
158844 
U.S. Department of Justice 
National Institute of Justice 

This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the 
person or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions stated in 
this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent 
the official position or policies of the National Institute of Justice. 

Permission to reproduce this copyrighted material has been 

g ray ' o ra l  cotmciZ on cr.~e 
and Delinquency (NCCD) 

to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS)o 

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permission 
of the copyright owner, 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.



N C C D COMPLIMENTARY /5- q4 

THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON 
C R I M E  AND D E L I N Q U E N C Y  

SEPTEMBER 1995 �9 

E :EVALUATION OF JAIL-BASED 
EATMENT: 
Recidivism: 

N C J R S  

FEB 1 g 

A C Q U i I S I T I O N ~  

published a 
;s evaluation 
]g substance 
nares (Tunis, 
grams ~ were 

Blumstein,. 1993). The effectiveness 
of  drug treatment .programs in jails. 
where lengths of stay are relatively_ 
short, continues to be a source of great 
interest.,Administrators andtreatment 
provide.rs are particularly, interested 
in whether or not these programs are a 
cost-effective investment. 

In the~earlier Focus, rates-of reported 
infracti0n,s for program participants 
were compared to rates for nonpartici- 
pants in comparfible housing, and the 

e v i d e n c e  was . clear th~/t the drug 
programs had Very positive effects 
off'institutional behavior: Program 
costs above those for comparable 
nonprogram units were also exam- 
ined: All .programs resulted in net 
additignal costs-(treatment p!us.cus - 
tody�9 staffihg)"of $2.49 to $41.51 per 
prisoner per day (excliading Program 
administrative costs).. 

,This Focus, answers the important 
qu~sti0n Of whether ornot  these drug 
treatment pr0grams ini~l uer/ced recidi- 
vism in the year following jail:reiease. 
ReCidivism data are presented for a 
large.sample of program participants 
and matched Controls. Subgroups are 
alsocompared and conclusions drawn 
regarding the success ofthe treatment 
programs in 'reducing recidivism for 

particular offenders (e.g.,.males vs.. 
females, those whoterminated unsuc- 
cessfully from the program vs. those 
who .did not). Recidivism by indi- 
vidual treatment site is als0 exam- 
ined. Before reporting the .outcome 
resfilts, some important study pro- 

cedures  aredescribed.  

PROCEDURES 

Selection and Comparabilityof 
Study Groups 

In most sites, samples Of consecu: .  
t ivelyadmitted progra m participants 
were in terviewed by a p rogram 
staff  member or NCCD researcher 

�9 at both program admission and re- 
lease, usifigstandardized forms. If 
personal in terviews Were not pos- 
.siNe, information WasObtainedfrom 
c.ase files. The admission data were 
collected to providea)  a description 
o f  the0ffenders.served.,  b) a basis 
for c0mparing treatment and-:con- 
trol groUpsto assure pretkeatment 
comparability~, and c) a set Of "of- 
fender" characteristics that coul d po- 
tentially be related to 0Utcome. - 

The exit forms inclUded-dates of re- 
lease from the program and.from j all, 
as well as information about the type 
of-program termination. In all sites 
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:. TABLE 1 

RECONVICTION FREQUENCY AND OFFENSE TYPE 
�9 BY STUDYGROUP 

" PROGRAM P A R T I C I P A N T S  C O N T R O L S  

1. NUmber of F011ow:up Airests 
- ; .  "- . . L - * 

Resulting inConviCti0n:' ' _, : 

�9 0 : - 4 8 0 - ( 8 3 0 / O )  

1 L  

2 o r M o r e  - 

2. Numberof Reconvicti0ns by-~ 
. . ~0 f f enSe ;7~  . . . .  ~ . 

- : : 71 Tota /~  

-Person 

- Pr~pedy 

"70 ( 1 2 % )  

27  (5%-), 

: :  .:~ 109:-  

13 (12%) 

: 50: (46~7o) - 
�9 �9 , . 2 . 

_. 46 (42%). 

411 (77%). 

90 (17%) 

35 ( 6 % )  

: - 

161. 

21. (13%) " 

77 . (48%)  .;: 

63  .(39%) 

- e l  u " 

data, Regults were strikingly s~mi- 
lar. indicat ing that the' v~igt majority 
0'f' arrests: during..the follow-up pe- 
riod.resulted in, a conviction. 

Availability Of Rap Sheets 
. - 2 : .  : "  - c . 

Stat&[e~el crimin/il.history data (rap 
: sheets):were cdllected for the treat- 

me!W and~con~i~ar! s0n., groaps: In:the- 
'_three Cglifo~rnia coUnties, .copies. of  
rap' sheets wereprowded by the three 
j a i l s . - . F d r ~ t h e  two N e w  York -sites. 
comp.uteqze d datawere Obtained from- 
theDivis fon,of  GriminaiJfistice Ser: 

" vices,-  Bu}ea -u  6 f , R d s e a r c h " a n d  
" " gvaluatiofi . :" S:tate- irat]{er"ithan 

: county~l~vo}da~ca wer~"request-ed~for ~ 
.I allsit.es:tocapt~/e~them:o'St serious 

-arrests rep~)rted :to. the  State and ar, 
' - tests-occurring bu-tside 'of the re- 

" .specfi,ve coundes .  _ - 

3. AverageNumberof . 
Rec~fivictions 

4.~ Ave[ag e Number.~0f;Days Until 
First Arrest (with ConViction) 

�9 . .  , , , 

1 <40 

: - . ,  . 

' p , L 0 5  " -  

1.39 

1,~0 

- , - - , ,  , . . , .  

A 12"-mon'th-cut-offdate-was deter- 
, m i n - e ~ i f d r ~ d a ~ c h  P e r s p n  b~sed 6n his or 
~her jail roiease_ daie2 Foll6w,up:dafa 
.were.entered (or d0~;/il0aded), as Were 
:a~ffesis.. and d!sp0sit[9.gs during the 
�9 three ,y~ars i)i~i'0r . to ] aili.admission. 
Rai~. sheets wer'e available2 for.:86 pe r- 

. . . . .  " - " " :.cent:~0i:,flie:tbtal:s'ample;:~ with treat: 

except the REACHlhrogram,,  iiaf0r~ ' sentehce.<Aithohgh/here weremiri6r " merit and:ddnt/:~176 dying ~,e~ 
ma.ti0n on cOntrotcases Wasgarnei, ed : differences between groUps .atl s o m e ,  sin~ilar rates-of m]ssing~ data ( i5  and 

- from c-orrections ~agency, records.. Site~."~the:mat~hing procedures w e r e  .-13;peicent/respedtively).  
. C0ntrol..eases:fOr'REACH_ _ . . ~,~ _.wer~ p~r~,. " generally.very successful in identify+, " " " ": -- . . . .  ": �9 " "i~, ", ~, - 

Sonal ly- interviewed by ~NCCD 're- .ing a ~0mparison group equi,va]ent to R E S U L T S  
- i search  staff  at another Los  I Angeles tile. treatment grgupl, with-re@ect to AsshOwn~inTabls t,;17 percent0f'the 
- Couniyjaii):whenever 0ossible~cihn- 't'he~e fiiv.elimportant Characteristics:: . ~,:,treatm., entlJa~iciihantsan ~ 23 percent 
' ' trol-cases, were- identif iedfrom,jai l  " ' ' : :  - - , -  - . . �9 . ~oLtl ie 'contfolsffor whom;data were, 

idmates, who Were ~ligible. fordrug ~ Definition_ .- of Recidivism - -- . . availableiv,)ef&recon~,icted/at least 
treat, merit, arid Who entered, find- ex~ Recidivism was, defined as an arrest " O/lceiThus~ coiatr01 s Were s~gnificant!y" 
ited thejaitover the same,time periOd that subsequently led tO a.conv.icfion, -morelikely than'treatmentpattie!pants �9 
a s ~ h e  Sample, 0ftreatment::pal3.id- . Thisdefinitior) was used becaUseNe.w 2 .  t6 6ei~ecoriv]~ted/at,least- o n b e ( p  < 
pantsi Inf0rmation0n drtig hist0fy. York provided_ ofily c0nvictio/i  data ' :05)JThe p fOport ionwi th~oor  more 
andcurrenf~drug Use for Control Sub- and the goal- W~/s to standardizeAbe convictions was almost idefitical for." 

'jects was, however, not  available for 
,this evaluation. 

Analyses were conducted to demon- 
strate t h e  comparability,of:the treat, 
ment (n-= 722) and'cohtro! (n = 706) 
groups regar.ding S~x, face/&fin]city, 
primary�9 offense,-age and- length of  

. . : . .  

J 

-outcolge variable across sites.2 The 
obx'ious risk to examining conviction 
data'is underreporting arrest.activity. 
To address-this ,  issue,  an analysis 
was :conducted to compare results 
obtained using, r econwct ion .da ta  
with those obta ine8  using rearrest 

- = t w o  o 

= _ _ _ - _ - _ - | 

the two-groups. The aVeragenumber 
of  days until first arrest was also very 
similar: 152days (.5 months) for treat- 
ment  paRicipants and 140 daYs (4.7 

. months)- for controls. Table 1,als0 
shows lol low-up Convictions foreach 

group by offense types: The majority 

2 

-�9 �9 . . .  
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of arrests/convictions for both groups 
were for p r@er ty  crimes or drug 
crimes. The a~erage number  of con- 
victions was 1.4-for both treatment 
and control groups. 

Disposition to Prison 

The next outcome examined was the 
rate at Which each group (treatment 
vs. control) was sentenced to prison 
following a reconviction.-This out- 
come is important for comParing re- 
cidiVism costs for each group. For 
those offenders eligible for a 12,month 

,follow,up, 3.6 percent of the treat- 
men t group and 6.2 percent o f t h e  
control group ~'ere Sentenced to prison 
upon reconvictionr(p=.05). The aver- 
age sentence length was 2.1 years for 
offenders who had received jail drug 
treatmentand 2.6 years for those w h o  
had not (p-..08). 

Anciliary analyses reVealed.that these 
results could not be accounted for by 
differences in the  sentencing Offense 
or in priorconvictj0ns ~. Additionally, 
the. tWO groups had been previously 

�9 matched for offenses leading-to the 
j ai.l.stay iinder i n~estigafien :Thus, the 
difference in sentencing may be re- 
lated to a slightlymore lenient judicial 
attitude toward those who had partici- 
pated in jail drug-treatment. In  this 
way, such participation may serveas 
an indfrect diversion from prison. 

PrObabilRy of Recidivating 

�9 determine whether or not. partici- 
pation in one:ofthe fi~/e jail'treatment 

..programs.affected the chance of being 
fec~nyic)ted within the '12,month isost - 
releaseperio& we Used amethodsimi-  
far to one Used by Teplin, Abram, and 
Mc!Clellaed.(1994). Contr011ing for 
t ime ate risk, ..we :calculated the prob- 
ab]litY.0f being convicted for any crime. 
over. the- r2-rnonth fol low,up period. 

. ;Table 2 Shows Pr0b'abifities of  ar- 
rest fo r  the- treatment and cont.rol 

7 "  - ;  

- . " f ,  - -  

. ,  , , ,  . -  , .  "," 

' ' TABLE 2 

PROBABILITY OF RECONVICTION FOR ANY CRIME 
WITHIN 12-MONTH FOLLOW-UP PERIOD 

BY STUDY G R O U P A N D  SITE 
(ADJUSTED FOR TIME AT RISK) 

ANY CRIME- 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

Total Sample .16 ,22 ~ 

Los Ange!es CountY .12 .22 ~ 

Contra Costa County :12 .23 ~ 

Santa Clara County .18 .31 

New York City .19 .20 

,Westeheste/County .21 .21 

In.addition to statistical "significarice, these differences in.probabilities between the 
treatment and control groupsare judged to have substantive importance.in that they are 
>,5 ~ercent: 

.:groups by study site. The three Cali: 
fornia sites had better outcomes than 
did the~two New York s i tes .For  die 
California sites,-there is.modest yet 
consfstent :evidence" for jail drug 
treatment_ being associa ted with 

-. lower chances 'e l  r e c i d i v i s m d u r i n g  
the f0How-up period. 

c 
Probabilities were also examined with 
respect to .gender, recent- convicuon 

_ histou,  age, race/ethnjcity,prior drug 
us% type Of p/ogram.term!nation and 
length ot:time in p rogram(Table  3). 
There were significant, differences 
between treatment and control, cases 
for both mal~s and femaleg,-for.those 
with at least.tWO pr(0r " con_victidns; for 
those in the "older" age groups and for 
While and Hispariic.of..fender_s .. Con- 
verse ly., the effects 0f jail t tmg treat-  
ment on recidivfsm were less @par- 
ent for those _with fewer than two prior 
convicti0ns, for those younger than 
28 years and for African American 
offenders. The latter tWO, findings are 

-consistent with-results reported in the 
earlier Focus (Tunfs, 1994), indicat- 

~ t h r e e  * 

, - . . - .  _ 

t h - "  n r- ing: at _you  ge offenders and 
racial .min0ri tyoffendets  we/:dmore 
likely to experience difficultY in ~ 
treatment (i.e., throug.h-premature 
program termination). 

AmongthoseparIicipating:in jail drug 
treatment, program exit type and,length 
6f t ime in program wererelated to the 
chance of ,be!ng rec9nvicted,:Those 

w h o  quit or. were removed from the 
.programs had a five percent greater 
probabi l i ty  of reconvjc t ioh,  and 
those who st@od!esSthan onemonth  
,had a. seven to. eight perdent g r e a t e r  
probabil i ty .  Fina!,ly,: participan,ts 
with :seTf-reporte d poly ldrug  use 
were more likely t h a n  single d r u g  
users to rec id iva te .  

Survival Analysis 

In add i t ion  to d e t e r m i n i n g  the 
p robab i l i ty  o f  rec id iva t ing ,  we 
conduc ted  survival  analyses  for 
the two s tudy groups.  T h e s e  re- 
veal how many  months  (or frac- 
t ions oi" months )  pass after release 

. . . .  . . .  
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TABLE 3 

PROBABIL ITY  OF RECONVICT ION FOR ANY CRIME 
WITHIN 12-MONTH FOLLOW-UP PERIOD B Y S T U D Y  GROUP 

AND SELECTED OFFENDER CHARACTERIST ICS  
(ADJUSTED FOR TIME AT RISK) 

�9 

1. Sex:-, 
Males ' " r 

3. 

' T R E A T M E N T  

Females 

Prior Convictions: 

(over  3 year period): 

None - 

1 " 

2 �9 

,3 or more 
, " - .  �9 

, Age at Jail-Exit: 

18-28 years' 

29-34 years 
3 5 +  years" 

4. Race/Ethnicity: 

W h i t e ,  

B lack  

Hispanic 

5 .  Pr ior  Drug Use: 

. 

.. 

.18 

�9 .13 

.11 

~13 

�9 .18 

: - ..25 �9 

. . . 1 8  

.i6 

.15 

.12 
,.1.9. 

~16 

.122 

.18 - 

.Single Drug U.se - 

Multiple Drug Use,.  

Program Exit Type: 

Prematdre Termination 

No Termination 

Daysin  Program: 

Less t h a n  t month 

31-60 days " 

" 61 or more days 

.20 a 

.15 

.222 

.15 

.14 

CONTROL 

. 2 3  t 

.221 

.14 ' 

.t4 

.321 

.311 

.20 

. .241 . 
.241 

.211 

.22 

.231 

NA 
N A  

N A  

NA 

- -  NA 

", NA 

N A  

NA = Not Applicable 
In addition to statistical significance, these differences in probabilitiesbetween the treatment 
and control groups'are judged to have substantive importance in that they are > 5 percent. 

2 In addition to statis~tical significance, these differences in probabilities for Subgroupsof 
treatment participants are jddged to have substantive importance in !hat t l ' ieYare > 5per_cent. 

�9 �9 * 

from jail  ( w h e n  probabi l i ty  of  
"survival" is 1.0) before the aver- 
�9 age Offender recidivates (Singer 
& Willett .  1991: Lagakos,  1992) 
a n d  a n s w e r s  the q u e s t i o n - o f  
wh~ther or not those participating 
in j a i!.dr_ug,treatm~nt recidivate later 
than d6 controls. 

Figureq shows.the survival distribu- 
tions" for members of l~he-treatment 
and Control groups who recidivated? 
Overall', paiterds are quite similar, with 
50 p e r c e n t o f  treatment recidiyists 
being arrested by 4.86 months and 50 
percent of contrOl recidivists by 3.67 
months. At siightly past sevenmonths 

.' post-release~ the-vast majority: (75 
percent) of:those inb0thgroups who 
were goingto,  recidivate within 12 
months haddone So. 

offender-related characteristics that 
might  -influence time-to-aiTest were 
also examined. Survival analyses were 
done to compare timing.ofye~idivism 
bY sex, piioi" convictions, age, race/ 
etbnicity an& among treatment par- 
ticipants, typ.e of~ and re- 

: ported drug u_se. Patterns did not differ 
., significantly a s a  functi0n~of any of 

these 0ffender-related variables, indi- 
catirig that tlaey had little to no effect 
on  timing of recidivism. 

Thefinal  survival analysis examined 
time-to-'arrest~by sit~. FoiJr of the five 
sites (REACH,- SAID, JET and New 
Beginnings) had similar pa~tems. In 
DEUCE, however, the patiern reveale d 

, earlier arrest. One,quarter of the re- 
cidivists f r 0 m D E U C E  had been ar- 

' rested by L31 montlas (compared to a 
'two--tO four-montfi range for other 
sites) and a full 75 percent by less than 
3 months. There were no significant 
differences by site for controls who 
recidivated. Thu s, those who did not 
participatein jail drug tieatment were 
rearrested at about the same time after 
release~ regardless of location. 

. , i  

II 

II 
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F I G U R E  1 

S U R V I V A L  F U N C T I O N  E S T I M A T E S :  
T R E A T M E N T  G R O U P  V S .  C O N T R O L  G R O U P  

, ( R E C I D ! V I S T S  O N L Y )  

*-TT 

CC TT 

2CCTTT 

CC-*CT 

CT-T 

CCCTT 

CCTg 

C TT-TT 

CC-C TT 

CC TT 

CCCCT-T 

C T-T 

C-CC TT 

CC TTT-T 

CC TTT 

CCC TT-T 

CCC-C T~-TTT 

CCC TTT 

C TT 

C- -CC TT 

C-C-C-CT-TT 

C-C TT 

CCCTT 

C-***T 

C*-*T 

C * * C ~  

L E G E N D  

T = T R E A T M E N T  G R O U P  ( N = 1 0 0 )  

C = C O N T R O L  G R O U P  ( N = 1 3 0 )  

C,~_*C  

TC*CT 

�9 C*-7 --TT 

CC-O T--TTT 

C:--C---*:TT 

~--***--C 

T--C*CT 

C**C -T-T 

2C C**-*-C 

T-~ 

. . . . .  4 - -  - I  . . . .  -4 . . . . . .  I . . . . .  F . . . .  4 . . . .  -I . . . . . .  I- . . . .  I - ~ - - - -  4 . . . . .  I . . . . .  I . . . . . .  t - -  
0 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 9 10- 11 12 

T I M E  ( I N M O N T H S )  S I N C E  J A I L  R E L E A S E  

"Note: The.survival distribution function (left axis) is the probability, of not being rearrested/reconvicted (i.e.,,of "surviving"). 

�9 �9 Rank Test: x 2 = .634, df = 1, p = .426 .. 

�9 ' �9 � 9  
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SUMMARY AND POLICY 
IMPLICATIONS ~-. 

In  t h i s . ~ e p o m  a n a l y s e s  f o c u s e d  on  the  
i m p o r t a n t  q u e s t i o n  Of W h e t h e r  o r  no t  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  j n - t h e s e . j a i l  d r u g  t rea t -  

me r i t  p r o g r a m s  r e d u c e d  r e c i d i v i s m  
d u r i n g  t h e  12  m o n t h s  f o l l o w ' i n g j a i l  

r e l e a s  e . .Resu l ! s '  w e r e !  - .  , 

�9 1. S e k e n t : e e n .  p e r c e n t o f t h e :  

- - t r e a t m e n t . . g r 6 u p  a n d : 2 3  L 5. L- " 
" p e r c e n t " o f .  t h e  c o n t r 0 i s S w e ' f e  - 

- c  u s ,  

'~ . g r o u p s .  H a l f . o f  the  r e c i d i v i s t  s . T h e  g r e a t e s t  i m p a c t  0 f  j a i l - b a s e d  d r u g  
i n b o t h  g r o u p s - h a d  b e e n  re-  t r e a t m e n t  on  r e c i d i v i s m . w a s . f o r  o l d e r  
a r r e s t e d  b y . a b o u t  f o u r  months . :  o f f e n d e r s , s  t h o s e  w i t h  a t l eg i s t  t w o  

7. D E U C E  p r o g r a m  r e c i d i v i s t s  _ p r i o r  C o f f v i c f i o n s  a n d  .for W h i t e s - a n d  
H ! s p a n i c s . ~  I m p o r t a n t l y ,  p a r t i c i p a n t s  

w e r e  a r r e s t e d  s o o n e r t h a n  ~ h o  " s t a y e d - i n  p r o g r a m S  f o r  f e w e r  
those., f r o m - o t h e r  sitesl a l t h o u g h  t l l an  ) ' 0  i d @ s  a n d  �9  Who q u i t  o r  
t he  p r o b / i b i . l i t y ' o f r e c i d i y i s m  -.  : , �9 . . . . . .  

w e r e  t e r m i n a t e d  f r o m  t i : ea tmen t~were  - 
f o r D E U C _  E p a r t i c i p a n t s  w a s  6 i b r 6 f i k e l y ' e f i a f f  0thei ,  p a r t i c i p a n t s  -. 

�9 the  l o w e s t ~ o f  all t h e s i t e s .  . to  re .c id i~ ,a te .  '~ ")  "~.---i .  . 

8. T r e a t m e n t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  m a y  be  " " - . ~, -- 
iess: l i i~ely to b e  s e n t e n c e d  tO, T h g s e  ai:e imp0r ta -nf2f ind ings  Wi ih  l~6- 

r e c 0 f i V i c t 6 d  a t  l e a s t  o n c e h n  p r i s o n  u p o n  r e c o n v i c t i d n ,  a n d -  ; s p e c t t - ~  p91!cy .  B e c a u s e  the  c o s t - b e n 2  
the  12.~mOnth.:~. .. period...  . ,  :. may .~rece ive  ~slightly s h o r t e r  efit.�9 p fc turd ,  .i'g m i x e d ,  . f o r  . these p ro -  

" " " - - , - .-  - " - - - �9 �9 g r a m s i . m u c h  t h f u g h t  s h o u l d b e - g i v e n "  
2.1 M o s t  offenders  . . . . . . . .  w e r e r e c o n v i c t e d  Sentences . .  ' �9 .' : �9 -- . . . . t o , c rea t i r fg  t h e b e g t  poss ib ,  le  p r o g r a m  
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E N D N O T E S  

1 Many changes occurred in-both  
programs and sys tems during the 
course of the evaluation. The JET 
program was defunded andXhus dis- 
continued, al though aredes igned  and 
renamed,program continues. With the 
closure of the Mira L o m a  .Correc- 
tional.Facility~ the R E A C H p r o g r a m l  
was terminated,.but then was �9 reinsti- 
tuted ~it the Sybil  Brand-Institute in 
Los Angeles .  

2 Althgugh arrest da ta .are  legally 
available to some individuals (e.g., 
those in the l a w  enforcement  field), 
the level of  access afforded researCh- 
ers-with requirements for linking iden- 
tifiers inc!udes conviction data only.  

3 A major  advantage  o f  Conduct: 
ing a Survival analysis is the ability 
to " 'censor" the.data for those in the 
sample  who do not exper ience . the  
event  of  interest (in this case, re- 
arrest result ing in reconvic t ion) .  
H o w e v e r .  because  80 pe rcen t .  of  
this s a m p l e  " surv ived"  (did not ex- 
per ience  the event)  during the fol- 
l o w - u p  pe r i od ,  conduc t ing ,  the 
analysis  for all' subjec t  s w o u l d  not 
p roduce  a useful  or informat ive  
result. W e  elected, therefore,  to con- 
duct a survival  analysis (which sim- 
ply compares  t ime- to-event l  on the 
subse t  w h o  did. r ec id iva te .  A1- 
though  n o t  idea t .  the a p p r o a c h  is 
. s ta t is t ica l ly  sound .  A longer  te l -  

" 10w-up p e r i o d  w o u l d  o b v i o u s l y  
a l l ow  for  a be t t e r  e s t i m a t e o f  out-  
c o m e  for  the  ent i l re .sample.  

NCCD: Index 
�9 oThere  are now an-estimated l.Smillion: chi ldren.ofincarcerated parents . inthe United states. 

~  ' . ._ , �9 CCD s. 1991 survey of  439 wbmen prisoners showed tl:iat 9 percent of  respondents gate:birth while incarcerated.' 

- " - ~ Since 1980. . . . . .  the number;lot, women-in tile na t ion ' s j a i l s  and prisonS-has tripled.' . _. -. 

- �9 The expansion of  the Women's prison and }ail. populations has been fueied primarily bY increased�9 rates o f  
incarceration for property-and drug-offenses andby Parole ViOlations " not.bycommitments-for crimes of  violence.' 

~ The. 1991 NCCD survey:of  incarcerated women .revealed that.54 percent Of their children 
. had never, visited :them in prison or.jail.'- - 

~ The likelihood that individuals wil l  commit  crimes of  violence between the ages o f  2i and 27 
is apt~f0kimate!)i the same ias for 12 to 13:year Old children.? 

~ There-are nearly one mi l l [onyouth  a g e d i ~  to .!9 years"who are victims of  violent crimes cacti year.? 

oData suggest that the t reatmem-ofjuvrni les  accused o f  violent crimes is not more lenient in juveni le  courts ~ than 
in adu!tcourts .  2 

- . - _ . . - . . . . . 

-. o In 1991. African AmeriCan youngsters were s ix i imes  more likely to-be victims:of.h0micide . ~ - 
�9 than were whi tey0uth .  2 - ~ " 

�9 Juvenile custody: rates in public and PriYate juvenile correeti0nallfacilities increased by  47 percent  between 
. . " 1979 and 1991.2 -- . 

~ youth are more likely to be sent to publ icrather  than private correctionai facilities and are more:likely 
�9 . . . 

to .be housed in the most secure facili t ies 2 

Sources: " 

" Bloom, Bi, arid D. Steinhart..1993. Why PurJish the Children 7A Reappraisal of the Children o:f Incarceratoa Mothers in America. Sat) Fradcisco, CA: 
'NCCD.. - 

2 .Jones . M.A., a.nd.B. Krisberg. 1994.-Images and Reality: Juvenile crime, Youth Viblencel. and Public Policy. San Francisco, CA: NCCD.'. .�9 
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