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PREF.\CE 

Li.ke a moth emerging from a cocoon, cOTrections is undergo-

ing the trawna of egressing from a relatively secure assigned 

role, which stressetl custody of inmates, into the largely unknown 

role of effecting peTsonal change, which involves awesome freedom 

and is attendant with challenges and risks. 

The mandate for change is being thrust upon corrections by 

a citizenry which is becoming increasingly aware that the tradi-

tional role of cOTrections is not adequate to meet the challenge 

of the day. 

The recent emphasis upon community based corrections, gen-

erally born of despair with existing institutional programs, seems 

grounded in the belief that man can be successfully socialized 01' 

reintegrated into his community with appropriate guidance : nd 

counsel. 

At this point in time it becomes appropriate to ask, can 

community based corrections achieve the: goal - (" 
U.l.. socialization of 

clients or inmates? How should living units be organized to ac-

complish their stated objective of decreasing anti-social behavior? 

What is a therapeutic community? What arc adequate measures of 

success? What criteria should be adopted for defining success so 

that agencies can communicate findings in an intelligible manneT 

and contribute to the fOTmulation of empirical geneTalizations? 

IncTeasingly, attention is being focused upon means to assess 

or evalu~t~ the impact of correctional programs. All too often 
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"success" has he en defined. ill iosYllcratic.ally by the project direc-

tor. Lad,ing Hckqu:lte COIlC('ptu(llization or the process of clwnge, 

tradi tionalists tend to rely upon "rocic1ivism"- -\vhich, like a cha­

meleon, has many shades of: definition--as a negative criterion 

measure of: success. Some students of the phenomena scrutinize the 

processes involved in effecting desired change. However, in almost 

every instance, the results werc desired yesterday, although the 

planning necessary to effect desired change and the resources re-

quired to carry out the program have not been forthcoming. 

Within this elusive context, this study is presented as an 

attempt to perform a post-hoc evaluation of a community based, 

half-way-out correctional program. 

Evaluation of community based programs properly lies in the 

domain of policy research. Policy makers, aware of the public's 

fear of crime and sensitive to the political implications of com-

munity based institutions, often request proof of program effective­

ness before sufficient time has el~psed, and generally without al­

lowing adequate finances for the assignment·. Frequently, fundinr 

agencies which wish the "biggest bang for the buck" only furnish 

enough funds to buy powder for a lady finger firecracker. Conse-

quently, thero are frequent turnovers in personnel--this project 

experienced three such turnovers .. Moreover, available funds can 

(lnly command the services of graduate students who frequently lack 

the maturity and experience to conceptualize and implement a signi­

ficant evaluation. Each, however, contributed significantly to the 

process and merit praise for an indispensable contribution. 

This report, then, should properly be viewed as a segment of 
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(l larger \vhole in which '-Ill attempt j s made to wrest] (' wi th the 

r l' il 1 it)' 0 r t h (\ C V:I J lUI l I (l nor a d y n a III i L', C h illl g j Jl g, a 11 d tl Jl go i n g 

program. Admittedly,.it is limited ill scope and intensity. 

N eve r thole 5 s, i tis hop cd t Jw tit '" i 11 11 r 0 v ide s om eli g 11 t on 

the subject of program evaluation of community based correctional 

centers antl will suggest lines of thought or areas of concern 

for future inquiry. 

iii 
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1. J :'rmnllllCT LON 

Background 
"'--~---.------

The .Jacksonville Community Correctional Center received 

its first residents on August 28, 1970. This culminated an 

offort which was initiated ~lay, 1969 when the first proposal to 

establish a Center was submitted to tile Task Force On Corrections, 

d P 1 T]le (",ellter l'S ]10used l'n the old Air Nation-Prohation an' aro e. l,. 

n1 Guard Building located at Imeson Ail'port and is leased from 

the Jacksonville Port Authority. Renovations of the facility 

presently permit accommodations for 100 residents, usually includ­

i llg ] 2 permanent party res ident s who o})3ra!.e the faci 1 i ty, 8 study 

release residents, and 80 work release residents. The latter cate­

gory includes residents placed by recommendation of the Florida 

If Parole and Probation Corunission as pre-parole work releasees. 

the resident performs satisfactorily he may be released upon pa-

role, usually after an interval of from four to six months. Clas-

sification teams, from tIle various institutions of the Division of 

Corrections also recommend residents for placement on work release 

if they arc within the last twelve months of their sentence and 

meet minimum criteria including a subjective judgment that they 

can adjust and benefit from the work release program. 

The opening of the Jacksonville Community' Correctional Cen-

~er represented an achievement in a long continuum of efforts to 

improve correctional programming. The concept of lv-ork release .. 
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'\'Us implc'lIwntcd in keeping with the follo\,,rj,11g description ,dlich 

appears as Exhibit ;\ Lle~cribing agency activities [or the Com­

TInlnity Correctional Center program in the 1969-70 Budget Nar­

rative: 

Section 945.091, Florida Statutes authorized the Board 
of ~ommissloncrs of State Institutions to adopt regu-
1 at J. 0 11 S P e nTI itt in g the D i vis ion toe x ten d the 1 i Illi t S 0 f 
the place of conf-inement of an inmate to leave the con­
fines of that place, unaccompanied by a custodial aDent 
for,a prescribed period of time to: (1) visit, foroa ' 
perIod not to exceed twenty four (24) hours exclusive of 
travel time, a specifically designated place or places and 
return to the same or another Institution or facility; or 
(2) work at paid employment, participate in education or 
a training program, or voluntarily serve a public or non­
public or non-profit agency in the community while con­
tinuing as an inmate of the Institution or facility in 
which he shall be confined. Chapter 190}\-]1, Rules of 
the Board of Commissioners of State Institutions, was 
adopted June 9, 1968 giving the Division the power to 
extend the limits of confinement to selected inmates. 

The concepts were further explained and defined as follows: 

Community Work is the program which allows selected in­
mates to work at paid employment in the comlllunitv. Com­
munity Study is the program which allows selecte~ inmates 
to attend an educational facility or participate in a 
training program in the community. Community Volunteer 
Service is a program which allows selecLed .inmates 'Lo vol­
untarily serve a public or non-profit agency in the com­
munity. Furlough is the program which will allow selected 
inmates to visit in the community under certain conditions. 
The purpose of these programs is to contribute to the total 
rehabilitation of the inmate by any of the following means: 
(1) ease the transition from prison into the community, 
(2) place the inmate in employment which he may retain 
after release from the Institution, (3) permit the inmate 
t? cont~ibute toward his own support and the support of 
hIS famlly thus reducing cost of public agencies, (4) 
help determine the inmate's readiness for parole, (5) 
preserve family and community ties, (6) permit the inmate 
to take advantage of educational and training opportuni­
ties in the community which are not available in the In­
stitution, and (7) permit the inmate to develop or maintain 
occupatoinal or other skills. 
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The pr(lctjcal ratiollule fot cee programs was presented us 

follows: 

One of th(~ major objectives in the Community Work Program 
is to place the inmate in a job in his home community to 
which he intends to return when he is releaseel from pris­
on. In utiJi:ing existing Institutions, this has been 
impossible to accomplis}] in many cases since the Divi­
sion does not have Institutions in the major urban arcas 
of the stnte which contribute a large percentage of the 
inmate population. By establishing Community Con:ectional 
Centers hl the urban areas of the s ta t ~, the Division 
1\'Quld be ubI e to place an inmate hack in his home commun­
ity on a job which he could retain when released. Locat­
ing the inmate in the communi t)' would greatly facili ta'te 
the reestablishment of contact with family and friends 
which would help to be a stabilizing influence on his 
adjustment when releaseel. The Center l,\Tould also be able 
to utilize the many community resources available to 
assist in the rehabilitation programs and would be able 
to assist the inmate to identify with groups in the" com­
munity prior to his release. 

It was proposed that the staff would be able to devote more 

time to counseling residents. The Center would also permit 

greater flexibility in rules and regulations, thus serving as 

a bridge from tlle more rigid conventional institutional setting 

to tIle relative freedom of civilian status. From an economic 

point of view, advantages would accrue through contributions by 

the resident to the state for subsistence, through savings for 

use upon release, through support of incidental expenses for 

each person, and for support of families where applicable. 

The speci fic expectations for the Jac1csonvil,le eee were re­

stated in a Division of Corrections' progress report as follows: 

.. The project goal is to take inmates in our penal 
insti tut ions who are in t11eir last year of incarcera-
tion anel place them in positions of economic productivity, 

!' 
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evon prior to releaso, through the use of Community 
C?yroct i.onll 1 Cl~nt('rs w]1('1"O nIl 0 f the support i VL' SOl"­

Vices and hcJpi u1 cOJlllllunity jnvo]vl'mcnt can be focused 
up 0 nth e j 11 tl i v j (1 u a ]. T his p 1" 0 C e s s 11 H S bee n cl e s 1 g ned 
to cut the cost of corrections, effect rehabllitation, 
reduce th(, populations of ollr primary penal instiututions, 
restore th~' ~i¥Jljtr of the individual prior to release, 
reeluce rccldlvlsm, nnel generally give tho taxpayer more 
for his corrections dollar. 

Theoretical Considerations 

As is often the case, practical considerations provided the 

maj or support fOl" developing the cee program concept. A growi ng 

discontent with the limjtations of larger institutions and frus-

tration in trying to bring about change in a setting which sup­

ports lethargy have resulted in pious statements about public 

good being served by alternate correctional strategies. The posi­

tion of reformists, however, finds support, if not justificatioll, 

in the theories advocated by res}lectcd leaders in the field. 

In his theory of differential association, Ecl\dn Sutherland 

hypothesizes that people become delinquent to the extent that 

they participate in groups and live in neighborhoods where delin­

quent ideas anel techniques are highly valued. Sutherland furt]ler 

opines that the earlier, the longer, the more frequently, and the 

more intensely people participate in such social settings, the 

greater the possibility of their becoming delinquent. This posi­

tion reflects the conwon practice of using measures of association 

to support a broad theoretical viewpoint. 

The theory of differential opportunity is supported by 

" . 

--. 
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Richnrd A. Cloward and Lloyd E. Ohlin who <Issert that much delin-

quency results from an inability to gain access to legitimate 

opportunities in society coupled with the ready availability of 

illegitimate opportunjties that are quickly seized by frustrated 

persons as viable alternatives. Thus a relevant treatment program 

should be directed toward increasing the legitimate opportunities 

for the offendc:r while reducing his contacts with the criminal 

world. 

A larger pC:l'spective is reflected in the Report of the Cor­

rectJons Task Force of the President'S Commission on Law Enforce-

ment and Administration of Justice when it states: 

The general underlying premise for the new directions in 
corrections is that crime and delinquency are symptoms 
of failure und di~org(1nization of the community as well 
as the individual offender. In particular, these failures 
arc seen as depriving offenders of contact with the insti­
tutions tl1at a~e.basically r6sponsible for assuming develop­
ment of law ab~d~ng conduct ... The task of corrections, 
therefore, includes building or rebu~lding solid ties between 
offender and community. 

Evaluation 

The continuity at the evaluation effort has been interrupted 

by a three-fold cl1ange in supervision and administration of the 

evaluation compollent. A review of the intent, previous efforts, 

and the present effort is in order. 

A proposal submitted in 1971 proposed an evaluation based 

upon a variety of methods and points for review. (1) Informa-

tion about job p'lacement, etc. to be sought from the counselor 

]H'o"ldl,t[ by Djvision or VocatiolJal Rehaldlitatiol1. (2) (;om-

munity jllvo1v('I~wnt to bo studied hI tc~rJ1lS of frequency of COIl-

tact s. (3) Suhs 1 stence paymonts to be mcasurcll as one economi (: 

indicator. (4) Rclat.ions l'lith family memher~.; to be assessed 

using a specially dcvjsc:d questionnaire. (5) A partial cost-

benefit analysis to be projected but to be limited due to the one 

year follow-up period. (6) Recidivism to be used as a basis for 

determining correctional costs to the comumnity. 

The proposed evaluation was carried out in part and is re-

fleeted in a report prepared by Stephen Brieger in 1972. In ad-

dition, progress reports, such as the one submitted by Chief Cor­

rectional Counselor Jerry Vaughn dated Septemher 5, 1972, reflect 

basic information about participants, staff, programs and reac-

tions to the program. 

Additional information concerning population movement for 

work and study releases is contained in periodic reports issued 

by the Research and Statistics Section of the Division of Cor-

rections. 

This evaluation, thorefore, is part of an on-gojng effort to 

assess the work release program with respect to a selected num­

ber of variables. Moreover, it is limited in scope, as will be 

described later. 

Problems in Evaluation 

Efforts to perform an evaluation are fraught with frustration 
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<J1Hlinndl'qufJ.cies. U::;.ing (lll(' of the c(ltegorles sllggeS1<.HJ by 

Buchman and adoptl~cl 1Jy the National Advisory Commission on Crim­

inal ,}U!;t i<.:e Standard!> and Goals (Chuptor 15), many evaluative 

reports have focused on a measure of effort. Other evaluations 

have been performed using a~sumptions concerning the anticipateu 

j mprl C tor cert ain prog rams only to conclude that hec aus e the 

llleaSUl'mncnts showed no effect that the program was ineffective. 

The apparent weakness in the total process of evaluation 

is on inability to properly conceptualize the total situation 

anu then devise not only the steps necessary to operationalize 

the concepts but a]so devise sufficient measures to assess 

whether objectives have been obtained. 

A proper distincti.on is made by Suchman et al betHecn pro­

gram review and systems evaluation. Reflecting the prevailing 

trend in corrections, the Nationai Advisory Commission on Crim­

inal .Ju::;tice Standards and Goals adopted t·he viewpoint tha.t re­

chliv i SllI should ho a necessary if not sufficient indicator of 

systOln'; c'ffoctivelless. Although the recommendation is made that 

recidivism should ho based on recommittment within a three year 

peri ad to a cor.rectional instituotion for a felony count involv­

ing a person Wl10 was formerly incarcerate~ there are obvious 

wenknosscs which argue against this appronch £IS being a valid 

onc. (1) It assumes that the correctional experience weighs so 

heavily in the offender~ experience that it wjll counteract and 
. 

offset the totality of all other forces impinging upon the of-

fender suhsequent to release. These other forces might include 
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discrimirwtioll in terms oj jobs, housing, soda1 contucts, 

police JHlraS!;JlIC'Ilt, di.scrimination by stat.e llttOl'Tle),s, parole 

officers and judges, family conditions, cOllJlIlunity environment, 

social concljUons, etc. Therefore, to claim that experience in 

"prison" is sufficient t.o counteract the totality or other social 

forces in the froe '';01' J c1 is inadequate if not absurd. H.n t her, 

reciuivism may more riglltly be regarde\ as an indicator of the 

effectiveness or lack of effectiveness of a11 social forces which 

impin~~e upon an j ndi vidual, but especially the el emen ts 0 f the 

criminal justice system which have potential influellce upon a 

person Kho has violated a social norm by committing a crime. 

(2) ).10reover, there is a time problem involved. Whoreas the 

rocoDlmended measure is a throe year period following release, most 

projects arc not funded for sufficiently long periods to provide 

continuity in measurement and evaluation. P~nding agencies per-

haps constrained hy statutes, assume that a grantee can develop 

a pl'oposal and. haggle it through to acceptance, develop a program, 

hire a staff, i.mplement the program, derive an evaluation, and 

prepare a summary--all within a yearls time. To expect an agency 

to do this is highly unrealistic; is probably wasteful of the tax­

payers dollar, and is methodologically absurd. 

Prom a practical point of view, if recidivism is used as the 

dependent variable in an evaluation, it requires that sufficient 

time elapse to permit its utilization with any validity. If the 

three year limit is uscd, provision has to be made to develop a 



program, SeCU1'(~ aPP1"oprinte measure's, ancl conduct the evaluatjoll 

during tllU fourth year of tho PTOjoct, or at least three yeurs 

after re.t case frOi:l (;l. p rog ram. A pragma tic 1 imi tn tion can be 

interposed in that measures can be taken for intel'mediate time 

peri ods wId ch can Y i c ld re 1 at ivc.' results. 

(3) An additional problem exists regarding securing recidiv-

ism data. Increasingly, state criminal justjce information sys-

terns may he able to provide relatively accurate arrest and con-

viet ion infornwt ion. For the present, this information is ad-

mitted1y incompleto. Moreover, if a person is transient and moves 

out of the state wbere he was originally incarcerated, there are 

limited means for acccssine information about subsequent convic-

tion informatiol1. The task of polling each state jurisdiction 

for information is too time consuming. Moreover, many states are 

not adequately staffed or situated to provide accurate information. 

The u:;e of data which is national in scope, such as NCIC 

and its ceIl component, is likewise fraught with limitations. For 

instuncc, the ~cIc/eeH system has a relatively small number of 

records- ':'reportedly in the three to fOUl" hundred thousand range. 

Moreover, its accuracy is clependent upon repoTting agencies sup-

plying disposition information. 

The most comprehensive source of information,is the FBI 

"rapll sheet which must in most cases be accessed by manual means. 

It, too, is dependent upon the accuracy of reporting agencies for 

disposition information. Moreover, the data is only available to 
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res p 0115 i b] () a g en c i e s a 11 d ass t a [[ t i llll' P e rill its . 

Given existing limitations, a restricted approacll to evalua-

tion may he utilized which wi.l1 neverthcl.css, . __ aSSIst policy mukvrs 

and management in their [unctions. 

~£ope of Evaluative Effort 
, -------'-,--

This re]101"t·, ]'5 d .. ". a 'esCrJptlve study of the jnmates released 

from the Jacksonville C 'C ,ommunlty o1'rectional Center during the 

calendar year 1971 and i.s sublnl'tted as one in a series of on-

going evaluative reports concerning the work release program. 

This study presents information about several aspects of 

the eec work release program. 

(1) It presents basic demographic data ahout the subjects 

included in the study. 

(2) It describes the occupational background of the sub­

jects, identifies participation in educational and voca-

tional training programs, and attempts to correlate back-

ground, training and job experience at initial placement 

in the ecc program and upon release. 

(3) It presents basic economic indicators concerning the 

participants in the \\fOrk release program in terms of: 

a. Personal savings at time of release. 

b. Average hourly wage/salary at time of release. 

c. Estimated contributions to subsistence while at 

the ecc. 
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d. Estimates of taxes paid, including Federal, state 

and local. 

e. An awareness of potential contributions to family 

support. 

(4) It presents all interim report concerning assumed success­

ful reacljustment to the community, utilizing a negative in­

dicator--a rearrest rate. 

II. METHODOLOGY 

Between January 1, 1971 and December 31, 1971, one hundred 

nineteen (119) inmates were released from the Jacksonvllle Com­

munity Correctional Center and constitute the subjects for the 

evaluation. This study, a largely descriptive one, presents in­

formation based upon data currently available concerning the indi­

viduals included in the cohort of releases. The data was obtained 

from the inmate record file in the Central Office of the Florida 

Division of Corrections in Tallahassee, the records office at the 

Jacksonville CCC, the records of the Division of Vocational Reha­

bilitation in Jacksonville, the rearrest information derived from 

the criminal history files maintained by the Florida Department of 

Lmv Enforcement and the F. B. I. 

Data generated by this study was processed at the Florida 

State University Computer Center in the, Love Building using pro­

grams ,..,hich arc cOJllponents of the Statisticsl Package for the Social 

Sciences. 

·12 -

The data is presented in descriptivc form with expJanatory 

Twrrative to assist in interpreting the data. Due to the spe­

cified limitations of the data, a brief analysis is performed 

which focuses UpOll the recidivistic tcndency of the subjects 

as revealed through rearrest rates for an eighteen month (18) 

period following release. 
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Ill. FINDINGS 

. l'S 1)1"es.el1ted in narrative form. Information tn this sectIon - -

Demographic Data -_ ................ _ .. 

mcelian at release was in the 26-30 year old bracket. 
The age 

number of releases (34 or 28.8%) \<lere in the 21-25 
The 1 [l1'gest 

) Sl')~ty l)ercent (60%) of the releasees (Sec Table 1 . age bracket. 
Five porcent (5%) were 51 years of age or 

were age 30 and under. 

older. 
narcotl'C usage at the time of ad­

In terms of alcoholic or 

mission, 64% reported alcohol usc) with 27.8% reporting heavy 

alcohol usc. 
rUl"rellt IJOIJulation, only 5.3% In contrast to the -

tl'me of admission as compared to 39.37% 
reported narcotic use at 

for Fiscal Year 1972-73. (Sec Table 2) 

• '\T1' tll t',11" allnoul1ced intention to IJlace residents Tn kCOlnng \ '" 

t'}lel'I' 11orne· to encoun19,e the redevelopment of family in centers ncar . -
. 1 1 01)IJortunity to secure jobs which they can ties (1)1<.1 provlC 0 t.lem 

6 0 f D residents were recorded 
cant inllC upon release, 73 or 1'0 0: . Ie 

'11 ) a.s their legal residence 
as claiming Duval County (Jacksonvl e ~ 

at time of admission. (See Table 3) 

1 total of 18 offenses ,,,ere represented in the 
Althougl a 

sam-

pIe, 78 ~ of the subj ects 'vere committed for five offenses. 
Break-

( . 1 3S or 29 9.;) and armed robbery (with 27 or 
ing and entering WItl 

23t) toppecl the list. 
Grand larceny (with 11 or 9%) was joined 

1 with 10 or 8.4%) to round by murder 1 wi.th life sentence (bot1 

" 
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out the top five. (Sec Tablo 4) 

Offenses recoded into five major categories reflect. GO or 

50.~'~ who committed crimes <.:gainst property and 47 or 35.3% who 

committed crimes against persons. Together they represent 85.7% 

of all offenses. (Sec Table 5) 

The median length of maximum sentence ,\'as just a little 

under 4 years in length. An equal number (28 or 23.5%) had sen­

tences of from 1 to 2 years ancl fTom 2 to 3 years. The next high­

est frequency was 22 (18.5%) for the range of from 5 to 10 years. 

A total of 79 or 67% had sentences of 5 years or less, and 101 

or 85.5% had sentences of 10 years or less. (See Table 6) 

Racially, there 1\'Ore 57 blacks (48%) and 62 whites (52~o). 

(Sec Table 7) 

In terms of placement in the CCC program, 34 (28.6%) were 

placed by the Florida Parole and P~obation Commission as pre-parole 

work releasees, with 85 (71.4%) flowing into the program upon rec­

omendation of the classification teams of the Division of Cor-

rections and bccause the residents qualified as being in the last 

12 months of their sentence. (See Table 8) 

Information about the institution from which they were trans­

ferred to the CCC is presented in Table 9. Heading the list was 

Florida State Prison with 45 or 37.8%. Three other major insti-

tutions (Reception and Medical Center~ Avon Park Correctional In­

stitution, and Appalachee Correctional Institution) contributed 

34 or 28%, with the other major institutions contributing 22 or 

18.5% . 

r I 

I 
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Thon) was a [[I.ir1y evon tllstributjon among the subjects in 

terms of types of releases. Expiratioll of sentence releasees led 

tho group ,d th 43 (3()oo), follo\{ed by paroles wi th 40 (3~5. 6~,) and 

Mandatory Conditionnl Release with 36 (30.3%). (See Table 10) 

The V[Jst majority of the releasees (117 or 98.4%) had spent 

more than 180 days in the Florida Division of Corrections prior 

to releC:lse. (Sec Table 11) The median length of stay in the cce 
program was approxinwtely 110 days. Sixty percent (60%) had spent 

120 days or less in the eec prior to release, with 89% (108) hav-

ing spent 180 days or less in the program. (See Table 12) 

Educa tionaJ !-yocat iona 1, Occupa t ional Information 

Since one of the avowed objectives of the eee program is to 

provide a channel for employment, it is appropriate to track the 

record of occup~tionn1 skills, training, placement, and con­

tinuance in jobs upon release. Since, however, the vocational 

trail1h1g program in the Division of Corrections was only in its 

embryonic state at the time the residents were placed in the ece 
work release program, it is probably unfair to evaluate the pro­

gram in terms of continuity among these several variables. How­

ever, it may be relevant to present this phase of the report to 

establish some baseline data for future comparisons. 

Educationally, the median grade claimed was the 7th grade, 

with less than 3% claiming 12th grade or higher education. 

Table 3) The median average tested grade, however, was 

(See 

· .~ 
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r: full 1J2, approximately ~.5--a grade lower than the average grade 

claimed. (Sec Table 14) The vast majority, however, reported 

" \"]'11'] e 1'11 tlle I)l"!l' .51',011 of COJ.'l'ectlons (83 or no academic tralDl,ng . ' -

70~o). O 0 t" ted J.' n c 1 " sse s l' an g -The remainder-, 36 or 3 '0, par J.clpa - .... 

ing from ABE grade 1 to junior college. The highest frequency 

was IS or 12.6% who ~ompleted requirements for Grade 12 and quali-

fied for aGED. (See Table IS) 

Prior to committmont to the Division of Corrections 74 or 

62 9" re.ported an occupa t i on in the areas of s tructura1- general 

Only 1]. or 9. 29Q· reported skillS in the clerical, 
labor categories. 

sales, professional, technical or managerial categories. (See 

Table 16) Only 24 or 20% reported receiving vocational training 

, 1 95 01' 809.; renOl'tl' ng no vocational training. in the Division, Wltl u r 

(See Table 17) The largest number reported training in the struc-

tural trades (13 or 11%). 

In terms of prior occupation and type of job placement in 

the eee work release program, 44 or 37% reported placement at 

d 75 or" 63io' rel)Ol'ted IJlacement at a different the same level, an 

) A ver)' loW correlation exists between both 
level. (See Table 18 

prior occupatiojl and vocational training and type of vocational 

, ' 1 DJ.'Vl·Sl'Oll of Corrections and the type of job place-trainIng In tle 

ment in the ecc program. (See Tables 19 and 20) A marked major-

ity, 
91 or 76.4%, were placed in jobs classified as structural or 

general laborers. Next was the professional, technical and man-

01' 8.4~o and then the service area with ageral category with 10 



9 or 7.6~" (Soe Table 21) 

In terms of job stabiJ i ty 1 laO or 8 tl % had no job change 

",hUe at the eec. lJpKanl1i1objlity was reflected for 4 or 3.3~; 

who received moro pay. (Sec Table 22) 

Since tho objective of the program is to provide entry into 

a job which can be followed at the time of release, it is impor-

tant to focus on job stability at release and subsequent to re-

lease. Data for this analysis was secured through the coopera-

tion of the regional representatives of the Division of Vocational 

Rohabilitation in Jacksonville. 

Of thoso fOl' whom records were available, 78 or 71.6% left 

their job immodiately at the time of release. Over twenty per-

cent (24 rel en s cc~, however, continued in their jobs 6 months or 

more after release. (Sec Table 23) Of those for Hhom information 

was availahl e about j oh levels subsequent to release, 26 or 22 96 

reported nu change. More pay with less skill was reported by 

6 or 5% and more pay for marc skill was reported by 22 or 18%. 

Thus, 28 or 23% reported more pay. (Sec Table 24) 

Economic Indicators 

Since the current manual record keeping system did not ac­

cumulate information for each person released during the period 

under study, this report has resorted to an estimate for deter­

mining some of the economic impact of t~e participation of resi­

donts in the work release program. 

r 
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Estimating that tho lJlen \v(He employed on the average of 

75~ of the tillle, and that thoy contributed $,1.00 per dny to the 

s tate for subs is tence and t rnnsportat i on, j t is ost imu tell tha t 

the men released during calendar 1971 contributed $136,530 to 

the state during their tilllo of incarceration at "the Jacksonville 

eee. (Sec Table 25) 

ContrIbutions for subsistence were derived from employment. 

In keeping "d th the observation that a marked maj ori ty were in­

volved in a labor 01' structural type of job, it is to be expected 

that 74 or 85~ of those from whom this information is available 

earned betHeen $1.51 and $2.00 per hour. There Here 13 men or 

15% who reported an hourly wage at time of release of more than 

$2.00 an hour Hith one man reporting an Ilourly Hage that exceeded 

$5.00 an hour. (Sec Table 26) 

Not only did the residents pay subsistence, take care of 

incidental expenses and provide some suppo.rt for families, they 

also were able to save money for use upon release. Of those for 

whom records are available, 12 or 11% reported savings of $50.00 

or less, which means that 89% exceeded what they might have ex­

pected to be giyen by the state upon release. One man had more 

than $1,200.00 saved, Hith 54 or 48.6% reporting savings of 

$200.00 or more. (See Table 27) 

Since records for individuals were not reported in terms of 

amount of taxes paid 1 this information is not readily available. 

It can readily be imagined, however, thOat if the men contributed 



over $13(l,OOU for subs'istellco and trHnsporta,tioll at $4.00 per 

WtH1k, that the amount of Federal taxes alone probably exceeded 

that aIllount several times over, and that local and state taxes 

represented a more modest but not insignificant amount. 

Post-Release Performance--Renrrcst Data 

Although this report reflects skepticism concerning the 

validity and appropriateness of using a rate of recidivism as an 

inc..1icator of success for systems evaluation, because of prevail-

ing convention such an assessment will be made. Hmvevel', since 

there are mi t ig~lting factors Ivhich pot ent ia lly bias the data, 

instead of using a recommitment r::.lte and thus deriving a compara-

tive true recidivism rate, this report uses the time to rearrest 

for both misdemeanors and felonies in an attempt to measure the 

tjrne between release and rearrest antl the seriousness of the 

offense wi th 1<!hich the person is charged. 

Let it be noted, howevor, that the potential bias of the 

discretionary function tl1roughout the criminal justice system is 

fully recognized. Moreover, it is readily acknowledged that many 

will be arrested Ivho will not be convicted or committed. However, 

if the recommitment rate is used solely, biased data would result 

in that there may be a number of people who have been arrested 

but whose cases will not have been processed through the judicial 

pipeline at the time the data is recorded. 

By.recording information over a period of time, it is hoped 

that experience will suggest a model for estimating the number of 

·r , 
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"comparntive" recidivists idlich Illay result: .IS the ontcomr.' of 

rc.'arrest of the category of ex-of[onders who have been released 

frolll custotly through a cee program. It is also acknmvJedged that 

release upon parole may be a mitigating factor. Since, however, 

this project is more exploratory, it should be consitlered as a 

pilot project to tlevelop a model for more extensive usc ratller 

than be consitlercJ as a final product in itself. In addition, 

it is not methedologically correct to attempt to generalize from 

a limited sample of 119 to a much larger population, unless, of 

course, it may bo conjectured that this study focuses upon a 

random sample of what might be construed to be a larger homoge-

neous population. 

With the foregoing caveat in mind, attention is directed 

to the data generated for this report. 

Table 28 presents information concerning time to first 

arrest since release, for all arrests, for first felony arrest 

and for first misdemeanor arrest. Column I presents information 

about all first arrests. Out of 119 total cases, 75 or 63% arc 

reported as having been arrested within 18 months after release. 

Sixty five (65) percent of the first arrests were effected within 

9 months after release, ~ith 54% being effected within 6 months 

after release. 

Releasees charged with felony counts totaled 63 or 53%. 

Of this number, 37% were rearrested within 6 months, 49% within 

9 months, 57% within 12 months, and 95% within a two year period. 
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F () r r cd Cit!, t' esc IJ a r g (' d hi j t 11 ml s d e lIH.~ a nor c 11 a r g l' s, 60 ( co un t ) 

or 50~ wen! rC'<1rrt~~;ted within the report pcr.iod. Of the releasecs 

rcarre~;t(~d for mi!Hlc'lIlc<1nor charges, S2~<l \'icre arrcsted within 6 

months, 55~ within 9 months, ()S~ within 12 months, and 9S~ within 

24 mont.hs. 

The overall rearrest pattern seems to follow tho rate re­

port 0(1 in tho Un i fOrJ'l Cri me Reports for 1971 which j ndicat os that 

68~ of a cohort were rearrested. 

Wi l' hill cor H' c i ion a 1 c ire J e 5 , i n t ere s t has foe use don 

whether the COl'1'OI.'t 1 onal authori tics or the p<ll'ole ut..thori tics do 

the better job of f,creeldng clients for parole placement. This 

study potentially provldes a mechanism for detennining if the 

criterin used by the Parole Commission arc significantly better in 

selecting candidates for successful post-release performance. 

Recall that eec cUcnts can be placed jn the work release 

progralll either upon rccomIdcndu,tion of the Parole and Probation 

COll1lJli SSiOll for pn'- parol e placement or by the Divis ion of Correc­

tions if the clicnt is within the last 12 months of his sentence 

and meets other cri tenia. 

Of thos e pJ u ced by the Parole Commis s ion, S3 ~6 ,,'ere rear­

rested. The rearrest rate for those placed by the Division of 

Corrections was 61~. (Sec Table 29) 

In both instances, however, interest focuses upon the pos­

sible impact of participation in the work release program as a 

potentially constructive means for alloviating incidents of crime 

and rearrests. 

. ,! 2 .. 

FUl'thor, tht., person!:' plclcl~tl by lhe l)jvi~,ioll of Corl'(~ctjollS 

have hecn or could have bec.'ll scroened and possibly rejl.'ctell as 

paroh! c:JJldldatC's hy the Parole Commission. Viewed froll1 this per­

specti.ve', the parole selection critoria used by the Parole Commis­

sion appnrcmtly rt'!Oults in only a vl'rr small discernible tlifferencc 

in distinnuislling potentially successfuJ. candidates for early re­

lease j nto the COlHJ!lUnity. 

To set the matter in clearer perspecth'c, however, it should 

be recalled that many of the correctional clients placed by the 

Division of Corrections would customarily reenter the civilian com­

munity withi]l a sp3n of several months regardless of pl<lcement in 

the work release program. Consequently, society would probably 

llave been subjected to the same or higher rate of rcarrc~ts, but 

doubtless at a slightly later date. 

Closely related to the concept of selection criteria for 

participation in t]le program are the variables of type of placement 

and type of release. 

The sample by chance is fairly evenly distributed among the 

types of release--34.S':; byparole, 29.2!6 by MCR and 36.3~ by expira-

tion of sentence. (See Table 30) 

Viewing non-rearrest as a negitivc indicator of successful 

readjustment to the community, the assumed success rates are 46.2~ 

for paroles, 12.1% for MCRs, and 31.7% for expirations. 

When the underlying .factors associated with these types of 

releases arc fully understood, these results arc not too supris­

ing. Parolees COJlsti tute the "cream of the crop" I.;hcreas MCR 
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reI e as t! e 5 [l rep e r 11:l p.s J 0 h' est in t c r illS 0 f a b HoSe ex pee tan c y l' a t c.~ 

for success. (;cI1c:ra11r, MeR rclcasccs have also been passed over 

in the parole consideration process, and reflect more serious crimes 

or more pronounced nntisocial backgounds, especially if the re­

leasees Here C01il!llj ttcu for crimes against property. Al though ~ICR 

releasees are nominally unuer the supervjsion of the Parole Com­

missi.on, a status imposou by law, they obviously do not constitute 

desirable parole risks. 

Several otht.'r fac.tors a1. 0 may be considered as relevant. 

Even m;ll111g pel's ons under supervi s ion of the Paro Ie Commis s ion, 

t]lore seems to be several apparent absconders--persons for whom 

there is a rOpOrlGU outstaucling warrant for arrest. Wore these 

warrants served, the negative success rate for parolees would 

doubtl css be sonl(,Khat loss favorable. 

Rearrest "l'pears to be highly associated with age at release. 

For those in the 21 to 30 age bracket at time of rel~ase, 64% were 

rcarrc~ted. Of all rearrests, 59% were reported in this age bracket. 

(Sec Table 31) 

The CCC program is also designed to place clients in their 

home communities I~hen; feasible. As more Centers are opened, this 

objective can be more readily achieved. It is presumed that prox­

imi t)' will facil i tate development of family, Iyork and community 

ties. 

Sixty nine (69%) percent of the clients placed in the Jack­

sonville CCC listed Duval County as their placo of It..6.!: residence. 

Sevellt)' cjght (78~) claimed legal residence within 50 miles of 

Jacksonville. (Sec Table 32) 

1;01' those with usable data, 23~o from Jacksonville showed 110 

rearrests. While the si3e of the sample may bo too small to justify 

the tll'<l\ving of brood}y applicable gener[l}i~ations, it appears tlwt 

placcment in a 110nw cOlllllluniiy in and of itself is not apparently 

effective in ueterring rearrests or facilj.tating successful adjust­

ment for 77~; of the clients from the Jacksonvill'c area. 

Although other variables doubtless influence the situation, 

it may be relevant to study more carefUlly the matter of placement 

11ithin the hOll1o community. Some observers have suggested that it 

may be too casy for relcasees to slip back into former habits involv­

ing deviant behavior by associating with formeT companions. T11is may 

be especially true for users of alcohol and narcotics who eitl1er are 

influenced toward or gravitate toward situations which nurturo their 

use of drugs. 

Perhaps an exper:imental placement program is Indicatecl to 

test the notion that helping clients establish new careers jn alien 

community settings may be necessary to break the apparent lock-grip 

of peer influence upon deviance. 

Further analysis indicaies that rearrests among the sample 

studied is highly associated with reported drug use. (See Table 33) 

Among those reporting alcohol usc at the time of admission, 68!'6 were 

rearrested. Analyzing all rearrests, 77% were reported alcohol users. 

Only 18% of those rearrested reported no alcohol/narcotic usc at the 

time of admissjon to the Division of Cor~ections. Anecdotal data 

indicates that "booze" and "broads" are, not suprisingly, prime 
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focuses of attc.mtion of the men in Centers and upon release. Tho 

releaSe! from the nominal restraints placed by the eee program doubt­

less Juadsinovjlably to the abuse of alcohol by many men. The 

result may be a lowering of inhibitions accompanjed by an attempt 

to "smooth out" real or fancied injustices, but also may open up 

sllccepti hi] i ty to pc.'er influence and invoke opportuni ty to re­

engage in crime or he arrested for alcohol related offenses. 

Usillg traditional criteria for calculating "recidivism," 

an analysis of releasces from the Jacksonville eee during calendar 

year 1971 indicates the following frequencies for recommitments to 

the custody of tho Division of Corrections. 

Rccooonitmonts to the Division of Corrections 

:Months Since Cumulative Cumulative 
Releaso Number Percentage 

18 13 10% 

24- 15 12% 

To April 1, 1974 22 18 g6 

In addjtion, there wero 9 persons returned for parole viola­

tions, some of whom were subsequently reinstated on parole. Thus 

the sum total of returnees was 31, which constitutes a 26% return 

rate. This rate is well below the approximately 40%-50% recommit­

ment rate cited by some "authorities." 

- 2 (i . 

This is <l descriptive study which is also a pi10t attempt 

to conduct a post-hoc evaluation of the incarceration experience 

and. post- reI case performance of 119 inma tes 1'0] oased from the 

Jacksonville Community Correctional Center during calendar year 

1971. The intervening time period permits study of roarrest 

activjty during at least an 18 month time period. 

The study presents demographic data which indicates that 

the sample group is very similar to the general inmate population 

with the exception that 78~ of the participants claimed a legal 

residence in Duval County or within a 50 mile radius of Jackson-

ville. 

A majority of the participants reported working in jobs that 

did not require skill training prior to incarceration, and wore 

not trained for skill related jobs prior to CCC placement. This 

situation reflects the fact that the vocational training program 

of the Division of Corrections was in its developmental stage. 

Subsequently, the Legislature appropriated additional sums to pro­

vide the desired type of training. Consequently, a majority of tho 

participants were I)laced in labor intensive J·obs at ontr)' level 1vag es . 

Economically, one of the prime contributions. of the program 

was the alleviation of the need for more space or the avoidance of 

the expenditure of some two to three millions of dollars ($2-

3,000,000) for building a conventional institution--with.building 

costs estimated to be $25,000 to $30,000 per bed space. 
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·J.lore tangihJ.u <11lt1 of ()qual importance is the positive COIl­

trihutiorl·.to the partic.ipants' morale and self image l)ccausG the 

program pel'Inl .. ts him to 1vork producti vely, contri bute to his own 

personal surpot~, provide for daily personal needs, and contribute 

in soml' instanccs\to the support and well being of his family. 

From societies lnr~~r point of view, social gains are enhanced by 

the contrihu1:ions of the participants through both state and federal 

taxes. 

Infonnatioll based upon negative measureS--Tearrests and re­

cOJnmitmcnts--indicatc that the program is :llaking a positive contri­

bution to a plaguing social problem. Although the time span is too 

short to he CO,rAp let ely acccpta b Ie, the da t'(1 pe:rmi ts an interim anal­

ysis h'hich indicates that both measures (re<l:rrest and recommitment) 

arc a litt]c lower than comparable commonly cited national averages 

for each category. Moreover, the :recommitment rate is about the 

same as the rate [or all jnmates received by the Division of Correc­

tions who arc bping admitted to an institution for a felony charge 

which carries a sentence of one year or more. 

Clearly, additional study is indicated. Thorny methodological 

problems must be alleviated and resolved if possible. Acceptable 

definitions an~ adequate models must be devised. The age of account­

ability demands no less, but must also accommodate the pl'oblems en­

countered by administnltors an(l evaluators in seeking to devise rele­

vant, adequate, and acceptable means for carrying out their respec­

tive tasks. 

APPENDIX 
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3.4 8.4 ~---- ----. -. ----+---.--.---l---------~ 

3 rd 12 10.1 21. 9 

1.7 10.1 

7.6 17.6 

13.4 31.1 
.. -. 

18.5 49.6 . 
19.3 68.9 

10.9 79.8 

16.0 95.8 

1.7 97.5 

1.7 99.2 

7 tIl ---- .. , .. ----- .. ~-- .. --
g t11 

16 

_._ .. , ...... --_ .•. _-------_.--------
22 

9 tIl 23 
1--_. ____ . _____ .-- -----.. J---------.--t-----

10 tIl 

-----.--.--
IIiglwr Ed. 

l----... -----

13 

2 

2 
-

--------- ---·-------l---------+----------~ 

4 th I 11 
-------------+------------f------·~------~--------------~ 

1

5th 12 
, -r---.-------~------------~------------~ 

6 th 1; ____ 1_6 ______ -+ _____ 1_3 __ .4 ______ -+ _______ 54 __ .0._) ______ 1 

r I 

I
lg : :::.----l·--"~-:-:-------l----I-:--: -:-----+----:-:-: -~---l 

9 th ~ 13 10,9 89.9 
.".-.-- .-.... -' ·-----i-------·-t----------l-------------+ 

10th ____ ['." 2 
11 th 3 

, -.-------l---.---------I-----------i 
12 th 1.7 

9.2 31. ] 

10 .1 41. 2 

95,8 

1.7 91. 6 

2.5 94.1 

0.8 100.0 Unknown 1 --
-_. 

Unknown 4.2 100.0 
~ i-__ • __ •.• _._ 

100.0 
- -119 

~,,-

TOTAL I 119 100.0. 
~~~~~~--"".~~~&l:1.~~~"II:g.rnr:::==w-~,....,.,._...ti 



TABLE 15 

r--___ tt,'O: 1~""""~"""'~, t:ltl::,~~ 

Grade I N 
~~"rr_:l'i._""_" _ ... __ ~..,.~:r-"_"~~ ... 

;o;~.....a.~ .. ~~_ 

1;~r~;;:i\:71 lumber 

1< ~:' •• ,'~1III'W....--. ...~~~-;c:._~::<I>·_~~·.Q.4?:.~"f:'loI:!""""'~_ 

No Training 83 69.7 69.7 
/!------- --.--._. -- . 

ABE Grnclp 1 3 2.5 7 2 . '7 
----,- ------ ! 

f 

? 1.7 73'~-i -----
:; 2.5 76.5 

., 

2 1.7 78.2 
-

1 0.8 79.0 
-

J. 0.8 79.8 
._-.. ----.... 

1 0.8 80.7 

1 0.8 81. 5 

2 1.7 83.2 
e 

15 12.6 95.8 
.-

Junior College 4 3.4 99.2 
-----_ ... _------ --

Unknown 1 . 8 100.0 --- ----

1J9 100.0 
1~~"%'n~J ~~~~~~ .~-"",r 

TOTAL 

/. , , 

I 
1 ' 

TABLE J6 

-----------f------------------~------------·-----
Machine Trades 13 10.9 37.8 

- - --------t--- -------------f-----------,------l 
Str~ctural --- -1 34 28.6 66.4 

33.6 100.0 ~-G-e-n"rOl Lol1o,.o- ro 
4()~0 

or Unknown 
f--------------· ------r-----------+----- ,------1 

TOTAL I 119 100.0 
~~~~.t:..;;._~~y .......... ,.w~~ ..... > •• ~, .. J~....;~.~_.:~ __ __.....: ~-.~-~~[<~:_:.;::~. -..._--'--• ........--:::-:. __ ':..."r' .. :::.:~: ....... ~~ .. """~,,~t_.lt',.,.... 



--------------------------------------------............... ,r_ 

-
TABLE )7 

TABLE 18 

'~~:~:';--'.". ", ~~<=~~;l~~~~~·=~r--~~"I~ ~r~~ eI~-;;;";:~:'~=~aw.-'<-:~~~~rtl~~·'~::~~-
.~~-=-o,_~,~"'''_'''''="._ 1"~~-=-==~'.="' ..... ""~- ..... _~~~ __ ~ __ w~""_·"'~~·_ =,- ~ __ "_u_""""'· 

_. __ Same ____ L ___ ~~: __ 37.0 37.0 

Ilifferent 75 63.0 63.0 
._---,.._-

100.0 
TOTAL 119 ]00.0 



TABLE 19 

He; 1 :1 I i .. (~n., BgJ' i\'P (~,!!<_T! i C} .. T_.~~l;.s:'~~~E.:U.9..n ... 1~1~~ 

Vocational TrDining 
_ ... _,., _. ,,_~, " __ v_ ...... ,..~· • •• _ ...... ',_ ..... _ • .. ___ --!._ 

T;\HLE 20 

F==:;~:~-=l:,:j~-r~~~~~ty~' 
, Di':-fc,lt'1l1 ~ ~_~_~:~_ _.8~ .. _~__ 100.0 

r-----· ~~~1'~~1·, ---'r ---. -.'~~ ------ ----;~.;;: .. ;---...... _--i 

t-~JoI?:::rt::,~rr.t--:r,''';.'''.¢~¥-!:~'rs,.-. ~~+--'1r'.l"#l~~~~~~Y.t.~,"::.·_'t:r1'A~~.:-..:::.:;.;.t.t::;::"·',J~"~"'""t¥;ct-~.lI~".'iJi~'":~;'"'l:r......:."U\.~"""'C:--~~~tr.:X; 



TABLE 21 

Type Or .101> Plac(~lM.'nt At Ct:C 
__ . ..L- . .... ~. -.o, .... r .,,~., •• ,.-, • .,._._ ....... "' ... - •• ,. ,--" .. , ....... , .--- - .•.• --, .• ,', ..... 

'-:;;;:.>~;;~-' ·""T;:;:;:;·-T~-;:;:;;~·T-;:::~ 
._-".,---_ .... ". ~ __ -'".~--.. --- _ _J 

~ I 

...-:::;,~ 

.f#~;'J."':;'~ 

'\ 8.4 

I~l'()f "\'(,('1 ""1"'"'' 1 0 8 4 • ,'''- 1. .';"" 1', t, ' ' _"'----.. "". ___ -,.- , ___ ._":,-",,,r.--,,-- .--,--,--"----
~ 

, ClpJ" i l'a1 and S:ll :'!;~ i1- 3.4 

--... - -

-
--,_ S~~_i-('~~-::=~:-:_:l~~~~-=:= ~~ 6_.~· 

. Fa rlll i 11 ~.: \ 1 0 . 8 ----
_ ... " _., .. ---,.,-,--'''''_.-. ,- ,-- ---- --"-,-' -, .. ,-_.----

~c h~~.Il= .:r_r~~':: .. -l.-~- .------~:--
Hench TTauC'S \ 1 0.8 

- ., \ ::~~~~\\l;.::~:~;~~~~:\~;o-=- -~f 
r--:r()~~'~J~---·-\ ~~~ .~-, - -:~~~ 
\,=,~=~,~,,., ."n __ .~·"''''~~·$",'''''''=~=--z=/<-'"·' ,--=="'';=''''~'''''-~ 

.... "t:.'..;.;;.;;:-.~=;:1:::'~. 

-~-

11. 8 
--- -1 19.3 
- _J 20.2 

22.7 

23. 5 
--

41. 2 ----------.. " 

l~ 
,. 

TABLE 7 ,-, 
.... t: 

.. . . 



TABLE 23 

EHlilIO\'llIC!11 Stab'i 1 i t\t .tit RDlcws(! 
• ._. __ ...., ..... " •.• ___ ~ ',- 4 -._' .... ' .... _ ...!-_ ............ , _____ ...... _____ . "C-'-' 

~~~~~'~~~ .. ~~~~~~j~~~~_=~E~~-;.'.':-.. ~:=~~r~~~~~~·;:~~~:~~A~J=~ij.~~iJ~~ 
I I- 'f 1 ~ . I, ~\I ·s t70 71 61' 71 r..o ,l'. t < 0) 11 t ();! C (' I .., (1 •• .J" .• '0 • lh; __ ... ~ .. "' ______ ~ .. " .. ",,,,_,",._._ , .. _. ~; .. _~.-.., .. , ...... _ . __ . ____ ._--------_0. ____ . __ 
Le:~s Th[ln 3 Nil, ft.1 3.il~ 3.7% 75.2% 

1\ 

- ·"~1-;r~.1- q5-·;.1(~ ,''''--- i ---' 3 . -.. -..... ~ ---2 . 5%-- -_... 2 . 8 ~ 

-~)~~)i ~o ;~J~··--~·-I·-:~·=.·~~~=~f::: ·t~~-~-~-:-.~-:---+----:-: -: 1-
0 

-: --, 

M~ ;.~ - ':i1t,~-;;]"2" :il;·~-r--·l··--.. -----O~·8·% 
.---~-....... _-_. - ... --· .. ·~~--~·.--.. ·----I---. ------~ ----------+----------1 

78.0 96 

100.0~ 

Stu d)' R c 1 e a!' (~ ! 
or Perm. I':!l't)'~ a 0.0% 0.0% 

~---~ll k-I;(~~::--" _H. . -._. - r'--;-;" 8 ~-4·-%--+----0-.-0-oo-. ---+---1-0-0-.-0-9.,-0------i 

C~~~~~~!=:=.,'.~~~,:",~ J~~T~ .. <~,, __ ~=2~~~~~~~,_=t-==.~~~~ 

100.0% 

Study Release or 
Permanent Party 

TABLE 2·1 

o 0.0 

--------------;-
51. 3 

_____ ---1 

100.0 



'fABLE 25 

E:, t i III a t ('or COl! t rib uti ()!l t 0 F] 0 rid n J) i v i .s ion 0 f Cor r (' c t ion s 
__ ~._ ...... ~ -' .. , ____ .... , ___ •• _.~ .~_ ._ ..... _ .... __ ."' __ ._._. ~ ___ ~_.~_" __ 7 _ __ "",,_, _ .... ____ , ________ ~ _____ ,_ •• __ .~ ______ _ 

(75':. of time at $4.00 (J day) 

., <7~:;~~;:~:C.,-i:~·~~-:~~;:~;=;a=r~~==~~;~ ::~~~:T' ",,~ .. ~ ou~~~~l 
';Q:,':&....".,. .... ::....af~.;:.,:::r:"-IIt'"''"<~~=_..,~lt::::'.tI~ __ ~,,.~,,:o;;.~tc:. .b~.-:r.~~~'·· ~J!~ ___ .. I#. ,.~')~_=__.:';".'1:.I."~:JI •• ,::.'G.S:;ll 

5 $ 450.00 

2 11 $ 1,980.00 
--.-----.------~---- ---,------

3 20 
,...---.-~.--.... -*--'--'--~--·---------r~ 

$ S,400.~ 
4 36 

24 

$12,960.~ 

$10,800.00 

10 $ 5,400.00 
'--. --_ .. --- ,--------l 

i !. I (; 0 . (1 0 ! 
1_ .;- - ---r --~----. "'--=U~L~:_9_(_) I 
L __ ..2~~=t~~~_J2~_6_~~~] 

TABLE 2(J 

Ilour]" W[]l:C At CCC _._, .... ---.t. __ .. ,\,0 ____ • __ _ 

~-.~~::=.~~-....... .-~.~ .. '''-~~~ .... ~.::u~r.:~~ "". • • . =---~:~.~~~~=.~c" J Numbor I per~,(~,[~~;~x-r=-~::~~·~:~~:;-t 
~ f"l':>O~CAI'I;;:U.~_'.:.'~tr.r.t~"III~~~I,;a.I:=::.lIl!101:Z:C'~-;:4:'70;t;':;'~:!,~~~~vr..h"'· ~"'t.'t.~': 

t,------------! 74. 62.2 62.2 I 
L 4 3 . 4 6 5 . G -I 

1 ___ 5 _ 4.2 _ (~;7·-f 
I 3 2.5 r--}---- -------0-.-8------+-----73.1 

$1. 51 to $2.00 

$ 2. 0] to $2.50 

$2.51 to $3.00 

$3.01 to $3.50 

$5.00 and above 

72.3 

!------I--------------f---------~ 

~--__________ l - 32 · i --t-----.-------t---------

--=-~==---=--=--,-~: ~~~=.~=__="""'~r_~3~~ __ ,""', -=-0_ ~......,..,..,.~=-_~=J 

Unknmvn 

TOTAL 

26.9 ]00.0 



~(,t Savi np~, l\t Ro1oasc .... ... -~.~ ... - .. --.. ,,-_.--.. ,,: ........ -..--. ...,._-- '-"'~'" .----- -

J\1l10tlll t Sa\' 
""""'-~~1(~ __ .. >:"t.,..,.~~--.~~--'~"":6~,rJ,"7»'!6~~2'Io~~,~ "~~l:liQ."';r~~.~·n~~ 

0~,~_I_~~::lh~.:..._L=,:~1~ 
$0 to $50 

$51 to $100 

$]01 to $2() 

$ 201 to $:10 

i ! 12 10,1 10,1 
. ---- ---- ------- -------

14 11. 8 21.9 (; ... -- --l--'-~~ -31 -- -
26.1 48.0 

"-'. >- --. • ~.- ... - ... ------~ -. 

() f 26 21. 8 69.8 

$401 to $GO ------1---" -

() 15 12.6 82.4 
-~ '-'--'-
o I 11 9.2 91. 6 
-·····----r-------

0.8 92.4 (} O __ --.L__ 1 
,_.,- .. _---..... --.,------ ~ 

$1200 01' mo 

Study Rclca 
or 

Permanent r 

Unknown 

1'0 ___ 1 1 

so I 4 

arty 
- .-

4--.--

119 
~~~~~¢.; .. l; 

0.8 93.2 
-. 

3.4- 96.6 

3.4 100.0 

100.0 ~J - -

T hit' To Fir s tAr r t.' s t 

.... ~,* "_7 ~.-.. _' .-~ ,":', ... ~i·t;... ..... ~;_· .... __:' .... ~r~~:;:: •. ·.'t.,:.~,-.··-· ,';".:::r t;"; .... ", 

t For For 1st ! 
~ For j\ 11 1st I=e 1 ony :'.ii:~d(,h.':m)i{ 
11st Arrests:': Arrests' Arrests I 

, • ':'-:':",,~ "' ~";.;.-> ._-_-,·7~:·,.!:';.·' 4:" ::""'\'"';.'" j,':9:.:'~~"'I"l,.r.!·-~~~:-'~"·.-· ", ".'''':;:,;, ,:: .. "",~~,:".~~,: 

. I I _ 0-3 months! 29 11 23, 

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

Time 

3- 6 months : 12 12 8 
------ _._--------- --~---- ... --~-- _._ .. -._-----. 

8 2 : 6- 9 month~j ~ 8 

Y-~2 mOl1th{- -7---

,------1----------------

------ ~ ______ I' 

6 6 

• I. 

1-2 years l 
,2 );;:-:(11':-; 0-;:--,'.----
. more 1 
; . 

i~~:j~~, .. _-,~.~-[-,._,-:~-.-=-=-.,~+ .... ~~ .. ~ I ~_.~_J 

18 24 18 

3 2 



• 

-""..Y.;. ..... n. .' -:01,'11:: ."'1,1 '",' ~ : " •• -;.'JIt •• ..::~-. ~'" ~~ ~ .. " ":~ •• , ';.. ... ~ .. 't. .. ~:.'!~ ... ;.-"!~~~:::.~'7~ .. :. .... " 4"\....z 'i,:"'.: ...... ~ .. ~~:-,- ....... ~:\ 

TYjl'_' of . ,. 
Pl:1cC'P<'nt :--Jo E('~lrrest HcnlTcst TOTALS 

:U"':.;-- • +!'" "'i~'" ,,~~:::.:..~,. .. t\:rA" ..... - :-,-~""~','1C. ...... "" "l)U ~:;-.w~~ /"",-;' .~. 7::':T.>i:'~,·r " .... ~~.~'"'~.-.'":",...,.-r*:. 

1'1'('-1 ';ll'olc t 
\~Ol"k·l~\' 1. 1 () 18 34 

,J. __ ,,"'" .",..' ••. ,_~~ .• _.~ ... ' ___ ~ ___ ._.'_~""'_4___ ~.-~ ... --------- -- .... --"'_._.- ----.. ---, 

D.C. 
Work·Rc]. 33 52 

TOTAL 49 70 

85 

119 -_ ....... , .. -._--.-... --- --.--- ._--_ ... _-- --.. -.------.---.~ 

'L\llLL :~(l 

RC'ar]'();;t \1l(1 i'-lcthod Of R('l('a:-;l' 
_ .... _~" ._.~_.""~ "~", 4'· ...... ~· .... ,,.. ~ _"' ........ , ..... ~ .,.. __ . "_ ...... __ 

~,_ .. ..:.;l,~ ... " .. _ .. ~;·.::"r; -~.~~. _, ',:, 14'- ;;"~,\ 'f1._~- '.~ .. "'" .''; :~::.;! .• -.'.~.:'-.! .. '., ~- ... ' ..... , ~ 4 ~!;.:~~~;t. -~'t 

.. ~;;~. \'~:~: ,.;~,~.l." I'''::~) r"" t .. , .. ! ~::'~~ ~'::~'f~" : :1:" ;T:; ;:tD~~ .. ' Toj'.\ L ~. .1. 

_P:~' __ I._.~:._. ___ 21 ________ ~ _____ :.9 ______ I 
26 3 33 

• 



T:\l~LE 3::; 

'l'l\nLE 31 

R()arrnst j\llll J) i !;tancc To 1Iome 

Re:Jl'l'cst Anel Age 1\t Rclorlsc* 

~: 'n::r: '" "C ." I:"" ~ic: t "';~{:a ::~~':" ."" ;~ .. :~ .".... "v '" "'I 
::,,~-'.'. ~::". "" ,'f '''>QC. !.r ::;t .. •• ...... " .. I'·'l~·~~,.J: .n.· '" 'l"'"'l'':IO""'''''')I;'~'''.: , ~-:.""ltP ... ~ .... <t;' ...... :unr'.:rII'4::. 

Bel",·, 21 I 6 1 7 I 
·~1·2~:::'1:)~'~ I·-~::=~-~~~:=:-·-::--·-~=I 
---_.- -- ~-- ....... .-- -, --_ .. ............ ,...--~-......... ..,.--- --~- -

,;~a rAL., . . . ...."~? ,_, ...?: __ '. __ '., .::~., __ ........ _ .. _J 

~"_,'V'_U-."-~ 'rt.~ • .... -,;'v·.;:~.·-·· .. .... , -~~- ~.' * .• ~ .. -""""' ... ~ .... ',., ~·'··' .. Arl .. c.~·s.l-t; 'i\'l:l:c.~~;-.t.~'j;:' ... ":-. ....... ' .. ,"' ... ~". '~-"'~':' 

Distance l :in Out of 
~r~~ ... _~,~. ~Homc f ~'J(?,._ '~rE.~~ ~ t s .~ 1~.?'~·!·.0.~1 ..... !J~7:Ld ~!_" . '-n !:~:~:~\I: .. , 

~ mil0s .. ?E_1.cs,:.I .. __ ~ __ . ___ .s.~_. __ ._ }.----
11 to 25 mil os o 

____ 11 .. _.1 
l 

. ____ 3_ ... _,_ . t 1 2 

• • 
;~n.cconled age ivas not available for one person. 

• 



• 
RC'lJO l' t cd llrug lJ s c 
~. ,,,.. .. .... ~,,-----... -- ~ ... -- .. >-.... ~ ... ,- ,--,..,-

TOTAL 

11 12 

1\ ](:uk) 1 Only 2[1 50 74 
----.~- ------

Nllrcotic Only 4 2 6 

Both 3 1 4 

'1'01';\L 42 65 

• .. 

• 

• 




