: Direct Releasees have
the higher rate of failure after 30 months in the
community. The success rate for Cohort 2 yoﬁths who
.completed the CTC program was 20 percentage points
higher than that of Direct Releasees. This is the
only Cohort of thé five studied in which the success
of a CTC group excéeded that of a Direct Release grcup.

An examination of the demographic data for
Cohort 2 was inconclusive. The two groups did not
differ significantly in age at First arrest, and the
data was not adeqﬁate to test the differences in
mean humber of diséiplinary reports. Therefore, ’
there is no:-apparent exglapation‘why the €TC grocup
in this Cohort out-performed the Direct Releases,
and neither group can be demonstratedvto be a higher
risk than the other.

The April disturbance occurred dﬁring the 7th
to 12th months of exposure of this Cohort in the
.commpnity, at which time both groupé were in the
miést of the accelerated rate of failures that is
"normal" during the second half-year of rélease. Iﬁ‘
is thus not possible to assess the effects of the

disturbance on their post-+release performance.

ks



-1 5~
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COHORT 3

The trend of Cohort 1 is re~established in
 Cohort 3, with the CTC releasees againvfailing at
rates substantially higher than the Direct Releasees.
Fifty-five percent of the cre group had failed at
the end of 24 months in the community. For the
Direct Releasees ﬁhe last observed’failure rate was
38%, 17% péinté lower. 7
A comparison of the demographic data shows

that the CTC group incurred their first arrest at an
earlier age, 13.66 years as compared to 14.76 for
the Direct Relédsees. This differeﬁce is not
statistically;significant. The CTC group also
incurred more institutional disciplinary reports thaﬂ
did the Direct Releasees, averaging 4.78 reports as
compared.to 3.78 for the latter, but again this
difference is not significant.

| The April disturbance took place during the

six month period of release for this Cohort. Yet

the performance curve for each group within the
" Cohort approximates those of the other Cohorts.
Thus the disturbance héd no,readily observable affect

on the post-release adjustment of this Cohort,
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COHORT 4 ¢

In this Cohort the CTC group agdgain fails at a
~higher rate than the Direct Releasees. The magni-
tude of the differences in éhe rates of the two 3
groups shrinks some, but this is.not a signiéiééné"
change. Cohort 4 was exposed to the community for
only 12 months, so the ultimate failure rate will be>
considérably higher. |

Demographically, there were no significant
differences beéween Ehe'two'groups on‘either age
at first arrest, or number of institutiohal
disciplinary reports. This. Cohort entered the
community in the months immediately after the April
1968 disturbance. While the community was still
unsettied, the post-release performance curves for
the Cohort are quite similar tb those of the preceeding
Cohorté, and the immediate effect of the disturbance

appears to be neglible.
COHORT 5 -~

Many in Cohort 5 had been in the community’
" for only 6 months at the time of follow-up. For
~ this reason it is included only to demonstrate how

its early post-release performance compares with

foieid
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_ Chart 5: . Rate of Failure
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the previous Cohorts. ' ‘ .

What is noteworthy about Cohort 5 is that none

of the Direct Releasees failed in the six months
period in which they were released, although
approximately one-fifth of that group failed in

the succeeding six months. Although this is unusual,

‘the overall performance rates of both groups do not

differ greatly from those of the other Cohdrts.

The twO groups within this Cohort did not differ

-significantly on any of the demographic indices.
. | ; B

TOTAL COHORT

Figure 6 deplots the overall performance of
Cohorts 1 - 4 combined. Cohort 5 was not included
in this analfsis since many of its members had not
‘been exposed to the community for a full year. The
purpose of combining four cohorts, all of Qhom have

- been in the community for 4different lengths.of time,

is to determine the overall performance of the 1967 -

1968 releasees at the time;of‘foilow—up. ‘The reader

is reminded of the "Glaser Rule"l 'whioh stetes
that 90% of those releasees who ultlmately fall w1ll

do so w1th1n 36 months aftol release.‘ Slnoe only

Glaser, Danlal The Effectlvencss of a Prlson and
- Parole System, Ind;anapollc: Bobbs - Marrlll,
21964 pi22 fE Sl ,

SR ¢
A
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: Cohbrt 1 had béen.in the commundity for 36 months,

the "final"'rate‘of‘the Total Cohort can be expected
to climb higher as the other three Cohorts continue
in the community.’ .
The laét observed ratés of failure for the twq

groups in the Total Cohort are 40% of Directheleasees,

and 42% for the CTC group. When the two groups afe

significantly lower in age at first arrest, and
incurred a significantly higher number of institutional

disciplinary réportsﬁ

Table 6: Age at First Arrest and Number
of Institutional Disciplinary
Reports: Total Cochort

age at lst No. of disci- ,
N arrest . P plinary reports t D
cTe 121 13.68 3.41 .01 4.87 '2.68 .01
DR 145  15.07 B 3.23 .01

Community Performance of Combined Cohorts

by Type of Failure

Another way of assessing post~releaée perfor-
mance is to combine the curves of both the CTC group

tand’the Diréct Releasees, as shown in Figure 7. After

\

\
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combining Cohorts 1 thfough~4, there is aﬁ overallv’>
failure rate of 41% for all réleases over an
exposure time of 12 to 36 months; |

A more detailed picture of these results can
be gained by breaking the failures into thrée
categories: failure by reéson of technical violafibnk}
of the conditions of parole; failure by reason of
recommitment for more than 30 daysibut less than.one
year (misdemeanor); recommitment for a térm of more
than one year (felony). This data is presented in
Table‘7. A similar breakdown fof’the combined CTC
groub and Direct Releasees of Cohort 1 is included "
to provide the‘reader wiﬁh the finai percentages df
the Cohort that‘has completed 36 months in‘the |
community. The fihal percentages for the combined
Cohorts 1 -~ 4 are expectéd,to approximate'thosevof‘

Cohort 1.

Table‘7£ TypeAbf Failure: Combined Cohorts .

Combined Cohorts 1 - 4

Type of % of all Releasees

. Failure  Cohort 1 Only . Cohort 1-4 (N=265)

- Violation of
~conditions of = , B N I
parole ... 2% oo o 17%

MisdemeanOrv b ;4%_ o ; fj‘1 o j'7'%};:
‘Felony o198 178

CoEs




- -26-

In this instance{-the total number of releasees from

. the Youth Center was 351, of whom 145 weré known post-

release failures. The known number of failureé 145 youths,
was augumented by .30 or 44—youths,'to adjust for probable

|
.out-of-District arrests. One-third. of these 44 .youths,

which represents 15 individuals, can be expected to be
reieased by dismissal of charges, sentences of less than
- 30 déys; or imposition of fines, ail dispositions that do
not meet this study'; definition of failure. Thus the
rate of known failures must be adjusted upward by .20,
representing 30 youths. When these estimated failures
are added to the known faiiures, the final estimated

number of failures totals 189 &ouths out of the 351.

This is an estimated failure rate of 54%.

CONCLUSION

i/

The data presented warrants the following conclusions:
1) The estimated overall failure rate for Youth
Center releasees of 1967 and 1968, both Direct Releasees

and CTC transfers, was 54%. It is conjectured

2 gce DT. Stuart Adams, Wanda S. Heaton, John Spevacek,
' Post-Release Performance of 432 Reformatorv Releasees
District of Columbia Department of Corrections .
Research Report No. 11, February, 1960.
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that this flgure may be inflated due to the effects
f the April 1968 dlsturbance on the communlty.

This high failure rate includes all- youths
reeommitted for terms of,30 days or more, .or
returned for technical violations of parole . o !

2) The pereent of Youth Center releasees-who
“had been convicted bf,felohies at the time.ofv
follow~up was 19%, but it isfreasenable to assume'
this figure will increase when all Cohorts-reach 36‘:
‘ﬁonths of community exposure. Nevertheless, an
estimate that approkimately'zo% of the Youth Center
releasees will be convicted within three years of
new felonies appears reasonable.

3) Youths released directly from the Youth
Center eucceed at essentially the same fate as ybuths
released through the CTC

4) The CTC group presented a hlghet‘rlsk of
post—lnst;tutlonal faflqre, having ehgaged in known
delinquency over longer time spans, and having
demonstrated greatervdifficulty,in adjusting to

“authority. -

The fact that the C1C group has a Lallure rate:;f,

only two percentage p01nts hlgher than the Dlvect
Releasees may 1ndlcaLe tnat the CTC has a posmtlve

feffect on a hlgh rlsk populatlon. Thls poselblllty |

cannot be stated categorlcally swnce the avaliable i;f#iiﬁ
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demographic data is insufficient to determine how much

the CTC group was more likely to fail than the Direct

Releasees.












