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statistical comparison of the recidivist behavior of diiferent
groups ¢f releasees is a recurrent problem in comparative evaluatilons of
the relative effectiveness of various rehabilitation programs. For pur-
poses of such comparisons, recidivism is usually defined in terme of the
number of releasees frouw a particular program who are returned because
of a new violation. Because recidivism literally means "tendency to

" the point of return (arrest, con-

lapse into a previous behavinr wmode,
viction, incarceration) is often determined by who is doing the study
(Police, Courts, or Corrections). The sargument as to whether arrests orv
convlictions or incarcerations are the best measures of recidivism was
not taken to be an issue with which this study was concerned. Actually,
naither of the three, in isclation, can be taken as. the true measura.
This is true because, while we know that there may be people arrested
each year who are not guilty, there are others who are released or not
processaed on a current violation because of court overloads and the

of ten-available alternative of returning the individual to custody by

rescinding parole.

This study analyzes in-prograan failures (arrests, escapes, and
administrative removals) and post-progran arrests and parole violations.
These data were not chosen for analysis because of any belief that con-
victions and incarcerations are not equally orxr more important measures.
Rather, since this study was done to support s separatre conutractusl effort
to evaluate the depsrtment's halfway houses, the choice of the data to
analyze was made by Informatics, Inc., the primsry contracter. Arrests,
escapes, adninistrative removals, and parcle violations are, nonetheless,
valid indicarors of recidivien even thoueh they do not supply the total

picture,

PFrom a staticidcal standpolnt oue can arvue thei the effects of
plases In the date, due (o facrors guch as overzoalous pollee activity,
on comparison ot difierent release pragraus are o be ndnimel wnlegs there
were a definite atiterpt cu the pact of Police, for exspple, to discrodit
or monitor halfvaoy Liouces, 1{ such Lias 1ig suspacted it prubebly could
only be estsblished Ly a separste statistical study. Although not speci-~
fically staved, the Inforuwatics study and the avpportine malysis of data

ir this report tuwcitly assume thal such bias docs not exist.
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From a statistical standpoint, then, whatever the point of return
(or non~return in the case of escapes and failures to appear for trial)
the basic problem is one of determining: (1) 1if a difference exists in
the propensity of releasees from different programs to return (or not
return) and (2) to what extent is the difference attributable to program
variables as distinguished from people or client variables created by the
gelection procedures. This study has addressed the first of these two

basic issues in the'context of the District of Columbia.

The commonly accepted procedure in correctional literature is to
compare the proportions of those released who return within some fixed
time interval. The problem of equating cohorts (groups released from
particular programs) with respect to total poteuntial exposure time (within
which a fallure can occur) is either not addressed, or, when addressed, is
handled in a manner that requires ignoring approximately half of the
available data. For emawnle, 1f on January 1, 1974, we begin collecting
data on people released during 1972, the first releasee will have had a
potential axposure time oL close to two years whereas the last releasee
would have had only one year in which to fall or succeed, lowever, since
the release patterns of the two programs being compared will never be the
same, the total potential exposure time will vary between the two programs.
The traditional way of handling this problem is to limit the follow-up to
the minimum exposure time -~ in the case cited, one year. In addition to
Joging valuable data (e.g., the second year for the first release), this
methed compounds the effects of soclo-econcmic conditionsg that may vary in
tinme. This compounding occurs because the perfotrmance of the last releasee

1= traced during 1973, vhile the first releasce is traced through 1972.

The purpose of this study, then, has been to apply an alternative
method of aundysdis va Distirdet of Columbia data. that did not entail dis-
carding dara while gtill preventing bjases from different total exposure
tiseg.  “ale mothod 95 coomonly used in the analysis of equipment failures
and i Jarsely droum frow the literature on reliability theorv, and its

deteills will be found amongy other things in the appeundix,



To be somewhat more specific, the following specific tasks have
been accomplished under the terms of N.S. Contract No. 745, dated May 1,
1973:

(1) Recidivism rates have been estimated for 44 subcohort groups
of releasees as defined by type of offender (Youth Act, Adult Male Felons,
and Adult Male Misdemeanants), method of failure (administrative, escape,

and rearrest), and associated halfway house.

(2) Test for constancy in time of recidivism rates and the calcu-

lation of the rates have been performed for the subcohort groups.

(3) Statilstical comparisons have been carrled out between the
various recidivism rates to determine whether oxr not statistically sdgnif-

{cant differences exist between groups.

(4) PFinally, probabilities of unsuccessful completion associated

with the recidivism rates have been calculated. |

In addition to these gpecific quantitative results, we are supplving
herein all computer programs .used to anazlyze the data along with a set of
user's instructions. For purposes of this report, the programs are provided
in the FORTRAN IV language since this was the language used for all calcu-

lations.

The primary measure cuployed for the compariscons s the failure
rate. In this report, this is always expressed in terms of 'percentage
failures per day,'" that is to say, what is the probablility that an indi-
vidual arbitrarily selected from the subject population might fall on any
tilven day, where a fallure is understood to be defined as either a rearrest,
escape, or administrative removal, Yet another way of saying the same

thing is that the fallure rate is appronimately given by:

avercnn ¥ of iailures on eny day

; T , x 100 .
average # present at the beginning of that day

These failure rates can, if desired, be quickly converted to probabilities
of a recidivism or no recidivism by reference to Tahles 1 and 2. If the

subject fafilure rate is pot one of those listed, simﬁle interpolation would
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be used to obtain the appropriate probability. The next questilon that must
normally be answered is with regard to determin;ng whether or not any two
specific failure rates can be deemed to be idenﬁical. Ordinary statistical
variation away from equality must always be tolerated, but the exact size
of this toleration is in fact determined by the statistical theory discussed
in Appendix I. We can be pretty sure that failure rates of (say) 0.561% and
0.559% (that is, probabilities of .00561 and .00559) are effectively
idgntical and are therefore describing populations which are operating
equivalently since each rate differs by only .001%Z from the straight arith-
metic average of 0.560%. But, on the other hand, what could be said about
0.561% versus 0.295%47 Is then 0.295% too far away for the two populations
to be declared identical? The answer is that we really do not know until
the data are examined more carefully -- what are the respective sample
gizes and how much confidence must we have in the final answer? With the
answers to these questions, the statistical method will indeed give an

answer.,

In Section II, the actual results are provided in well-laid-out
detall. The actual computations were carried out on an IBM 370/155 com-
puter, and a copy of the necessary programs, along with a copy of some

sample output and all the data, are provided later in this report.
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RESULTS




IN~-PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

(0)  EEEC

(a) TFelons vs. Misdemeanants -- nonidentical: with failure rates
(in percentage fallures per day) of 0.151% and 0.481%, respec-
tively.

Felons vs. all other adult Felons —- nonidentical: with failure
rates of 0.1517% and 0.269%, respectively.

Misdemeanants vs. &.l1 other adult Mlsdemeanants -- iﬁentical:

with fallure rates of 0.481% and 0.692%, respectively.

Felong and Misdemeanants vs. all other Felons and Misdemeanants —-

nonldanuical: with fallure rates of 0.2367% and 0.397%, respec-—

tively.

(b)Y wvs. CCCH#Ll — ronidentical: with failure rates of 0.236% and

0.565%, respectively.
vs. CCCH#1 with respect to rearrests -— identical.

vs. CCCH#L with respect to escapes —-— nenidentical.

.3 .-—w-u.—’:_’?..'l LREEEE

(c) vs. CCCH#4 — nn*"ﬂtnfloﬂl with failure rates of 0.236%

Eanle & U ERC X S0 13-4

and 0.525%, respectively.

ve. CCC#4 with recpect to rearrests —-— identical.
vs. CCC#4 with respect to escapes —— noq}iggxﬁﬁ(‘.

(d)  wvs. CCCHS ~- an ﬂ nticql with fallure rates of 0.236% and

EL R AN

0.3080%, r npecLively.
vs. CCU#S5 with respect to rearrestg —- ddentical.
vg, CCU#5 with respect to cscapes —- Jjdrntienl.
(¢}  va. Puclid —- ddenticed:  with fallure rates of 0.236% and 0.242%,
regpectivaly.

ve. Puclid with respect to rearrests -- ideantical.

1
Ky

the adsdudstrative reaoval rateg cannot be compared, since there

were no sach resovals ar EFEC,



(£)

(8)

(h)

(1)

vs. Euclid with respect to escapes -- identical.

ve, SRZ2 ~- non;@yntlcal: with failure rates of 0.236% and
0.452%, respectively.

vg. SR2 with respect to rearrests —-— Jdentical.

vs. SR2 with respect to escapes =-- identical,

vs. RIC == ]d(ﬂ;}cal: with failure rates of 0.236% and
0.342%, respectively.

vs. RIC with respect to rearrests —- nonidentical.

vs. RTIC with wespect to escapes —~- ddentical.

vs. NARC -- monidentical: with failure rates of 0.236% and

0.368%, respectively.

vs. NARC with respect to rearrests -- jidentical

vs. NARC with respect to escapes -- identical.

vs. RTC.+ RARC - ronidentfcal:  with failure rates of 0.236%
and 0.361%, respectively,

vs. RTIC + NARC with respect to rearrests -— identical.

vs. RTC + NARC with respect to escapes -- identical.




(1) coegl

(a)  Felons vs. Micdemeanants ~-— nonidentical: with failure rates

(in percentage failures per day) of 0.425% and 0.758%, respec-
tively,

Felons vs. all other adult Felons1 —— nonidnnrical with failure

rates of 0.4257 and 0.225%, respectively.,

Misdemcanants vs. all other adult Misdemeananls —— ldentical:

with failure rates of 0.758% and 0.641%, respectively.

Felons and Misdemeanants vs. all other Felons and Misdemeanants —-—

:rnnyQQntigﬂ.: with failure rates of 0.565% and 0.338%, respec-

(b)

with failure rates of 0.565% and 0. 525%,

respectively,

ve. CCC#4 with respect to rearrests —- Adeptical.
vs. CCC#4 with respect to escapes -~ ddentical,

va. CCC#4 with vespect to administrative removalg - jégggigg&.

(¢)  vs. CCCHS = rontdontionl:  with failure rates of 0.565% and

SR P

0.360%, respectively, -
v, CCC#H with regpect to rearrests -~ ddentical,
vs. CCCH5 with respect to escapes -~ fidentjcal.

va. CCCHS with respect to administrative removals —- ddentical.

(d) wvs. Buclid —- nvw*lnuv‘,ﬁT with failure rates of 0.565% and

B RS R o )

0,2062%, respectively.

ve. Buelld with respoclt to rearrcsts e jﬂﬁnggg%ge

vee Bueldd with recpoct to escapes —— nomidentical,

ve. PBuelid with res pect to administrative rewmovalg —- U“Wfd@ﬂ*lf

2
(e) wa. SR2 —~ fd-aticel

WAL

¢ with failure rates of 0.565% and 0.452%,
respactively,

T .
Thut iz, vs. all other non-narcotic, adult Pelons,
"y ‘

"8R2 ig an acronym for Shaw.




(b)

()

(d)

(e}

(£

{g)

vs. CCC#5 -- identical: with failure rates of 0.525% and 0.380%,

respectively.

vs. CCC#5 with respect to rearrests — jdentical.

vs. CCC#5 with respect to escapes — ddaentical.

vs, CCC#5 with respect to adminlstrative removals -~ identical.

vs. Buclid =~ vnnj(

iﬁ;& with feilure rates of 0.525% and

0.242%, respectively.

vo. Euclid with respect to rearrests -— Icdantical.

L

ve. Euclid with respect to escapes r= nonidomrical,

Ea e sammt'ss o e . 4 i

ve. Buclid with respect to administrative removalg - novddentleal.

LR g

vg. SRZ - idontdcal: with failure rates of 0.525% and 0.452%,

e 3y

regpectively.

ve. SK2 with regpact to rearreste - It

va. SRZ2 with respect to egcapaes - nonlg

Cervwe’ L

vs. S22 with respect to adwinistrative removals ~~ idontical.

R T SR TR TR IR

vs. RIC - noni

with fallure rates of 0.525% and 0.3427%,

respectively.

ve. BIC with respect Lo resrrests

va, LI with respect to escopeg — vn*fﬂwthv'T.

et v s s s St

va. RIC with reapect to aduinistrative rovovals -- fdentical,

t rew o

with failure rates of (0.525% ond

va. BALS with respect to rearrests — ddantical.

v5s. IS0 with yespect to escopog «— non

v, WANC with respect to adulnistrative revovals — ng ni‘*wt«v"l

A et o v e RS

vg. RIC -+ HALC -~ nco

e

1wiesl:  with failure rates of 0.525% and

0.351%, respectively.



ve. RTC + NARC with respect to rearrests — nonidentical. ' A

va. RTC + NARC with respect to escapes — nonildentical.

va. RTC 4 NARC with respect to adwylnistrative removals -- ‘
i

‘ponidentical.

(3 cegrs

(a)

(b)

(e)

(a)

Felons ve. lilsdemeansnts - non!dnnfiw l with fallure rates

(in percentage failures per day) of 0.194% and 0.559%,
regpectively.,

Félons ve, all other zdult Felons -- ddentical: with failure

‘rates of 0.194% and 0.2€1%, regpectively.

Misdevsanants ve. all other adult Misdemeanants — identical:

‘with fallure rates of 0.559% and 0.714%, respcectively.

Felons and Misdemeanants vs. all other Felons and Misdemeanantsg -—

Jdemrtenl: with fajlure wates of 0.380% znd 0.376%, respectively.

i RSN

3. Buelid == peaidenedienl: with failure rates of 0.380% and

it o i it e

0.262%, respectivaly.
ve, Fuclid with respect to rearrests -— Jidentical.
ve. Buclid with vespect to egcopes - ddentical,

va. Buclid with respeci to administrative rouovals ~- ﬁnvfd'n?;r~1

Vi, with fallure rates of 0.380% and 0.452%,

puspectlvaly.

v, -SR2 with respect to rearrests —— ‘nenjdentical.

o kA e i ST

v&. SRZ wilth respect te escapes ~— idotdend,

v, SHZ tfih rogngct to adnindstrative rewovals — ié ntdcal.

¥R. LG e fleavicsl: ulth foilure rates of 0.380% and 0.342%,
roupuetivedy.,

ve. KIC uvith respect to rearrests ~~ fdnntical.

va. RIC ssith rospect to wscapes -— identical.

R
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(e)

(£)

ve. RTC with respect to administrative removals —- identical.

vs. NARC ~- l1dentical: with fallure rates of 0.380% and 0.368%,
respectively,
M

hy

ve. NARC 'with respect to rearrests —— nonidentical.

vs. NARC with respect to escapes -~ identical. .

2t

ve. NARC with respect to administrative removals -- nonid-ntical.

vs. RTC + NARC —-— identicnl: with failure rateg of 0.3807 and

0.361%, respectively.

-vaé. RIC -+ NARC with reepect to rearrests -~ Identical,

vs. RIC + NARC with respeet to escapes —- identical.

vs. RIC + NARC with respect to edministrative removalg ~—

ddentical.

(4) EICLIL

(a)

(b)

Felons vo. Misdemesnants —— pomtdetical: with failure rates

i, s

{in percentape failurcs per day) of 0.207% and C.463%, reapec—

tively.

Felons vE. all other adult YFelong —- ddentical: with
fallure rates of 0.207% end 0.282%, respectively.,

a3

Higdemeanants va. all other adult Misdemeanants —— jdentical:

with failure retes of 0.463% end -0.705%, respectively.

Felong and Hisdemzanants vo. all other adult Felons and Mis—

demzanants =-- renddonticnl: with fallure rates of 0.2427 and

R - 8 e R, B e 9

0.4307%, respectively.

vs. SR2 ~--= v'}=fﬂﬂrnr »1:  with fallure rates of 0.2427 and

ve. SR2 with respect to escapes -~ icentical.

vs, SR2 with respect to adminiastrative removals - &ggggiggg.

- 13 -




(c)

(d)

(e)

) gr2

(a)

®)

ve. RTC -- identical: with failure rates of 0.242% and 0.342%,

respectively.

vs. RIC with respect to rearresgts —- nonidentical.

vs. RIC with respect to escapes == identical.

ve. RTC with rcspect to administrative vremovals —- noniden .“;

Sty

vs. NARC -- nonldentical with failure rates of 0.242% and
0.368%, respectively.

vs. NARC with respect to escapes -~ identical.
vg. HARC with respect to administrative removals --— identical.

vg. RTC 4+ NARC —— nnnirnnL1 cal:  with failure rates of 0.242%

CIALE N SIEE

and 0.361%, respectively.
ve. RTC + NARC with respect to rearrests -~ identical.
vs., RIC 4 NARC with respect to escapes -— identical.

va., RIC + HARC with respect to adwinistrative removals ~—

ponidengical.

Felons va. Misdemszanants —- ﬂQFJh”ﬂthﬂ] with failure rates

(in percentage failures per day) of 0.244% and 0.849%, respec—

tively.

Felong vs. all other sdult Pelong - ddentical: with fallure

rateg of 0.244% end 0.255%, respectively.

Higdeweanants vs. all other adult Misdeneanants -~ identical:

with feilure rates of 0.849% and 0.647%, respectively.

Yelons and Mlsdemeanants ve. all other Felons and Misdemeanants --—

ddentical: with failure rates of 0.452% and 0.369%, respectively.

vé. RIC == identical: with failure rates of 0.4527 and 0.342%,

respectively.,

- 14 -
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(c)

(d)

(6) X

(a)

b)

ve. RIC with respect to rearrests -—- nonidentical.

vs. RTC with respect to escapes ~- identical.

vs. RIC with respect to administrative removals -— identical.

vs. NARC -- identical: with failure rates of 0.452% and 0.368%,
respectively.

vs. NARC with respect to rearrests -- identical.

ve. NARC with respect to escapes —- nonidentical.

vs. NARC with respect to administrative removals -— nonidentical.

ve. RIC + NARC -- identical: with failure rates of 0.452% and
0.361%, respectively.

vs. RTC + NARC with respect to rearrests —-- identical.

vs. RTC + NARC with respect to escapes —--— 99?@§§2§l%%£'

va. RTC 4+ NARC with respect to administrative removals —-

nonidentical.

Felons vg. Misdemeanants -- jdentical: with failure rates (in

percentage failures per day) of 0.317% and 0.405%, respectively.

Felons vs. all other non-narcotic adult Felons -- identical:

with failure rates.of 0.3174 and 0.2533%, respectively.

ldsdemneanants vs. all other nmon-narcotilic adult Hisdemeanants --

nonddentical: with failure rates of 0.405% and 0.669%, respec-

tively.

Felons and Misdemeanants vs. all other non-narcotic adult .
Felons and Misdemeanants ~—- gégggiggéz with failure rates of

G.342% and 0.377%, respectively.

respectively.

vs. NARC with respect to rearrests —— nonidentical.

- 15 -



vs. NARC with respect to escapes -- identical.

vs. NARC with respect to administrative removals —— nonidentical.

(1) MRg

(a) Telone vs. Misdemeanants -- identical: with failure rates (in

percentage fallures per day) of 0.3677 and 0.371%, respectively.

Felons vs. all other non~narcotie adult Felons ~— ddentical:

with failure rates of 0.367% and 0.253%, vrespectively.

Migdemeanants vs. all other non-narcotic adult Misdemeanants =-

nonidentical: with failure rates of 0.371% and 0.65%%, respec-

tively.

Felons and Misdemeanants vs. all other non-narcotic adult Felons
and Misdemweanants —~- identical: with failure rates of 0.368%

and 0.377%, respectively.

(8)  KARC -+ RIC

(a) Felons vs. Misdemeanants ~— identical:

with failure rates (in

percentage failures per day) of 0.352% and 0.380%, respectively.

Felons vs. all other non-narcotic adult Felous -- nonideatics

with failure rates of 0.352% and 0.253%, respectively.

Misdemeanants vs. all other non-narcotic adult Misdemeanants -~-

nentdenticsl: with fallure rates of 0.380% and 0.669%, respectively.

Felons and Misdemeanants vs. all other non-narcotic adult Felons
and Misdemeanants -~ identical: with failure rates of 0.361%
and 0.377%, respectively.

(9)  YOUTHFUL_ OFTENDERS

(a) SERD vs. CICY -- identical: with failure rates (in percentage

failures per day) of 0.467% and 0.483%, respectively.
SERD vs. CTCY with respect to rearrests -- identical,
SERD vs. CTCY with respect to escapes —— identical.

SERD vs, CICY with respect to administrative removals —- identical.

~ 16 -



(b) SERD + CICY vs. YCCP -- identical: with failure rates of 0,479%
and 0.437%, respectively.

SERD + CTCY vs. YCCP with respect to rearrests —-— nenidentical.

- SERD + CICY vs. YCCP with respect to escapes —— identical

SERD + CTICY vs. YCCP with respect to administrative removals —-

ponildentical.

(c) SERD 4+ CTCY vs. all non-narcotic adult Felons —- ponidentical:

with failure rates of 0.479% and 0,253%, respectively.

SERD + CTCY vs. all adult Felons -- ponidentical: with failure

rates of 0.479% and 0.2897%, respectively.

(10) OVERALL TOTALS

A1l non-narcotic adult Felons vs. Misdemeanants —- nonidentical:

L T e momee s

wilth faillure rates of 0.2537% and 0.6697%, respectively.

dentical:  with failure

PSSR R _.,,,_.:;:.,_..' i

rateg of 0.289% and 0.555%, respectively.

All adult Felons vs. Misdemeanants -- noni

Non~narcotic adult rearrest rate vs, narcotilc rearrest rate —-—

identical: with rates of 0.0751% and 0.0812%, respectively.

Nen-marcotic adult escape rate va. narcotic escape rate ~~

jdentical: with rates of 0.193% and 0.184%, respectively,

Ron~-narcotic adult removal rate vs. narcotic removal rate --—

identicel: with rates of 0.109% and 0.0956%, respectively.



POST-PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

Institutional Parole

- total failure rate: 0.0876%
contribution from rearrests: 0.0676%

contribution from escapes and parole violations: 0.0200%

Halfway House Parole (adult only)

- total failure rate: 0.0624%
contribution from rearrests: 0.0446%

contribution from escapes and parole violations: 0.0178%

vs. IF: nonidentical

ve. IP: with respect to rearrests: nonidentical

vs. IP: with respect to escapes and parole violationg: nenidentical.

- 18 -



h(t) = fallure rate

TABLE 1
PROBABILITY OF RECIDIVISM WITHIN SIX MONTHS

(in % failures per day)

.0000
.0872
. 1668
.2395
. 3058
. 3663
L4216
L4720
.+ 5181
.5601
. 5985
.6335
.6655
6946
.7213
. 7456
.7678
. 7880
. 8065
.8234
.8528

- 19 -
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within Six Months




TABLE 2

PROBABILITY OF NO RECIDIVISM WITHIN S1X MONTHS

h(t) = failure rate Probability for Ho Recid-
(in % failures per day) ivism within Six Months
0.000 1.0000
0.050 .9128
0. 100 . 81332
0.150 +7605
0.200 .6942
0.250 6337
0.300 .5784 .
0.350 L5280
0. 400 <4819
0.450 L4394
0. 500 WA
0.:550 L2665
0.600 L3345
0.650 <3054
0.700 L2787
0.750 L2544
0.800 L2322
0.850 .2120
0.900 .1935
0.950 .1766
1.000 .1612
1.050 L1472

- 20 -




" TABLE 3

MEDIAN OF DURATION DISTRIBUTION

Number of Days at which
h(t) = failure rate Probability for
(in % failures per day) Recidivism is 1/2

0.000 @
0.050 1386.3
0.100 ) 693.1
0.150 462.1
0.200 346.6
0.250 277.3
0.300 231.0
0.350 198.0
0. 400 173.3
0.450 154.0
0.500 138.6

- 0.550 126.0
0.600 115.5
0.650 106.6
0.700 : 99.0
¢.750 82.4
0.800 86.6
0.850 81.5
0.800 ‘ 77.0

‘ G.950 73.0
1.000 69.3
1.050 66.0

- 21 -



HOUSE PERFURY

TABLE 4

WGL

llAi\
S

REFERUNCT TARLE

HOUSE

HOUSLS
WORSE

Wi
RLCORD

BOUSES Wi TH
SAME Lo

LEFEC

~d s

CCCHL, CCif4h,
coc#s, Sn2,

NARC

ALL Other Y¥on-
Narcotic Houses

{4

Loy

Fuc 1,

N

NI
RIS Yol
el me
LETER  REvown
e e e o e

ccail

CCCH4, SR2

——
Fuclid, RIC, NARGC

ALL Otlier Non-
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EOUSE PERFORMANCE

TABLE 5

Amer AT
JRe6 S 5t

CE TABLE II

HCUSE CVIRALL RATE & R REAREEST RATE & RARK SCAPE RATE & RANK MOVAL RATE & RANK
EFEC 0.236% 1 0.067% 4 7 0% 1~
CeCil 0.565 1i 0.G32 7 10 0.200 g
CCCHs 0.525 10 G.362% 3 11 0.139 5
CCC#5 0.3860 5 0.043 2 8 0.147 6
Eualdid 0.242 2 0.073 5 3 0.037 2
SR2 0.452 7 0.146 9 1 0.218 11
RIC C.342 3 0.002 1 4 0.175 7
ARG 0.2¢8 4 2,110 8 9 0.064 3
STRD 0.467 a 0,173 10 5 0.130 4
CTC? 0.433 G 5.17¢ 11 P 0.213 10
¥CCP 0.437 6 0,076 5 & 0.193 8

i




TABLE 6
RAW DATA SUMMARY 1

112434

TOTAL TOTAL NiMBER NUMPTR NUMBER
EXPOSURE | PAILURES o o OF

HOUSE TIME REARRESTS | ESCAPES | RIMOVALS
EFEC 8901 21 6 15 0
con#l 12033 63 10 34 24
G4 9327 49 6 30 13
et 11578 L 5 22 17
Fuel 14 21862 5% 16 29 g

|

| «Rr2 6563 31 10 6 15
508~
TOTALS 70584 206 X 136 77
RTC 11979 41 1 19 21
HARC 29871 110 33 584 16
reoL
ARG 41250 151 34 77 40
GRAND
TOTALS 417 87 213 117

e
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TABLE 7
RAW DATA SUMMARY II

FELONS MISDENFARNANRNTS
Rumber Total thimber l Total

At Expogure | Fallure - lﬁﬁpnﬁurﬁ Fallut
HOUSE Fallures Time Rate Failaresy Tine Eote
EFED 10 6614 0.151% 11 2287 0.4817
ceeNn 30 7055 0.425 38 497 H U, 763
CCCiHG 25 6986 0.358 24 2301 1,025
CCCHS 11 5671 0..L94 33 54017 0. 559
Euclid 39 18856 0,207 14 3020 0 463
SR2 11 4506 0.244 20 2357 0.849
SUB -
TOTALS 126 49688 | 0.253 140 20076 0.0609
RTC 27 8524 0,317 14 2455 0. 405
NARG 72 19625 0.367 34 16246 0,371
CRAN D )
TGLALS 225 77837 0.289 18z 34597 0.553
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ARALYSIS OF RESULTS




In this discussion of results we shall uot pursue any comparisons
in which all categories are shown to be identical, but rather shall coufline
ourselves to those where there was at least one difference. Tt should be
noted that performance summary tables are provided on pages 22 and 23 after
the conclusion of all the pairwise comparisons, in addition to summaries of

the data collected, which are presented in Tables 6 and 7.

The very first thing that Is noticed is fhat misdemeanants had a
sipgnificantly higher failure rate than felons in every single house, with
overall rates of 0.669% and 0.253%, respectively, when taken over the six
non-narcotic adult houses, end 0.555% and 0.289%, respectively, when the two
narcotlc houses are added back in. There are obviously goinpg to be some
houses for which there appear to be better performances ameng [elons and/or
misdemneanants than at other houses, but this 1s generally a mined picture,

.As a rule, though, those houses which seem to be performing wore poorly than
the others did so also with respect to both misdemeanants and felons. For
example, in the case of CCCHL, misdencanant perforunnce was desmed to be
identical to that of the total group, but there was a slight leaning in the
direction of a higher rate for CCC#1. The svame could he said for CCCHA and

its felon record.

When we begin to look at the specific perrormance records of houge
versus house, the first clash oceurs in the comparisons of LFEC te all the
other houses. There is. a clearly overall superior performance by BEFEC when
compared to all other houses cxcept Fuclid. Thoush EFLC also has a lower
total failure rate than Euclid, the difference ig so slight as Lo be decued
negligible. VWhen the failures are broken down into their three possible
caures, we note that there were no administirative removals from EVEC and hence
no comparigsons are possible for removal rates.  Then gojng down tlie list and
looking at the roarrest and cscape fipures, we sce that EFEC ranks about in
the middle on escapes and surpasses all but RTC, CCC#5, and CCC#4 on rearrests.
But it is clearly LEFEC's "superior' rewnval rate which puts it into the uumber
one position overall. We could, of course, suspect that 1Y indeed there had
been removals from LEFEC, then the rearrest and escape rates would have been

lowared accordingly,




The next housce to be examined is CCCH#1, and the first difference noted
is that with CCC#5. Though these two houses appear Lo have identical records
for each of the three failure categories, the total comparison showed CCC#L to
be inferior. A further breakdown of the figures shows that CCC#1 had a slightly
higher faitlure rate 1In each category, but not quite enough to be indicated as
such, and when all three were put together thils difference did indeed show up.
When CCC#Ll is compared to Euclid, a more definitive pattern is sgeen, namely,
that the overwhelmingly Jarger faillure rate for CCC#1 is divectly due to
clearly greater frequencies of both escapes and administrative removals,
which is exactly the same kind of observation that can be made when CCCH#L
i taken against RIC and WARC combined (though the results are slightlv differ-~
ent when the two narcotic houses are treated individually). Finally, when the
comparison is made to SRZ, a considerably higher escape rate for CCC#I is
balanced by o higher rearrest rate for SR2 (adwinistrative removals occurring
at ubout the sawe rate). This might be due to the fact that indeed there is
lictle criminal difference between an absconce and a rearrest, maybe only in
depree, and, in fact, when rearrvests and escapes are lumped together we find

a near equality of rates.

When we next turn to CCC#4, we note that both its misdemeanants and
felons failed much more frequently than those of the combination of all the
other non—narcotic adult houses, and this, in turn, clearly makes the total
foilure rate significaontly higher. CCC#4 comes out with a very similar per—
forwmance to CCC#S, but with a much poorer one than Euclid. Euclid does better
berause it has a far superior performencs with respect to ascapes and removals
alonpg with a rearrvest rate which is about the same. When we next come to
CCCi#h versus SR2, we find that a worse escape record for SRZ is counterbal-
anced by slightly batter performances in rearrestg and removals. Again, are
escapees eventusl candidates for regrrest or possible administrative removal?
The comparisons thon between the drug houses and CCC#4 give very similar
results, except that da this case the escape rate for CCC#4 showed up to be
sufficiently higher than that at CCC#1 to allow it to be deecmed nonidentical
with that of NARC. Also, ulien RTC and NARC were put together, the rearrest

rate at CCC#4 showed up to be recognizably higher.

When we next look at CCC#5, we find that dits perfeormance is worse

than that of Eueclid, but about the same as SR2. The key category in the
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Euclid comparison is administrative removals, wherein CCCHD ha« a much

higher rate. Tn the SR2 comparison, we note that COC#S has a better
rearrest record, but just not quite enoush to swing the overall cowparisen

in its faver, ¥Finally, against NARC, a lower rearrcst rate for COC#YS is

cowpletely balanced out by its higher removal rate.

Continuing unw to Euclid, slightly lower rates for all three cate-
gories vien cocpared to 832 lead to a clearly lower total rate for Euclid.
It should be pointed out that when we went back to check Luciid versus the
other houses, its performﬁncc turned out to be the very best of all. Though
it was ruled to have performed the same as RTC, Euclid had a sisniticantly
higher rcarrest rate, but this was more than balanced by RTC's much higher
administrative removal rate. Finally, againut HARC, slight dres in each

category gave Euclid o zignificantly better total performance rate.

The last non-narcotic house, SR2, had performances censidered to
be identical to both narcotic houses, though it had a slighely bigher

rearvest rate than RTC, and higher escape and rewmoval rates than NARC.

The main observations which can be made about EKUC and NARC are:
(1) the felon failure rates were a lot closer to thowe of the misdemeanants
than amy of the other housecs; (2) narcotic misdemeanauts tenled to do a lot
better than non-narcotic misdrmeanants; and (3) total perfommance was aboutl

the same as all the other non-narcotic bouses taken together,

With regard to youthful offenders, the most interesting point is
that the failure rate there is considerably higher than that of the adult
felon group considered as one. The two youth houses themselves tended fo
perform the same, each with a higher'failura rate than most of the adult
houvsee, When the youth house comparison is broken down somewhat further,
we see SERD and CTCY together had a total failure rate considered to be
the sare as YOCP, though SERY and CICY had a much hipher rearrest rate,

whicn was counterbalanced by a higher removal rate at YCCP.
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VI

CONCLUBING REMARKS



The results presented in this report have uses beyond the comparative
evaluation of the relative performance of the houses. Since standard per-
formince levels for in-program failures do not exist, the comparative data
could be used to stimulate the low-performing houses such as CCC#1l and CCCH4
to equal the performance of the better houses, EFEC, CCC#5, Euclid, NARC, and
RTC. The analysis should also lead to questions concerning administrative
removal policies, management and a review of the factors associated with

escapes.

The fact that the narcotic houses, RTC and NARC, had superior in-
program performance may indicate the desirability of routing all '"users"
te thece houses. We would like to propose a continuation of this study
which would identify "users" in the population sampled by examination of
department computer files eon urine analysis results., The questions we

would like to address dre:

(1) Do “uecers" in non-narcotic houses do as well as those in RYC
or HARC,
{2y Can positive urinalvsis reports be established as a cause

or. an indicator of the likelihood of escape, and

(3) How do "users" compare with "non-users" in terms of post-

program performance?

Other questlons we would be interested in addressing are:

(4)  Comparisons between the two youth houses aud between the

Youth Acts and Adults with respect to post-program performance,
(5) finalysis of comaunity performance data for women, and

(6) Use of iIn-program failure rate data to predict the number
of referrals necded to keep the houses up to capaclty in terms of number

of residents.

These are six extremely important problems which it is felt can
now he attacked by the fallure-rate analysis and possibly some other
related tecﬁniques. It is hoped that the conclusiveness and usability of

the results contained herein will now kindle sufficient interest to allow
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for the continuation of this kind of applied research. The benefits to
an fmproved correctional system would be enormous and the continuation of
a free dialogue between corrections officlals and the applied scilentific
community must in the long term be of wvital importance to a healthy

District of Columbia.
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