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~latistLcal con~arisoo of the recidivist behavior of ciliferent 

groups of releasees is a recurrent problem in comparative evaluations of 

t.he relati VI? cf£ective.nE:.SS of v;31:iOU8 rehabilitati.on programs. For pllr­

pOSCf~ 0 f such c01l!partsons, red.di vj::,m j.s usually defined in ternw of the 

number of releasees froU! a partieular program who are returned becaul:>e 

of a aev vtolation. !~ecaw.~e recidivism 11 terally means "tendency to 

lapse into a previous behavir;,r mode,1/ the point of return (arrest, COl1-

v'ietion, incarceration) is oilen determined by who is doing the study 

(Police, Courts) or Cc'rrectiol1s). The [lrgutn.ent as to v;hether arrests or 

convIctions or incarcerations arc the best measures of recidivi~;m wan 

not taken to be dn issut; 'vith which this study was concenled. Aetna 1.1y, 

n2itiler of: the. three, in isolation, cim be taken as the true measure. 

This i.s true because, ",hile \v(!' know that there may be people al:rcsted 

each )'ear \vho are not guilty ~ there are others who are released or not 

processed on a curn1l1t violation because of court overloads and the 

often-available alternative of returnlng thE! individual to custody by 

rescinding parole. 

T1d.s !, tudy analyzes in-progruJ1 [ailU1~('s (arrests) esC'.apas, and 

adminis tra U VI? r C'f;;O val s) flnd PO}; t--l'rogr am arres ts ,:mu parole vioJa tions . 

Th(;se data "·c.re not ChOSC"ll tor analYBis because of any h.:~lief that con­

vieLiooH and incarcerati oa8 are not equally or r~Ol'e importunt measures. 

Rather, sinc.l~ this study \·;~U3 done to sup-port !l Ge.parate contractual effort 

to evaluate the dcpurtment t S halfi·my houses, the choice of the data to 

analyze \vas made by Info!!:l;.ltics, Iue., the pr:i,rJ.:.;ry contraetor. Arreuts, 

escapes, acIni nLs trat i ve rpP1'Jvs.ls, <md parole v 101 ations are, nonethele!ls, 

\'alid j lle ien! ors of ri.:'C i.rl1vim:I mrcn thom:i1 they do not f5llpply the total 

only he Q'lt'\!!li~;h..:!d ~,y a s,;p.~rM!.! Btati.stical ~ltudy. Alt1t('lt;gh not sp,:!C'.l­

fie.ally f;till~.'d, the Infot'.l<.lt ict: studv Hnd the> i>!.1pport:i.n2~ cllalYHiu os.: dat,l 

Ln thls report. t«::illy liP-SUl;'le that &1..ch binS (1oC'.-; not ;:xiut. 
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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) if 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 

selection procedures. This study has addressed the first of these two 

basic issues in the context of the District of Columbia. 

The connnonly accepted procedure in correctional literature is to 

compare the proportions of those released ,."ho return tdthin some fixed 

time ip-terval. The probl&a of equating cohorts (groups released from 

particular programs) \vith respect to total potential m .. rposure time (within 

which a fa:!lure can occur) is either not addressed, or~ 't..rhen addressed, is 

handled in a manner that requires ignoring approx:i..ma.tely half of the 

available. data. For e~::am:?le, if on January 1, 1971~, tote begin collecting 

data on people released during 1972, the first releasee \Jill have had a 

potentia) nxposure time 'J:: close to two years whereas the last releasee 

v~ould have had only one year in vlhich to fail or succeed. However, since 

the n~leHse pHtterns of the t~.;o programs being compared will never be the 

'<;(}1I1e, the total potential e~;:posure time will vary betueen the two programs. 

11w trudit lonal vlay of h<iudling this problem is to ;timit the follow-up to 

the minimum e:~posure tline -- in the case cited, one year. In addition to 

losing valunblc data. (e.g. ~ the second year for the first release), this 

method l''.JUlpounds the effects of socio-eco11omic conditions that may vary in 

til,W. TIde corIipound.i.ng occurs becauflc the performance of the last releasee 

i~, traced durinG 1973, \7hile the first releasee is traced through 1972. 

The purpo(-:<: of this study, th\m~ has been to apply an alternative 

l.clhod of ;lila:ly·;is on IHf:td.ct of Colu::1bin data that did not entail dis­

(::"rcH n,; d,l1':! ,:hJle st ill p ev(·nt:i.ng b i.Ci.SCS from different total e:r;:pocurc 

tV.;";. "lIb 1'.':t\l.uJ 1 n cC', ':'lOuly u~mcl :1n the ana.lysis of equipment failures 

~md :h; r itl,',,<'ly dr"~'.m fr()til the 11 t017a.ture on reliability theory ~ and its 

c1Nilihl t,;i 11 bc- found nmOtlj\ ot,her thi.ngs in the appendix. 
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To be some,,,hat more specific, the follmYing 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 Hale 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) S tat:lstical cOIHparisor.s have been carried out betlYC'en the 

v<lrious recidivism rates to de.tcnnine whether or Hot statistically sl grd f­

icant differences exist between groups. 

(4) Final1y~ probabili ties of unsucce8sful completion associated 

with the recidivism rates have been calculated. i 
..j 

In addttion to these speci,fic quantitative results, 've are supplying 

herein all comput'2.r programs ,used to analyze the data along with a [;et of 

userls instructions. For purposes of this report, the programs are prov:tded 

in the }'ORTR.AN IV langu.age since this was the laneuage used for all calcu­

lations. 

The primary measure Hnp1oy(~d for the comparisons is the fa:i lure 

rate. In this report, this j.8 ahmys expressed in terms of "percentage 

failul-es per day," that is to 8a~7, ~lhat is the probability th3.t an indi-­

vidual arbitrarily selected from the subject population might fail on any 

~;iven clay, w'here a failure is undE:rslood to be defined as either a rearrest, 

c!scape> or aliminifltl-at.i.ve J:0l'1Qval. Yet anoth~r v::ay of saying the same 

thi ng is that l;he, failure rnte in nppr0j~i!!lately given by: 

,:;v·"r;;"'! ;; of i'ilLlili(:8 on eny (hy 
----- '._,.-.-_._--,--_. --"---.-------------- :x: 100 . 
averdgc if pn!s.:'nt at Lnc t)(lijinlling 01 thut clay • 

These failure r.ates c:m, if desired, be quickly c,)llvcrted to probabilit:les 
, '\''-

of a l"ccidiviflm or no rcc1.divislh by reference to Td.~les 1 and 2. If t-ht'! 

subjed failllTl::! l"t1tc if) not one of those listed, sirnp'le interpolation would - '\. 
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be used to obtain the appropriate probability. The next question that must 

normally be answered is vlith regard to determining whether or not any two 

specific failure rates can be deemed to be identical. 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 

id~ntical and are therefore describing populations Hhich are operating 

equivalC'nt1y since each rate differs by only .001% from the straight arith­

metic average of 0.560%. But, on the other hand, Vlhat could be said about 

0.561% versus 0.295%? Is then 0.295% too far away for the two populations 

to be ueclared identtcal? The answer is that we really do not know until 

the data are examined more carefully -- w'hat are the respective sample 

sizes and how much confidence must we have in the final answer? Hith the 

ans\olers to these questions, the statistical method will indeed give an 

answer. 

In Section rI~ the actual results are provided in well-laid-out 

detail. The actual computations were carried out on an IBH 370/155 com­

puter, and a copy of the necessary programs, along ylith a copy of some 

sample output and all the data, are provided later in this re.port. 
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II 

RESULTS 



--------------- ~ ----

(0) 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

IN-PROGRAH PERFORHANCE 

Felons vs. Hisdemeanants -- nonidentical: Hith failure rates 
i:~~.~=-"';-=:::=:-3W 

(in percentage failures per day) of 0.151% and 0.481%, respec-

tively. 

Felons vs. all other adult Felons -- nonidenticnl: with failure 
C"'-',-~~=::=-.,;+'-... ,-: 

rates of 0.151% and 0.269%, respectively. 

Misdemeanants VS. ~:l other adult Misdemerulants -- identical: . = 

with failure rates of 0.481% and 0.692%~ respectively. 

Felons and Misdemoeanan ts VB. all other Felons and Hisdemeanants 

nuni~antLcal: with failure rates of 0.236% and 0.397%, respec­
~:=.--£.:~-:.~=::....~ 

t:ively. 

vs. CeClIl - l1onicic"lt:icRl: with failure rates of 0.236% and 
t: ",.;.' . :._~-;-_~: -~_,~ ...L'~~ 

0.565%~ respectively.l 

VS. eee!:1 with respect to rearrests -- j dpnti.ral. 
:...;...:=..::...:..:::~~~ 

\~S • CCC#l Hi ttl respect to escapes -- n0ujdcntictlJ.. 
..! >-; • .....;.:.~.~.i-:::;.,~....:=.~~ 

T.orith failure rates of 0.236% 

and 0.525%, respectively. 

\rs. CCC:>4 \"ith reopect to rearrests -- :tden ti cal. 
::.~-::;::f_----"'~..c:...,. 

vs. ccctJ4 \lith respect to escapes -- nord,lend cal. 
;.:;;·~ ... -"·.:...~-t~~;::;.li:::::::':""-:t.~--:; 

VB. cee/i5 "7ith respect to rearre.sts -- jdpntical. 
t .~,. '" !! ~ ~ ."' ....... ..,-

vs. CCC{i5 lrith rPGpecC to c:::.capes -- :i ckn t:lc:~1. ,> ~"~-", .... ,=",,,,"=,JJ!;:.4~ '';j.~ 

((!) Vd. Euclid -- )}~toolltl.r:..~1: ,lith failure. rates of 0.236% and 0.242%, 

r~flp{~ctively . 

1 

'The ~h!"'ililtitr .... t:ivl~ It'lilOVill l'nt('l:! cannot :le t:ompar(~d, sinc'=! t.hpl·e 
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vs. Euclid \d tb respec t to escapes -- =idc;..l2,~l.EQ.l. 

(f) VS. SR2 -- nOllidenticill: 
::~~:::=-~~ 

with failure rates of 0.236% and 

0.452%, respectively. 

vs. SR2 with ,:espect to rearrests -- ;1icJl ... t.±£.!.}J;. 

vs. SR2 with respect to esc.apes -- l.<i~l,}A4p;?J.:. 

(g) vs. RTC jdentical: with failure rates of 0.236% and 
... ~t....-7:..:c.;~~.6-~ 

O.342%~ r.espectively. 

vs. RTC with respect to rearn'sts -- nonidenticaL 
;.. ~~.~ ~':. ..:l,;....:::;..-.:..::.:x~.: 

vs. RTC \"ith Y.'espt!ct to escapes -- :ldenticaJ. 
:-• ...::-:-.e: .. _.~,:;;~~ 

(b) ylHh failure rates of 0.236% and 

0.368%, respectively. 

vs. NARC wi tit rc~spect to rearrests -- :l dentical. 
=--~ . ..:....;'~:.:,;.:: 

vs. NARC 'Vdth respect to esc~.pe8 w._ identlcal. 
::,':': .. ~.-,-,~~~~;:..--;:::. 

(1 ) 

and 0.361%, ref:Jlwl:tively. 

vs. RTC + NARC \.;ith 'tespect to rearrests -- .t-11~I1rJ-",('nJ,. 

vs. RTC + NARC ~vith respect to escapes -- L:18J.t~.,t~.:;?J. 
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(<1 ) Ft·lons VB. Hic:dC'mcanantR -- nonidenj;Jcal: \-lith failure rateR 
'::":';"'~:::·:.=--_.'E-::E!. 

(in p\.·rcclltaFe failures per day) of 0.42.5% and 0.758%, respec-

lively. 

Felons vs. all other adult Felons
l 

-- nonidentical: with failure 
:_;::.:.-:.=:..~~.::t;:~~.--;...-.c 

rates of 0.425% and 0.225%, respectively. 

1'lisdemcdnants VS. all otber adult MiBdemeananls -- 11..c:Jlt.MM: 
wHh failure rates of 0.758% and 0.641%, respectively. 

FdoliB tmd }U.sdcmeanants vs. all otllf..'r Felons and Misdemeanants 

rnn:id0.ntir·~l: with failure rates of 0.565% and 0.338%, respec-:. :.!::.::-:.: __ <-:;."';.:.:.-it..;. '~':-:-":: 'Z-,~ 

Lively. 

(b) vs. eee!)L, -- ;!,1':"1t.~~,£,V~: ~..,ith failure rates of 0.565% and 0.525/~, 
respectively. 

va. eeetill \vith respect to rearrests -- .:M5m,!:.;L~\.. 

V8. eee{iL~ H:lth respect to escapes -- .L:l.f:-1:,t;t:cl~l· 

va. CeCi:t 4 Hith respect to administrative removals -- J1nIL~J.£M . 
(c) VS. eecf!5 --- P('T"'I -t. (i -"~,., ... i. c ~).: 

- ' '. : ':.:.:. :~1. with failure rateR of 0.565% and 
0.380%, rcspecti.vely. 

vs. CeCil.) ~dth respect to rearrests -- ), ~ 'lJ1tt l:;.D;.:!,.. 

V8. eeetl'j wJ.th respect to escapes -- j5~(:.}]J;.:f cr~~. 

va. cecil:; Hl.tll r<:'spect to administrative removals -- :identical. 
~:':::-.=--~-...=: 

Cd) vs. EueHd -- n r
:

1 .f'''1):j.('nl,: with faJ.lure rates of 0.565% and. 
•••• '" N • . - - .. -.. --. .. ~ -, ....... ,.-

Eucli~ vith r~op~ct to 

VG. Euclid id,t It :rei,p(!ct to adl!1inistrat5.vl? rCllloval s -- /'.~~}1~tJ.}r-~!;~~s~-;,. 
2 

V9. Sit? ~.- J(:::lSi(';,s~,: "ii.th failure rates of 0.565% and O. 452~;, 
rtlspt~ctiv(!ly • 

---::----

lTh:!t is, vs. <tIL other non-narcotic, adult Felons. 
t) 

.... 8R2 ie an acronym for Shaw. 
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(b) VB. CCCOS -- identical: 
!~;~:.::;.;...:...:.~ 

with failure rates of 0.525% and 0.380%, 

respectively. 

VS. cccffS \-lith respect to rearrests - j&!lDJi) ... ctM· 

VS. cee/'s with rcspect to escapes - Jd~n!:i.ciJJ.c. 

va. CCC#S 1:dth rcspect to administrative removals -,,- i.clr~ntici.'11. 
.~i.';., ....... '"'~'-·l.:..;..,z,..:;;:,.-;;C", 

(c) va. Euclid -- nf)pj(10nt:!,~.ql: ,7ith fuilurc rates of 0.5257. and 
':'--. ..;~;;"';',,~-:.-....:;:-=.~ 

O.242%~ respectively. 

VIJ • Euclid ,·nth respect to ree.rrests - J,~:"!'.1ti,SQ1· 

VB. Euclid with respect to eSCepefJ ~- Pfl'1 {6 -.'1 t· :i"c [~l. 
• . w ,<- • ..,_, ..;...:.-~""::,,, ... ~<..:~..1 

ve. Euclid ~.;ith respect to acl':1iI1istrntivc removals !'If)ni OP'l t, JC:11. 
._ ...... _.,;~~, ... ,,,l; 

(d) vs. Sn2 -- l~11T1!;.;l;S:~1: 'l:1:tth brllure r~ltc3 of 0.525% a.nd 0.452%, 

respectively. 

(e) 

(£) 

(g;) 

VB. 51,2 ,dth r(;:B'p::!ct to rearrests _. i d",,'tic[!l. 
:0 ~ ... '~ _~.,::::;=-=-..r~ 

vs. SR2 with respect to CSc.n.nf!S - nl');itd(;"~)ti.c'11. 
.... --.. ,~ ' .... < ..... ~':',,;~ ... '.:-;:~ 

V8. 5:12 Hl,th re.;;pcC'.t to ac.;,j,nis trntiv(; n:lil()wl18 -- j,{knti cal . 
.. ~:;,;_ .. ~,..::t~~ 

vs. RTC _.- nnl):i(;,'r,~lcrit: 't-7it:.n fuilure rates of 0.525% and O.342/~, .. :...:;~-,;: ~-;,:.-:-.,;::- '" :. . ... ~ : ...... -~ 
rcwpaetively. 

w. RIC vlith rcsp,;~ct to rc.:'.rres ts - flGr'J d('u tic:~l. 
~'_ ... ,.".~~~~.:~:~f~ 

Vfi. r:rc vith rcnpect to esccpes - 11 P": '1 rl '''1 tLe:.' J .• 
,.,..,,- ~M;'.:'-~~::"":""'.;.Z 

'1,,'1) • RTC vith n!8puc:t to adld t,li:; trc:: ti Vi:. r>:::TovaL; -- :ldl:nL teal. 
.... ,;::- ......... -"'!.~,,;.,'"'-.-=.: 

vs. J:,:-:",C -- !"}:";;':,~:!~::\,: i7Jt.h iailun~ rates of 0.525% end 
. --,,--.~-:-... :~~;;. .;.~~ 

rC:~:lrrQDt:.:i - :t(:~~~n\:i~::-l,l. 
---;--:.. .... ~~...::..;:;....~ 

,>,,_~:, 0{ et!J • 
,,'':' .~ _. -. ~*"~~ 1 

,\:'C. l:AnC Hith respect to U(~~,~J.l1istrntivC" rc':1Ov~115 - He"l i(1,-:1I:; e,:q • 
........ -~ .... ~"*""-....- •. ~"~'''~'''~.''''-

VB. n're + N;u~C -- n',,1id"nt~rc;il: uith failure rutes of 0 • .:i25;~ and 
~,. _ :'~_:.,<~_'~!..!:~' ... :3. 

O.361%~ respectively. 
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(3) 

(n) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

VB. RTC + NARC \odth respect to rearrests - nonidentical. 
~~,."'-'""- .... -.;: .:-..:;~.~;..n. 

va. RTC ;- NARC \-lith respect to adniinistrative removals --
I 

T!clons va. tasdc.meananta -- non:ldr.:nti.ct1l: ''lith failure rates 
!-*~.-....;.i;.:.£..:';':';~~;.;!. 

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

respectivo.ly. 

Felons VB. all other lldult Felons -- irl('nt:f.ci'.l: ~1ith failure 
It ... .&-...~-c.:=c 

'raten of 0.194% and 0.2cl%, respectively. 

~ .. it:h :ta.l1Ut,,! ratca of O.559~~ and O. 714%t resp·:!ctive1y. 

Felons and t1isdemeanants va. all other Felons and Hisdcm{;ant'tUts 

;1.~~~J,l,11}£!!1: with fru.lure rates of 0.380% ;:;nd 0.376%, respectively. 

VG. Eucl:Ld .. - T'r·,dr1,,,?:·:(''''1: ~vith ttdlure rates of 0.380% and 
';"-,-."" ~:-... -,.....,.,....., ...... ..:.!;! 

V3. 

uith failure ral:CS of 0.380% end 0.452%, 

Vl}. f,R2 '(ii.th r(!f;pect to ;:aarrer.to -- ·ron:i~ka)-JC!ul .• 
__ ""' ..... ..::- .. ~, •••• I"-, .. ~,;;..:'...!:Io 

'1."0. h.W .... - .'L:;·lh .• ~~~l~ \J,tth fcilure rates of 0.380% and 0.342%. 
., _, .,' • .-~10 

Vf}.. RTC ulth respect to ~tlC8.pes -- tJ~SJ:1.Ec.!,--c;!.~l. 

- 12 -
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VB. RTC with respect to administrative removals -- identical. 
~!-"'t..~ 

(0) vs. NARC -- id.ep,tic=c1.:!,.: 1ilith failure rates of 0.380% and O.368%p 

respectively. 

V8. NARC '\<lith respect to 

VB. NARC vlith respect to escapes -- Lcle7Il.~~~1=. 

va. NARC ~vith respect to administrative removals 

(£) V8. RTC + NARC ~(~~n.t.:~"'.~: \vith failure rates of 0.380% cnd 

O.361Z, respectively. 

va. RTC + NARC with respect to eccapas -- j.~L~.,.nrJ£j}J-. 

vs. RTC + NARC ~·lith respect to a.drrluiotrative rm'lovals 

:I del') tical. 
.:-.:.::-;.~,:.'*~~~::: 

(a) Felons YD. HiE:.do!llec.l1a11.tn -- p(''1tcl,··,U,_c;:.1~: ,deh failure rate.s 

(b) 

-------* .. - ........ -
(in percEmtf.lf,e fa:Uurc.s p~'.r day) of 0.207% ,md Q./f63;~p re;;poc­

tiv(~ly. 

FelollS VEl. 1311 other l1.c1.ult Felons _.- j(l'~nticnl: ,-lith 
:. ~- ~:,~--:;""::";"~ 

failure rates of O.207l! c.'Ild 0.2827., n;~spectivcly. 

H1.edemeanant;~ va. all otlH.n: adult HicdemeanantG -- j ,1;'nti.cfil: 
... ,-,,:'::";;'~ :':,~7"'.;.:-~-~::t 

uit:h failure rates of 0.1:,63% aId 0.705%, respectively. 

Felona and trusdcn1'='!anants va. all' otlwr adult l rcl()i.'\s and His­

dcm:!am.tnts -- ;r.:=~_::~~':::!:::C.:):,: with f<.:ilure rates of 0.242% end 

o. t~ 3~;~ p l::e.cpectively. 

VB. SR2 -- ~ ","d ,.~ "'1 ti C';! t: 
;.."',... .. ~~.." .... ." =;~~~~ 

O.4~2%, rcopectivcly. 

va. Si12 nith rCtlpect to 

va. SR2 .. 7ith rC3pact to 

va. SI'.2 t.;rith refipect to 

'tiith failure rates of O. 2/~2% and 

rearrests -- l~;P,JJ,f~' 

CSC~I!?eO -- 1 (l('.n ttc;'J.1. 
0,., .. _:;,.;:: ~~_..:t.:.- ~Jr;;O 

a,dll'4nistrntive removals fd'mt:letl.J .• 
;.u:..o:~~·~.:ltt::..~::a 
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(c) VB. RTC -- igelll=.ical,: with failure rates of 0.242% and 0.3lf2%, 

respectively. 

vs. RTC with respect to rearrests -- nonidentical. 
:;=~,.;::'~ -:~'~:.-~ ::::.:z 

ve. RTC with respect to escapes -- j.d~1). t i.ca :!,_. 

vs. RTC vlith respect to admillistrative removals -- nonidentical. 
;.:-- ..... -:: ... ::,;..~...:-- -;.:----

Cd) vs. NARC -- noni.dentica.l: 
... -.-~ .. -=~:;~ :.:-~~"~~ 

with failure rates of 0.242% and 

0.368%, respectively. 

vs. NARC with respect to rearrests -- identical. 
':="';;-"';::::-,:,,-,;":-~;,;;=;:::, 

vs. NARC with respect to escapes -- identical. 
t.:;:,=:.;::..;;,:-~=-=.~.=:. 

va. NARC \vith respect to administrative romovals :i.d(~ntical. :=.-- - .,_. ---C::=:!; -
(e) vs. RTC + NARC -- .nP .. IJif1Q.!L~J$~: ~.Jith failure rates of 0.2/+2% 

~-- .. 
and 0.361%, respectively. 

V8. RTC + NARC \vith respect. to rearrests identical. 
~-~·t-.=-c---= 

VB. RTC + NARC ~-dth respect to escapes - jr,trl1,,~_ical. 

va. RTC + NARC \vlth respect to adi.irl.nistrat:l.ve removals 

(n) Felons va. Hisciem:!anants - !:()I~~5:,n~~JF:1.~: with failure rates 

(ill percentage failures per day) of 0.2411% and 0.849%) respec­

tively. 

~atc8 of 0.244% nnd 0.2551., respectively. 

11iodct!:~3n,:\:nts vs. all other adult Hisdcrueanants -- identical: 
~..:=;:...-.:;~"";::~ 

u:lth failure rat<:9 of- 0.849% &nd O.64n, respectively. 

I'alons and l'1iodcmeanants ve. all other Felons and Hisdeme.anallts 

(b) va. It'"fC -- iocntical: with f allure rates of 0,452% and 0.342%, 
L: .... _.....:;.1,,,;,: . ....:.-.:c~,;,'::"-= 

respectively. 
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(6) 

vs. RTC with respect to rearrests -- nonidentical. 
~.:.:..~~-.:.~ 

vs. RTC \-lith respect to administrative removals -- identical. 
:"'::":':~'';=--='::'--';:' 

(c) va. NARC -- i:9~Q.~.icql: with failure rates of 0.452% and 0 •. 368~', 

respectively. 

(d) 

RTC 
""-== 

(a) 

(b) 

vs. NARC 'v.lith respect to rearrests -- identical. 
=.;...:~-;::;=:-~~ 

VB. NARC vlith respect to administrative removals 

VB. RTC + NARC -- identical: vTith failure rates of O. Lf52% and 
::---.----~...::;..:..:: 

0.361%, respectively. 

vs. RTC + NARC vlith respact to rearrests -- identica~ .. 
;;.;--~--.~......=.":.:::.,;= 

va. RTC + NARC ~dth respect to escapes -- nonidentical. 
~.';.:i~-~=~': .. ';.::;1:;;:.~~ 

VB. RTC + NARC with respect to administrative removals -­

noniden tical. 
:.::--;.- ~- -.---- --~ -~ ";: -

Felons V8. Hisdemeanants -- identical: ~vith failure rates (in 
,;;:;;-~-.~;~,:::.~:: .. = 

percentage failures per day) of 0.317% and 0.405%, respE!ctively. 

Felons VB. all other non-narcotic adult Felons -- identi.cal: 
:.....;.~~.,7 ••• .;.:.:::.;..:._-....O-~~~.:. 

uith failure rates of 0.317% and 0.253;;, respectively. 

liisdemeanants V8. all other non-narcotic adult Hisdemeanants -­

non:l.dr:ntical: ~.rlth failure rates of 0.405% and O. 669~; ~ l:espec-• .;...----=~ .:;.....--::,':::"":, ... --=~.:.--~.-;-,:: . --
tively. 

Felons and Hisdemeanants vs. all other non-narcotic adult. 

F·~lonn and Hisderneanants -- :i.ibntical: ",ith failure rates of 
=..::...;;..~-=---.~-::,~.:.;;..:-~~ 

0. 3/~27; and O. 377;:~ respectj_vely. 

with failure rates of O. 3lI2~~ and 0.368% p 

l:espectively. 

VB. NARC with respect to rearrests -- ?2D~\~~1~~js~1. 
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(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

va. NARC with respec t to escapes -- ig~_I.l~~t;:£,l. 

vs. NARC \.,lith respect to administrative removals nonidentical. 
=::.- - ~~.=--~-~.--~.+--.-.-. _. --

(a) Felons vs. l1isdemeanants -- i§enttc~l: with failure rates (in 

percentage failures per day) of 0.367% and 0.371%, respectively. 

(0) 

Felons va. all other non-narcotic adult Felons -- identical: ==.=-== 

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

Hiademeanants VB. all other non'-narcotic adult Hisdemeanants 

nonidentical: with failure rates of 0.371% and 0.669%, respec-
;:.;; . ";;;'-';;:-~-' -:.: ~ .. -.--:--:-~.;;::: 

tively. 

Felons and rlisdemeanants va. all other non-narcotic adult Felons 

and l1:Lsdemeanants -- identical: ,dth failure rates of 0.368% 
:;,-~,.:.;~:.= 

and 0.377%, respectively. 

Felons vs. Uisdemeanants -- identJcal: ",ith failurC:. rates (in 
~ ~':.~~.-.-.-.-' .• ...::.::.-:::....-:;;; 

percentage failures per day) of 0.352% and 0.380%, rQsp0.ctively. 

Felons va. all other non-narcotic nuu1t Felons -- mmi.d."·\,Uc:>l: 
?,. __ -.--;:'~·~,;~F..:;::::-~ 

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

Hisdemeanonts vs. all other non-narcotic adult !1isdemeanants 

BSpJ,,f}('lltJr"1: with failure rates of 0.380% and O. 669;~, respectively. 

Felons and Ydsdemeanants vs. all other non-narcotic adult felons 

?.nd :t-l:isdemcanants -- identical: w'ith failure rates of 0.361% 
:. ..• ,.;- .. ~~..:::.=..'"= 

and 0.3777~, respectively. 

YOtlTHFUI, OF17E:m"ERS 
..... ---..:. .. --=.::-~-:...:::.-~.;..;-..::.,~-..:;;.= 

(a) SERD vs. C'.\.'CY -- idnnti.cal: with failure rates (in. percentage 
:-;:,;....-:-.~~"!-~-,;:-...:; .. .;--::::;.:. 

failures per day) of 0.467% and 0.483%. respectively. 

SERn vs. CTc...'Y with respect to rearrests -- identical. ::. ..... --=--:::~--==.:::::..= 

SERD VS. CTCY \yith respect to escapes -.- identical. 
: ~:....;.::.;...;:.~- ;;-,..;.:::=;: 

SEPJ) vs. CTCY with re.spect to administrative removals :i.dentical. 
::::--==':-;.': .. =.:==--= 
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(b) SERD + CTey vs. YCCp -- i.~_ellt..~l; with failure rates of 0 .. 479.7. .. 

and 0.437%, respectively. 

SERD + CTCY vs. YCCP ,vith respect to rearrests -- n.9]1}Qt;Ilti.,,<;:{lh:. 

. SERD + CTCY VS. YCCP with respect to escapes -- j'-'lfMJ.~.lll· 

! SERD + CTCY VS. YCCP with respect to administrative removals 

noni.dB~.aJ._. 

(c) SERD -I- CTCY vs. all non-narcotic adult Felons -- .nQn:l9~ntJ.~~~_1: , ~ -- --,. .... -.. . .-
with failure rates of 0.479% and 0.253%, respectively. 

SERD + CTCY VS. all adult Felons -- 'p'.QP_t0JT'..t"i_c ___ gl,: with failure 

rates of 0.479% and 0.289%, respectively. 

(10) OVERALL TOTALS 

All non-narcotic adult Felons VB. Misdemeanants -- ;~.,:1-~.d·r:~nt~_L:3-~: 

w:Lth failure rates of 0.253~~ and 0.669%, respectively. 

All adult Felons vs. Hisdemeanants -- E.2l1..i..:~'£1i_t:.:iPl!.: >-lith failure 
;~ .. ~~ ___ " .. :;~:.::..=-..=-.;.7.io 

rates of 0.2G9% and 0.555%, respectively. 

Non-narcotic adult rearrest rate vs, narcotic rearrest rate --

ide.ntical: with rates of 0.0751% and 0.0812%, respectively. 

l'icn--llarcotic adult escape rate vs. narcotic escape rate -­

identical: with rates of 0.l93~ and 0.184%, respectively, 
~--~ 

Non-narcotic adult r€l11oval rate vs. narcotic removal rate -­

!:.denti=.c.l: ';-lith rates of 0.109% and 0.0956~~, respectively. 
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POST-PROGRAN PERFORHMiCE 

Institutional Parole 
=-..c:::c:: 

- total failure rate: 0.0876% 

contribution from rearrests: 0.0676% 

contribution from escapes and parole violations: 0.0200% 

!!g.~fway House Parole (adult only) 

total failure rate: 0.0624% 

contribution from rearrests: O. 04L16% 

contribution from escapes and parole violations: 0.0178% 

vs. IP: nonidentical 
~?i--'~-::: 

VB. IP: with respect to rearrests: 

VB. IP: with respect to escapes and parole violations: nonidentical. 
-
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TABLE 1 

PROBABILITY OF RECIDIVISM ~.)'lTHIN SIX HO;..rTHS 

h(t) = failure rate" . Probability for RecidivisnJ 
(in % f uilures per day) wi thi.n Six Honths 

0.000 .0000 

0.050 .0872 

0.100 .1668 

0.150 .2395 

0.200 .3058 

0,250 .3663 

0.300 .4216 

0.350 .4720 

0.400 .5181 

0.450 .5601 

0.500 .5985 

0.550 .6335 

0.600 .6655 

0.650 .6%6 

0.700 .7213 

0.750 .7456 

0.800 .7678 

0.850 .7880 

0.900 .8065 

0.950 .8234 

1.000 .8528 
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TABLE 2 

PROBABILITY OF NO RECIDfVISN \~ITH1t-; SIX HONTBS 

h(t) ~ failure rate 
(in % failures per clay) 

0.000 

0.050 

0.100 

0.150 

0.200 

0.250 

0.300 

0.3S0 

U. LIOO 

0.451) 

n.5('O 

0.550 

0.600 

0.650 

0.700 

0.750 

0.800 

0.850 

0.900 

0.950 

1.000 

1.050 

Probability for No Recid­
ivism td thin Six Houth!? 

1.00no 

.9128 

.8332 

· 7605 

.6942 

.6337 

.578/1 

.5280 

• ,'181 ':i 

.439'J 

.4Gb 

.366.5 

.331,5 

• 305 /, 

.2787 

.2')411 

.2322 

.2120 

.1935 

.1766 

.1612 

.1472 
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TABLE 3 

MEDDU~ OF DURATION DISTRIBUTION 

h(t) = failure rate 
(in % failures per day) 

0.000 

0.050 

0.100 

0.150 

0.200 

0.250 

0.300 

0.350 

0.400 

0.450 

0.500 

0~550 

0,600 

0.650 

0.700 

0.750 

0.800 

0.850 

0.900 

0.950 

1.000 

1.050 

Number of Days at "Thieh 
Probability for 

Recidivism is 1/2 

IX) 

1386.3 

69J.1 

462.1 

346.6 

277 .3 

231.0 

198.0 

173.3 

154.0 

138.6 

126.0 

115.5 

106.6 

99.0 

92.4 

86.6 

81.5 

77 .0 

73.0 

69.3 

66.0 
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tlOU~I~S \;J:l:'1 r-·;'~)~;~:~:: .. \:Ir!.l~--! -~~~:~~~,,')~~:: ~--l 
HOUSE W1H,Sh !~L(.t,!m I .,A.fr. I .. \)I~D ~ L;·. 1.,1- 1'.," '1<1) 

EFEe -c~g;::' :~~,'" I, -, -T~u~{-:~~'-, -··-r-- '--'-1 
NARC i I 

Narcotic Houses I 
ALL Othc'r Non- 1 I I 

----+-----------+---------·----f--·---- .--.... ----------i 
ccclll ccctflf, SR2 EF l, Cn:t,'5. 

Eud [tl~ RIC, I~ARC 

ALL Ol'her Non­
Unrcotic. Iluuscs 

~------~-----------------+---------.--
CCC!!J) C',:C;' [)} ~:;: i 

I AT,j (\Ui~'r ;;on-

1----+ -----------+~---------.-1_,.~~-~ t:··--~~;~~~-~:~~~~--i 
C',(',C','5 C(,'C:!,f'] ('{"e :1, ['n') I"'" ! ,~. ,. r "1" 1 

f - II ',,'t, ,', ... , 'J,',"l "",~ .'u .. l( • 
NI\.Hl~ 

ALL Otht·J:' Non­
ll:ucoLic Hom: p ,; 

Euclid eee/fl, eeCil/f, '--I--~~n~c:-~~~- l -­
CCCf.t5, SR2, NARC 

SR2 

ALL Other Non­
Narcotic Hou:.~cs 

ceC/il 

ALL Other :1on­
N;:~rcot:ic: lh)'l:,;(';:; 

EP':C, LUcl id 

--- 1------------. ~--.--.-----}.---------
I 

lZTC I 
I ceCiil, CCC:(I~ I:FEC 

I 
ALL ~{O'l-!~Arcoti.(' I 

1:.)U·'I';:; 

----+--,---------~-" 
CC(';:(). ~)I~2, K'l\J ,I 

ALL ~;I>!,-:;~lrC('t h 

NARC eee/II, CCC(llr El'I:C, Eue 1i d 

;!(;\hC~ ! 
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TABLE 5 

I~OUSE ?ERFO~{:,-,'.;;(,E ~Z~'E~;eE TABLE II 

- ~ 1 .... :"- ... ~ - ~.~..... ~ "';""\ ,. '\.'!"'!to' I "..., .. r,.... ".,.., ..,....,.. .... ""-.. '" ESCI' .. PE R,'l.TE & Rlili""K RE~OVA~ Pu\TE & PJU~K j HOu..:Ii'.. I Ov.;:.RA.l.L r.. d.l::. :J: t·_~.'.l' J R~t~~l·.ESl k\TL 10< R,~.,! ... 

~ 0.2367. 1 0.067% 4 0.169% "7 oor 1" I ,0 

0.283 10 0.200 9 . CCC#1 I 0.565 11 0.032 7 

11 0.139 5 I eCC#4 I 0.525 10 0.064 3 0.322 
j 

eccfJs 0.380 .') G.Ofl3 2 0.190 8 0.147 6 

Eur:lid 0.242 2 0.073 5 0.133 3 0.037 2 

(--.) SR2 
w 0.452 7 0.146 9 0.087 1 0.218 11 

RIC 0.342 3 0.003 1 0.159 4 0.175 7 

~,ARC 0.3E8 l., ;] .IF) 3 0.195 9 0.064 3 

1 S::RD 0./f67 8 ! 0.li3 }O 0.164 5 0.130 4 
1 I 

I 
I ! 

I eTey 0.433 " I 0.179 11 0.091 2 0.213 10 
""" I 

t 
I I I yeep 0.437 

,. 
0.076 6 0.168 6 0.193 8 • 0 I , 

I ! 

~ 
i , ; --i- -! -- ---------- .--.~ .. ~-.-.--



TAtiLE 6 

J\J\~i DATA Sm'!!lAEY 1 

TOTAL 1- TOTf,), NU!1BEH NU:tl'T:R! ~m;:1BER I 

EXP{)';Ulm l'A I LURES OJ<' Of I OF 
'J'} \'lI~ nr·' , "I'E'c:'l'(.' l~sr" \"11<': i tlI"HOV 'I S ". I h .u\.I.\ \. .,J ,l,J ",,- \,..o! 1 J\,J f r".I.i J\..J 

I \ 

-~901l---~1 6· t 1;---'--0--1 
HOU~iE 

eel: 't 1 12033 68 10 '3/, 24 

I :: I 
I E"c·l1d 21!lR2 5:1, 16 I 29 I 8 I 
I ~"U ()il63 31 J() (J J5 I 

9327 6 

11578 .5 

J 1.\ •• ~ )t'f •• J :J.) ) 77 

--l~'l;'-' 119 79 [--l~-r- 1 T-~1- --r~---1 
_.:::~.~~ _____ ~:~~ ~:~ _?3 __ j_-2~~_~':_~ 

ItTG " I 
lL\l~C /~] i<JO 151 31., 77 1,0 

,,,-----_. --f---- -t-----l 

! 
(a~·\m) J 

:. __ T_O·~~~~-J:~}:~/+3!t ~j..-.,~i_d_. 7_----l_==[,.:'7:==j==2=1::3==t==1=1 =7 == 
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TABLE 7 

RAt-l DATA SUMNARY II 

F E L 0 H S t-' I S V E Ii It A N A ~~ T S 

Total J -,- t.l\1nl~~I---;cltal ,---

E«poGur.e. Failure I "~" I E·;:P'\fHlrt: I, E 1:'.:.1) \:,' e 
Time Rat e I Fai l"'i'P'i Till.' I H,Ht! 

.. --- -----(~·--t-·---·-·l---'-1 
6614 0 . .151% 11 '2287 lo.Mn/; 

7055 0.1+2') 38 ',9iB I Ll.7(.3 I 
II" 1. ,'I ','" ,,') 2Y,1 . 

Nutrlber 

-. i 
HOUEr: Failurec 

EFE~ 10 

eee ~11 30 

eee;'lf 2J 6986 0.358 

eee.. ;1.') 11 %71 o .19/~ 33 

Euclid 39 18856 0.207 14 3826 
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III 

ANAT .. YSIG OF RESIIT..TS 



In thiH discussion of resul ts ~le shall not pU1'5\](,' any compnr:l 80111-1 

in which all categories are shown to be identical, hut rather sholl confine 

ourselves to those where there was at least onc di£ferenc0, It should be 

noted that performance oll.mnary tables arc providC:'d on pages 22 and 23 after 

the conclusion of all the pairwise compariBons, in addi t ion to summarit'fl of 

the data collected, which are presented in Tab10G 6 and 7. 

The vcry first thing that is noticed 15 ttwt misden.eannnt r; had a 

stgnH::tcantly higher fail ure rate than felons in ('very 8111[,le lwune, with 

ovcl"ill1 rateG \)T 0.669% and 0.253%, r(~zJlcetivcly~ Hhcl1 tala'n over the H:i~ 

non-narcotic adult hOllseD~ and O. 555% ~md O. 289;~, respectivoly, Hhen thl' t.HO 

narcotic houses are added bock in. There Dre obviously goin~ to be Borne 

houses [or which there appear ttl he bctter per[on~,lnccB among fdom; c;lHl/or 

misdc'r.:t~analltB t:h~:n at othel: houces, but thiB is eL~neraJ 1y n 1:lb~(~d }JiC'tllr0 • 

. As a rule, though) those houses vrhich twmll to be rt·rforndng l.:Jn~ lllwrlv than 

the others did so <1180 with rcspect to both lllir.Jnmeananls (l1111 ft,dl1Hl. For 

identical to trw!' of t.he tot .. l1 r:rollp, but t.lwre \!as a ~1 ight j l'."iiing 'j n (ho 

d.Ln·ction of a hit;her rnte for CCCff.l. The l:nme eouid 1".' ~wid f(,l' CeC/!ll :m.! 

itb £ t,1011 rt'conl. 

K[wn we begin to look at the Gpcl:i[ic porlorll!i1lH!C' rl(~Ohk of hOllSP 

Vt;rsus hOllse, the fir:~t c1nsh occurs in the' ('ol:1p:!ri:;oll'; u! [FEe tP nIl tlw 

ot,lwr holt!,)(>s. Thcn'(! is a clearl.y overal.l bupc'rior pu"fnrr:nncc' by FrEe; ...,f'('n 

cor.ipm:(ld to all other hOWiPH pxr.<'pL Euclid. ThOtl:~h En:c alf;o hw; a In\\'~'r 

total failure rate than Euclid, the> di.ff('rcml~e if: flO Blight Cl!; to be d£!I'lill'.:'d 

Ilcglit1ib1e. \'1wn the inilunls Hrc hrob!n dO'im into t1wir thn'p pll.;,;ihlp 

entlcc.'!') vll' note th;-:t there HPre no Hth:lini:;tT[lliVt· l"(!Ul,.lvills from EFJ:e; awl hencp 

no co:nparisons an' possible [or rc:r.ovaJ r.:ltl'f~. 'Ihnn gOhl); dmm t],(, 1 i~:L [lnd 

looting at the rom:reHt and CSCilPC figures, \,1(' SL!t:! that hFEC ranks ahout in 

t1 1 '11 d <:11 "u1' J{'I'C, (',(~(~!!r;. Ie M tl(l Q on CSCHpCS an' ~urpUSSCH! u _ .J~. <ll1tl CCC;!lt ('Ill rcarre<;tH. 

Hut it is clectrly r;FgCI~l "superior" re!cnval rat€' vihich PlIts it into the 'dumber 

one positi.on overalL iJe (ould, of COUrf~f', StlSp\!L!t. that if indm~d there had 

blwn removal1> fYCll'! El7I:C, then the rCflrref;t and Ofh'ape r,lt(~~; Ht'uld have h(·f.m 

lowered accordingly. 
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The nC'xt: house to be examined is eeel!} > and the first: dJfference noted 

is that with eCCI!5. Though tllCSe. two hous(~s appear La hnv(;' identical records 

for ('i1cll of tht' three failur(~ categories, the total comparison showed eeelll to 

be inferior. A further breakdown of the figures shm<ls that ceclil had a slightly 

higher fai.lure rat"e in each cau~gory, but not quitE' enough to be illtiicnted as 

such, and ",hen all three were put together this difference d:!.d indeed show up. 

When CeclIl is compared to Euclid, a more defi.n:!.tive patte.nl. is seen, n.:lmely, 

that tiw ovenrhdmingly J urger failure rate for cce1l1 is directly due to 

e1c'lJrly grE'Hter [r('quell~ies of both (;scapes and administr2tlvc. removals, 

which is exact] y the HaOle kind of observation that can be m;tde \<l!wn eeelfl 

i~; taken again[lt R'l'C and r;ARC comhinC!d (though the results nre sligh tlv differ­

ent \'iht:ll tll(' tvlO narcot j c houses are treated inrlividually). Finally, \.)hen tJl(.~ 

('tll.lparisdl1 i:i I'ldde to SR2, a considerably higher esenpe rate for CeCil] i.s 

lJal:11l('<.~d by :1 higher rearrest rate for SP2 (udlllJnistrative removals occurring 

al "lbollt tIl(' !i:J:llD rate). This might be due Lo the fact that. jndeed therr~ is 

1 lUll' crinduill. difference bet:\-leen an absconce and a rearrest. maybL' only in 

dCi~rc·C. ;m.l, in fact, I;hcm rearrests and escapes are lumpetl together He find 

a near equality of raLes. 

\~lcn we next turn to Cee#4, UP note that hoth its mistlemeanants and 

felol1f3 L:dled ,lluch more frequently than thOflC of the combin,j.Lion of all the 

other nnn-nnrcotie adult houses, and this, in turn, clearly makes the total 

f2ilure rnt0 Hi~nific~ntly hi~her. CCCU4 comes out with a very similar per­

fOrii1ann-' to CCC,;i5, but ul til n much l)oo1'e1' om:, than Euclid. Euclid dnc~; bcttc:r' 

11l'f::l.t1Hl' it haG a far superior perfonll<:nc/; with respect to escapes and r(',,~ovals 

al t>ng ~d th a rearrest rnte ~vld.ch i8 about th'c' sante. When "\>1\.: next come Lo 

CCClflt V('n:us ~;n2, ,,;c find that a worse escape! record for SR2 is c(luntcrhnl­

~mcC!d by ul'lr:htly hotter performancE.s in rearrests and removals. Agai.n, are 

(HH.'i!peeS cvenLt:rd candidiJ.tcfl for rearrest or possible administrative removal? 

The comparisons then beth'cen the drug houses and CCC1'l4 give very similar 

renults, except th.'l.t :.f:a this CUFIC the escape rate for ccsf/4 show'cd up to be 

suff:Ldcntly higher thnn that at cecn to allmv it to be deemed nonidentical 

,·]ith that of N!Ir\C. Also, \rllen JrfC and NARC \,ere put together, the rearn'st 

rate at CCUi', f>ht)wed up to be n'cognizably higher. 

1~hl.·n we next look at CCr.i.!5, W'8 flnd thaL its 110rfonnallC'o is Horse 

than thilL of Euclid, hut about. the Saul(' as SE2. Tll(> key cntegc,ry in the 
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Euclid comparison is ildminisLrnl iv(: removals, I"hen'ill CCCfrl ha~: a much 

higher ,'at0.. Tn t.hc' SH2 cump:lriSClll, w(> note lildt CCCIfS h:I~) :I heLter 

rc>arrt]st n','ord, but just not quitl' Gl10U;;h tt' sHing the overaJ 1 cOl!par~s('l1 

in it" iaV(lr, Fill:llly, against NARC, a 10\-.'('1" n'arll·~.;t rnle for CeCjl') is 

(,0111pll~Lely bnlC:lLlt.:E.'d out hy iL, higher removal rnt c. 

COl1tinuill)~, un\-l to Ep;:1id, slightly lOFer ril~e~: for all tilt·(,£, C'GU>­

gor.iC's \·:i1l!n cO.:ilnrud ~(' S:{2 lC'Cld to n clearly low.:r totdl rate for Lu,'Ii,!. 

I t should lHO po'lnt 8d Ollt th:ll ".'ben "10 ,·;e-at back l u dl~ck Eu,:J i d Vl:'r~;tt..., eLe 

other h(j\lst~s. its perft'nnnncl' Lurned out to be tlw vL'ry Dc>st of all. T1101 1,',h 

it 'v'B~, ruled to heW\..! performed the sar;le d'; RTC, Eu-.:ljd had a stgniJicilntly 

hly,hf?r rC:Orlest r:!tc, b.:1:. thia \.;'::1S 1!'0rc t.han halan('od by RTC's rr.\lrh hl,:h('r 

adntlrdt-ilLnlive. n~lllovnl Lll.e. Finnlly, 2.gaill!;t :1.(\RC, :~li~~ht (d?,'~~ in l'{C:J 

cnt(.·gl.lry g,lve Euclid a dl;nificantly better total perf or-manee rat..:, 

The last non-nnrcotic house, SR2, had perf0n:i:lncet-: c("1sid(]red to 

be idel!t leal to both nnrcot'ic ilOw.;es, thollgh i.t had i.l slightly hidwr 

reartest rate than RTC, and higher escape and r('I;!oval ratt?F thaI' NARC. 

(1) t~lC felon faiJure' n~tl'B \·:<';1'e a lot closer to ttu:.;n of the r1if.c.leI;wanants 

Lh.lll <iny of the· other houtlC'~,; (2) 11nreal ic J:ligde~h'analltb tCldpd to do ;J lot 

bettcr thHn non-ndrcoLic Ijtis(L'H1t."<mant~;; and (3) It)tnl i'c·rful1;I;i.ilCI' W;1~; ;!b()tJ~. 

\iith rCi;ani to youthful offt'ncl,'rs, the mc',:!: inttTv'lting point is 

that the failun; rate th~:rCl is cons:i.d(~rably higher th:m t1JDt o[ the ,ldll}t 

[('Ion group conr:iJercd afl one. rile: t\.;o youth houses 11wT:tsf:lvl!i) ti'ud£>d to 

rel'forn~ the SfL'Ta=, 12?C'h Hith a hie,her fnj.Inl'!'. rntu than I'lOst' of tlie aJu.lt 

!JI.)US(~E-'. HilC'!l tiw youth house: COl'lparison is brcll,cn dov:U t-iome",hat [U~·tht'l, 

\"L~ Sl'P f~EnD and CTCY t.ogC'tiler hud i.1 tala 1 fail.ure n:1'e consider<.>d to be 

the sn,-e as Y~~Cl', though SERD and Cf(;-y had a n:uch Ll;:h,'r l'carreGt rnt'e, 

Hhicn i:~~S counterbalanced hy a higher rCI.,(IVal rate at YCCP. 
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VI 

CONCLUDING REHARKS 



The results presented in this report have uses beyond the comparatiYe 

e,valuation of the relative performance of the houses. Since standard per­

formimce levels for in-program failures do not exi s t, the comparative data 

could be used to stimlilate the low-performing houses such as eCCDI and CCCU4 

to equal the performance of the better hous(~s, EFEe, CCC#5, Euclid. Nl\RC, and 

RTC. The analysis should also lead to questions concerning administrative 

re::noval policies, management and a revie", of the factors associated with 

escapes. 

Th~ f,let: that the narcotic houscs~ RTC and NARC, had superior in­

I>rogr3Jrl perfot'l1:ance may jndicate the c1es:lJ:'G.bi1ity of routing all "users" 

to these hounes. We would like to p~o~ose a continuation of tllis study 

\'lh:l'~l vwuld identify "userB" in the po?ulaU.nn sampled by eX<lmination of 

department COT;lputer files on uriu8 analysis resul ts. The qucstiO)lS "Ie 

would like to address are: 

(1) Do lIusersn in nOll-nuT.cotic hOUSC3 do as wal1 as those in R'l'C 

or NARC~ 

(2) Can positive ur:tnalysis reports be establislwd as a caus~ 

or an indicator of the likc·libc,Jd of 8scape~ and 

(3) How do "users" compare ,·lith "non-users II in tenns of post­

program performance? 

Other questions we \vould be interested in addressing are: 

(4) Coulpar:Lsons beL"\-;'een the tiW youth h0useH and hetw8en the 

Youth Acts and Adults with respect to post--program performance, 

(5) Analysis of cOll!ll1Unity perfor.mance data for women, and 

(6) Us~ of in-prof,r.aro failure rate <iata to predict the numbeJ:' 

of referrals needed to keep the houses up to capacity in terms of number 

of residents. 

These are six extremely important problems \vhich it is felt can 

nDt.r be attacked by the failure-rate. analysis and possibly some other 

related techniques. It is hoped that the conclusiveness and usability of 

the results contained herein ivill now kindle sufficient interest to 0.110\.1 
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[or the continuation of this kind of applied research. TIle benefits to 

an improved correctional system would be enormous and the continuation of 

a free dialogue between c.orrections officials and the applied scientific 

community must in the long term be of vital importance to a healthy 

District of Columbia. 
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