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Summary 

• The Parolee Reintegration Project ask[~ the question: 

"Will inc ..... -eased £ inancial support alone improve the chances of 
(I 

success for newly released parolees?!! In this sthdy, an experi-

• me~ltal group receiving a stipend of $470 \Vas compared with two 

control groups, one receiving the standard $20 ligate moneyll 

upon release and another $50. Several indications of parolee 

• success were~usedr ~arole violation, rearrest, parole officer 

assessment, and employment. While the experimental group con-

sistently performed better than the control group, the differ-

• ences were not statistically significant and no causal inference 

can be draitll1. There is ( in short l no strong evidence to suggest: 

that increasing the financial support to newly released parolees 

• increases their chances of successful readjustment. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Parolee Reintegration Project is an experimental program 

sponsored by the Connecticut Department of Correction to determine 
II 

whether increased flii.nancial assistance will affect r,he employment 
• 

and rearrest rates of men released on parole. bccording to the 

Department1s action grant application, "the principle objective 

of this program is to demonstrate whether financial rewards can 

make a significant reduction in the recidivism rate for released 

adult offenders. II In this case, the incentives consisted o~ 

increasing the financial support from the standard $20 received 

at release to a total of ~470 received over an eight week period. 

This report restates the original assumptions and purposes 

of this experimental project, describes its design and operation, 

discusses the results after each marrhad been released for a 

period of t1:,velve months, and makes an assessment of the overall 

inpact of the project. 

Assumptions and Goals 

There are a number of assumptions implicit in this attempt 

at reducing recidivism among parolees by increasing their financial 

resources. One is that most parolees have few or no financial 

resources awaiting them upon release. Another is that'the lack 

" of a means of support is causally related to criminal activity. 

Thus it is expected that increased employment will in turn tend 

(, 
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to lead to reduced criminal activity and decreased incarceration • 

Working with these assumptions and applying them to the parolee 

population, a number of specific expeetations Were developed by 

the Department of Correction. They are: 

1. Parol~ violations will be lower for those receiving increased 

financial inc{'mtives than for those receiving the standard 

amount. 

2. Arrest rates will be lower for those receiy:~ng increas~d_ 
\ - \ 

financial incentives than for those receiving the sta\ . l~ 
\. 

amount. 

3. Of those arrested, criminal. charges will be less severe for 

those receiving increased financial incentives than fu.c those 

receiving- the standard amount. 

4. Parole officers wiil be more likely to report favorable 

adjustments for those receiving financial incentives than 

for those receiving the standard amount. 

5. Employment rates v1ill be higher for those receiving financial 

incentives than for those receiving the standard amount. 

II 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The basis",Xcz~ the evaluation of this experiment and the test-
--:;:/ \. 

.... /.,/ \\ 
ing--'of thfBe specific expectations is the comparison of the post-

release binavior of one (experimental) group which received 

increased financial support with another (control) group which did 
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not. Post-release behavior of the parolees in both typ~s of 

groups was measured by,. fpdicators referring to the variables 

fCrfl.~ntioned in the :bypotheses listed above. Those in the experi­

, I tntal group were allotted a total of $470, in the form of an 

(( ",hni tial payment of $110 upon release and four additional pay-· ~(( ··""Jl .'~ 
y-meftts of $90 each at two vleek intervals. Persons who fled the 

'\jurisdiction or were'rearrested were automatically terminated 

• from continued participation. Those in the control group con-

tinued to receive only the standard $20 upon release. 'l'he 

reasons for selecting a second control group fire discussed later 

• in this report. 

A standard post-test-only control group 6?~sign was utilized. 

A major assumption of this type of design is that the experi-

• mental and control groups are equivalent prior to the differential 

• 

(here the introduction of the financial incentives) treatment. 

The two standard means for attempting to achieve this equivalency 

matched comparison and random selection -- were not feasible 

in this project. ~4.atched comparisons 'tiere rejected because of 
/1 

the large population (and hence long time period) 'which they 

• wouldha"lf= inVOlved, and because there is no persuasive theory 

or" co~seJ~us about crime-related characteristics \vhich "'lOuld 

point to any of a large number of possiple characteristics as 
,\ 

• possible bases for matching. The second means, random selection 

into one or another of the two types of groups, \vas rej ected by 

the staff of the Department of Correction on grounds that it 

• would be too difficult to administer, raised constitutional and 

• 
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et.hical questions, and would be self-defeating anyway since it 

would probably be frustrated by attempts to alter ·the "natural ll 

order of releases. 

The alternative finally used as the means for selecting the 

experimental and control groups was to designfl.t.e as the experi­

mental group forty-five men released during ,Tanuary and February 

of 1973, and identify as one control group the previous forty-

• five men released, and as a second central group Lhe next forty­

Qfive. While not ideal, this selection procedure was adopted 

after determining that the release dates of prisoners are not 

• based on any pattern likely to produce systematic biases in any 

of the three groups. A detailed examination of the profiles of 

these groups is found in Appendix I of this repo~t. Our faith 

• in the selection procedure adopted is supported by these tables 

although somethinq~less than perfectly equal distributions are 

• 
seen. 

The subjec\....3 participatii'g in this experiment were drawn 

from men released on parole from the state's two major correction 

facilities at Somers and Enfield. Men released from otL~r insti-

• tutions or through other means (e.g. local jails or special work 

release programs) were excluded in order to simp-'-.Lfy the admini­

stration of the project and because many of the~her alternacive 

• release routes are experiments themselves or involved a variety 

of experimental ;;"ork or training programs I the effects of which 

could not easily be controlled for in this rather small project. 

• Inmat.es released from the women I s facility at Niantic were excluded 

• 
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due in part to their few numbers and also due to the variety of 

... o·ther types of release programs currently available at that 

center. NevertheI'ess it should be kept in mind that if any 

program for increasing financial support for persons released 

• 

• 

'. 
I> 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

on parole or concluding their sentence is adopted, it would 

probably include everyone released from the custody of the 

Department of Correction and not just those released from the 

two institutions from ':lhich the sample was draww.. 

Background and personal information on each of these 135 

men was obtained from central parole office records in Hartford 

and vlas gathered in February and !1arch 1973. Follow-up of post.-

release behavior commenced approximately two months after the 

first parolee in the experimental group was released and con-

tinued for fourteen months until twelve month follow-up data 

on the last man released was obtained. This follow-up informa-

tion was obtained from the regular periodi~ reports of indivi-

dual parole officers. After an initial persor.al visit to each 

cf the three regional parole offices by a research assistant, 

data were obtained by either telephone or personal intervit;!\\7s r 

depending en the preference of the individual parole officer. 

Controls 

It is all too common in government-sponsored pilot programs 

to find that while the ends desired by the experimental· project 

are 2.chieved, the results are not necessarily lIcaused" by the 

spercific actiOl'?!.s or agents designed to bring about the change, 
,\ 

~\ 
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but rather by some other set of unanticipated factors. One 

... common problem is that the very designation of II experimental II 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

or IIpilot" can alter substantially the behaviur of a group and 

its treatment by researchers or officials who have a special 

interest in following the experiment. Ideally this pro:--lem 

should be met by conducting a "blind" experiment, so that ·the 

subjects -- control and experimental -- are no·t even aware 

of the experiment, or a "dbuble blind" experiment in which even 

the researcher docs not have knowledge of the particular status 

of the subjects. Neitiler of these courses of action was open 

in this case, since partJcipation involved receiving varying 

amounts of money_ However, in order to guard against bias and 

the possibility of a "self-fulfilling prophecy" in the experi-

ment, several efforts at controlling for "researcher" induced 

changes were undertaken. A second control group was given $30 

upon release in addition to the standard gate allowance of $20. 

Like those receiving a total of $470,thesc men and their parole 

officers I;vere informed that -they had also been selected to par-

ticipate in an experiment. It "vas thought that the additional 

thirty dollars wruld not substantially alter the parolee's 

financial status! and that any differences between this group 

and the ']r0Up receiving $20 \vQuld be attributed to a II Hawthorne " 

effect rather than any increased support. Thus the study pro-

ceeded with one true experimental group and two control groups. 

Several additional steps have been made to control for 

other possible influencing factDrs. Appendix I reports on the 
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degree of comparability of the three groups used in this_experi-
() 

eo ment, and some effort has been made to measure the impact of 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

the increased financial support while controlling for the 

amount of savings in possession of the parolee uP9n release. 

Unfortunately however the small size of the sample prohibited 

the systematic introduction controls into the study. This 

problem of small sample size was further frustrated by the 

fact that on almost all of thEf7 indicators, the great bulk of,. 
r'/ 

the subjects tended,to fall into only one of the several 

alternative categories (e.g. most subjects in each of the 

groups were not rearrested). This had the effect of creating 

many blank cells in those cross-tabulations vlhich introduced 

a third variable. 

III 

THE FINDINGS 

A. Parole Violations after Twelve Months 

The first of the several indicators to be used to judge the 

effects of increased financial support is the rate of parole 

violations for those in the experimental and control groups. 

Violations have been tabulated by the frequency of violations 

• 0 

• 

• 

of all types issued for each group. The results are reported 

in Table A. It shows that for the most part there are no strong 
<) 

variations among the three groups. Hith but partial exception 

the single largest group of parolees received no formal warpings, 

:'1 
\ 
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reprimands or misconduct reports of any sort. Group II, the 

experimer-iCal group receiving the $470 payment, looks remarkedly 

like the $20 control group, although the former has a slightly 

larger percentage receiving multiple reports. The $50 control. 

group has the smallest percentage receiving no reports and 

conversely has the largest number receiving multiple reports. 

These differences, however, are not statistically significant 

and therefore no inference of a positive impact due to increased 

payments can be drawn vlith confidence. 

Table A 

.... 
Number of Formal Warnings or Misconduct Reports filed for Each Parolee 

after ~ie1ve Months 

I(20) II(470) III(50) 

l)none 23(51.1%) 23(51.1) 16(36.4) 

2) 1-2 15(33.3) 12(26.6) 17(38.6) 

3) 3-4 6(13.3) 4(8.9) 4(9.1) 

~l) 5-6 
\ 

1(2.3) 3(6.7) 4(9.1) 

5) 7 or more 0(0.0) 3(6;7) 3(6.8) 

45(100.0%) 45(100.0%) 44(100.0%) 

X2 II-I NS * 
'X2 II-III HS 

*throughout this report all tests of .significance are at the .05 
level of significance. 

(j 
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B. Parole Rearrest during the Twelve Months 

Perhaps the most important hoped for result of the Project 

was a decrease in recidivism for those subjects in the experi-

mental group. Needless to say IItrue ll measures of recidivism 

are impossible to come by and this study '1as had to fall back on 

ric) 
~eC'J}£rest fi.gures as obtained by the parole officers. Table B-1 

.{~::;:>.~~ 

presents a breakdown of total number of arrests for parolees in 

eac~ group. Again the pattern obser.ved in the previous section 

is repeated here. There is no difference between the $20 ~nd 

$470 groups (75.6% of both groups I and II were never rearr~sted) 

while the $50 group fared much w9rse, with only slightly over 

half (52.3%) of the men in it remaining free from an arrest during 

the twelve month period. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

Table B-1 

Relation Between Payment Groups and Number of Parole Rearrests 
Af-ter Twelve Months 

I (20) II(470) III (50) 

none. 34(75.6%) 34(75.6%) 23(52.3%) 

1-2 5(11.1) 6 (13 .3) 13(29.5) 
.'1 

3-4 4(8.9) ~J(4.4) 6(13.6) 

5-6 1(2.2) 3(6.7) 1(2.3) 

7 or more 1(2.2) 0(0.0) 1(2.3) 

4!5(lOO.0%) 45(100.0%) 44(100.0%) 

x2 r"-I NS 

x2 II-III NS 
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reprimands or misconduct reports of any sort. Group II, the 

• experimental group receiving the $470 payment, looks remarkedly 
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like the $20 control group, although the former has a slightly 

larger percentage receiving multiple reports. The $50 control 

group has the smallest percentage receiving no reports and 

conversely has the largest number receiving multiple reports . . 
These differences, however, are not statistically significant 

and therefore no inference of a positive impact due to increa[:tcd 

payments can be drawn with confidence. 

Table A 

" Number of Formal Warnings or Misconduct Reports filed for Each Parolee 

after Twelve Nonths 

I(20) 1I(470) III(50) 

l)none 23(51.1%) 23(51.1 ) 16(36.4) 

2) 1-2 15(33.3) 12(26.6) 17 (38.6) 

3) 3-4 6(13.3) 4(8.9 ) 4(9.1) 

4) 5-6 
\ 

1(2.3) 3{6.7) 4(9.1) 

5) 7 or more 0(0.0) 3(6.7) 3(6.8) 

45(100.0%, 
G 

Ie> 
45(100.0%) 44(100.0%) 

X2 II-I NS * 
'X2 II-III NS 

';1 

\ 

*throughout tl1.is report aJ.l tests of significance are at the .05 
level of significance. 
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B. Parole Rearrest during the Twelve Months 

Perhaps the most important hoped for result of the Projeot 

was a decrease in reciidivism for those subjects in the experi-
~. - , 

mental group. ~Jeedless to say "true" measures of recidivism 

• are impossible to come by and this study has had to fall back on ;:?-
:; 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

rearrest figures as obtained by the parole officers. Table B-1 

presents a breakdown of total number of arrests for parolees in 

each group. l~gain the pattern observed in the previous section 

iI is repeated here. 'rhere is no difference betvleen thc_., $20 Zl.nd 

$470 groups (75.6% of both groups I and II were never rearrested) 

while the $50 group fared much worse, with only slightly over 

half (52.3%) of the men in it remaining free from an arrest during 

the twelve month period. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

Table B-1 

Relation Between Payment Groups and NlLrnber of Parole Rearrests 
After Twelve Months 

I (20) II(470) III (50) 

none 34(75.6.f1) 34(75.6%) 23(52.3~) 

1-2 5 (11.1) 6(13.3) 13(29.5) 
"', 

3-4 4(8.9) 2(4.4) 6(13.6) 

5-6 1(2.2) 3(6.7) 1(2.3) 
~, 

7 or more 1(2.2) 0(0.0) 1(2.3) 

45(100.0%) 45(100.0%) 44(100.0%) 

x2 II-I NS 

x2 II-III NS 

() 
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While the differences in the groups are in the~pected 
,: 

directions, the variations among them are e~.ther inexplicable 

(i.e. the differences between group I and III) or are not great 

enough to be treated as meaningful (the differences between I 

and II). It is therefore impossible to conclude that the Project 

had any measurable impact on rearrest rates. Another aspect of 

rearrest-reincarceration will be treated in a separate section 

below, so any cq)lc1usive assessment of the effect or lack of 

effect of the ProjeQt on re~idivism rates should await this dis-

cussion. 

Table B:":t"~disp1ays information on the status of -I: . .11e parolees 

at the end of one year. Here too only sligtt differences among 

the thre(~ groups were found. While 88% of the parolees in group 

II were 'ifree" at the end of the period, parolees in the two 

control groups also tended to be free at about the same r.a te 

(85~ and 83% for groups I and III respectively) . 
"\,,-

Table B-2 

Relation Between Payment Groups and Reincarceration Status at the End 

of Twelve Months 

II J[.,< 

Status' 1(20) n(470) 111(50) 

Free* 35(85%) 38(88%) 35(83%) 

Incarcerated 6(15) 5(12) 7(17) 

41(100% ) 43(100%) I; 42(100%) 

*Inc1udes~those convicted but free and~aiting 
sentence at the end of 12 months 

1I-I NS 

x2 II-III NS 
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Turniug from the rates of arrest and reincarcera,.tion, ;:oto 

the seriousn?~ of offenses committed during the twelve month 

period of release, Table B-3 again show,s no distinctive position 

for the experimental group. Group III had the highest number 

or rearrests, while groups I and II were nearly id,entical in 

their breakdowns. A closer inspection of the seriousness of 

the charges is affordeGb by the adjusted table. Y·7hile the differ-

I 

ence,s here -- pC'cticularly between groups I and II -- are not 

great enough to warrant any excitement, it is interesting to 

note that group II has the highest proportion of felony arrests 

among those who were rearrested. The inescapable conclusion to 
, 

be drawn from Table B-3, however, is that there is no evidence 
Q 

to suggest that the increased financial support produced the 

expected results. 

Table B-3 

Relation Between Payment Groups and Seriousness of Rearrests 
during the Twelve Months r, 

',' 

Arrests I(20) 11(470) J11(50) 

arrests 34(75.6%) 34(75.6%) 23(52.3%) 
no 

I 

9(20.0) 8(17.8) 18(40.9) 
misdemeanor 

I 

felony 2(4.4) 3(6.6) 3(6.8) 

45(100.0%) 45(100.0%) 44(100.0%) 
\', 

\\ 

X2 = 11-1 NS 

11-·111 NS 
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'II 

Table B-3 (adjusted) 
I 

I(20) II(470) 

9(8L8%) 8(72.7%) 

2(18 t 2) 3(27.3) 

11(100.0%) 11(100.0%) 

X2 II-I NS 

X2 II-III NS 

III(50) 

18(85.7%) 

3{14.3) 

21{100.0%) 

In conclusion, then there is no strong support for the proposition 
,,\ 

that increased financial support leads to a decrease in the 

frequency and/or seriousness of rearrests. 

C. Parole Officers I Assessments of Pcq101ees Adjustment after 
II Tw(~ve Months ,1 

What may be lost in the more easily quantifiable figures on 

parole violation reports and rearrest stat\:-"tiCS r~ay be parti~llY 
gained in impressionistic assessments of the parolees' adjustment. 

The Department of correction ha,s a standard format which parole 
" I 

officers use in their periodic reports to judge the adjustment 

of their pa~'olees. This Il adjustment scale" ranges from a high of 

"excellent" to a low of "failure." Tables C-l and C-2 tabulate 
" "I~\ 

these c~iluations for each of the men in the 

one complete year of release. 

three groups 
~~=--\ 

\\ 

after 

-:.. ) 
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Table C-l 

Relation Between Payment Gro'lp and Parole Officer I s Assessments of' 
Adjustment after Twelve Months 

Excellent, 
average, good: 

Minimal ,fair, 
poor,failure: 

28(63.6%) 

16(36.4) 

44(100.0%) 

II-1 NS 

II-III NS 

45(100.q%) 44(100.0%) 
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" 

Table C-l presents quite a mixed picture, and one that is 

•• not easily summarized. contrary to the expected hypothesis, the 

$20 group has the largest proportion of men receiving the highest 

adjustment rating (15.9% compared to 4.4fi; and 4.5% for the other 

• two groups). Turning to the other extreme, group III, the $50 

control group, has the highest proportion of parolees receiving 

(~ "poor" or "failingll ratings (36.4%) with the other two groups hav-

.-"'---' 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

ing a much lower number of persons receiving this least favorable 

assessment. These striking features of Table C-l, hovlever, tend 

to be weakened then they are considered in light of the two center 

rankings. For example while group I hac~ the highest portion of 

"excellents" it had the lowest portion of "good or averag-e" 

assessments. Thus there is no trend for anyone group to con-

sistently fare better than the othe~s. This failure to find any 

consistent pattern across all rankings is seen more clearly if 

the table is collapsed as in Table C-2. This reduced presenta-

7 tion shows quite clearly that there are only slight differences 

among the three groups. still, however, the differences are in 

the direction originally expected; that is the experimental group 

does receive the most favorable overall assessment (71.1% of those 

in the experimental group received t~e higher ratings, as com-

pared to only 63.6% and 56.8% in the two control groups). These 

differences while encouraging are not, however, statistically 

significant and therefore any inference of causality attributed 

to the increased financial support seems unwarranted. 



• 

.0 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

- 15 -

D. Employment after Twelve Months 

An important aspect of the Project was the expectation that 

increasing financial support during the early and presumably 

most crucial post-release period would allow the parolee a greater 

opportunity tb stabilize himself in his new environment and give 

him additional time to find satisfactory employment. This s~ction 

examines the post-release employment patterns of the one experi­

mentci.:L and two control groups. Several d~;fferent indicators of 

employment have been used here: 1) whether the parolee was 

employed at the enu of the bvelve month period, 2) the portion 

of the period he was employed, and 3) his average monthly income 

durif:g the period. :'lhile each of the indicators tells something 

about the parolee's employment r each by itself is an inadequate 

basis on which to make an important judgment. ~~ong a group 

which is likely to be particularly susceptible to seasonal and 

sporadic employment r employment status at the end of any given 

period presents a far from complete picture. Consequently the 

total number of weeks employed is also considered. Likewise, 

the Project was interested in not only whether increased support 

could lead to increased opportunitirs for employment but also 

whether it could lead to increased income from better positions. 

Thus we included a measure of average monthly income. 

The results however do not support the original expectations. 

At best there is a mixed picture with no clear indication that the 

'experimental group fared \,significantly better than the control groups. 

Table D-l indicates that those in the $20 control group were most 

likely to be employed at the end of the Project (63.4% as compared to 
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62.8% and 54.8~ for groups II and III respectively). Again the 

experimental group II is bracketed by the two control groups clearly 

indicating that no inference of causality can easily be drawn. 

Table D-1 

Relation Between Payment Group and Emp10yroeIi.t at the End of Tl-Te1 ve Months 

Employed: I(20) II(470) III(50) 

1) yes 26(63.4%) 27(62.8%) 23(54.8%) 

~) no 15(36.6) 16(31. 2 ) 19(45.2) 

41(UlO.C%) 43(100.0%) 42(100.0%) 

!:: 

X2 I:-I NS 

II-III NS 

There are, however, a variety of reasons to explain unemploy-

ment and a closer inspection of these data must be undertaken 

before any c'lnclusions can be drawn. In partlcular it is impor-

tant to distinguish beh-lOen those who are unemployed due to ill-

ness or incarceration and those who are employable but without 

jobs. Table D-2 focuses only on those who are employed and those 

who are employable but unemployed. Those who are unemployed due 

'. 
to incarceration, hospitalization, retirement, or incapacitation 

<:" 

have been dropped from consideration here. These reduced figures 

parallel the figures of Table D-l, l .. .rith the $20 control group 

still having the highest employment rate (8l~) followed by the 

t': 
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Table D-2 

'0 

Relation Between Payment Group and Employment at th~ End of 
Twelve M~ ~\ths 

Employed 
(or school) 

Unemployed, 
but employable 

j, 

II 
\i 

1(20) 

26(81%) 

6(19%) 

32(100%) 

11-1 NS 

II-III NS 

11(470) 

27(79%) 

7(21%) 

34(100%) 

111(50) 

23(70%) 

10{30%) 

33,(100%) 

$470 group (79%) and the $50 group (70.6%). It appears therefore 

that even when controllin! for the impact of illness: incapacitation 

and incarceration, the Increased financial support upon the likeli-

hood of being employed at the end of the twelve month period still 

shows no ,measurable impact on subsequent emp]oyment. 

Turning to the sec(~nd'i.ndir:ator of employment success, 
" 1\ 

the nu,'nber" of weeks employed ( Table D-3 presents a slightly more 

mixed picture, with those in the experimental group (II) faring 

better than those i:J. the two control groups. 61.9% of those in 

this group were employed for forty-one weeks or longer, as 

opposed to only 47.7% of those in group I and 38.1% in group III. 

This same pattern is seen throughout the table, with those in the 

experimental group more likely to have been employed from 21 to 

52 weeks than those in the ouher two groups and conversely least 

likely to be employed twenty weeks or less. Despite the sub-
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\ 

stantial percentage differenc~s in the txpected directio~: the 

differences ar~ still not statistically; significant at the .05 

level. 

Table D-3 

Relation Between Payment Groups and Employment after Twelve Months 

I(20) 

~io. of weeks "lorked: 
l\ 

0-10 15(35.7%) 

11-20 1(2.3) 

21-30 3(7.1) 

31-1.~0 3(7.1) 

41-52 20(47.7) 

42(100.0%) 

x2 II-I NS 

II-III NS 

II(470) 

7(16.7%) 

2(4.8) 

1(2.3) 

6(14.3) 

26(61.9) 

42(100.0%) 

II1(50) 

7(16.7) 

7(16.7) 

6(14.3) 

16(38.1) 

42(100.0%) 

Table D-4 indicates this same pattern of increased performance 

for those in the experimental group, although the difference in 

average incomes is not as dramatic and there are some qualifications 

that should be noted. ':'hose in the experimental group (II) 

,wore least likely to earn under $200 per month and most likely 
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Table D-4 

R~lation Between Payment Groups and Average Monthly Income During 

Tl{elve Months of Re1ease* 

Average I10nthly 
Income 

0-$200 

$201-$400 

$1~01 + 

I(20) 11(470) 111(50) 

19(42.2%) 15(33.3%) 19(43.2%) 

9(20.0) 18(40.0) 15(34.1) 

17(37.8) 12(26.7) 10(22.7) 

45(100.0%) 45(100.0%) 44(100.0%) 

~ x- II-I US 

II-III US 

;: This includes those with non-emp1oyreent incomes from social 
security, pensions, VA support, etc. 

to earn from $201-400 per month. On the other hand parolees in 

this group were not those most likely to be in the highest earning 

category. 37.8% of those in group I earned an average of $400 

or more in contrast to only 26.7% of those in 'C:~1e experimental 

group (II) and 22.7% of those in the other control group (III). 

As with most of ~he findings of the Project, the differences tended 

to be in the expected direction, but were not strong or distinct 
.::::: 

enough to warrant a clear inferertce of posit~ve impact. 

G 
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E. Total Number of Man-Months of Freedom During the Twelve Months 

An incomplete but nevertheless useful minimal notion of parole 

success might be regarded as the ability to remain free from the 

,custody of the Department of Correction. In a period of increas-

ing costs of incarceration, this consideration is of particular 

interest and the Department of Correction hoped that the costs of 

the increased gate money program might be offset by ths savings to 

the Department resulting from a decrease in reincarcerations. Con-

seguently, this section compares the overall flsuccess fl (as defined 

above) of the three groups of parolees. A compa~~son of these 

groups is facilitated by an examination of the to"tj-al number of m:tn­

months of freedom experienced by the parolee in each of the three 

groups. 

Comparison of the tb..ree groupE'. was faci.litated cy tbe £:er.eraticn of an 

index of Group SUGCE:BS Bate (GSR). According to the :Cepartr:;.cnt I;:: origir,al 
({ 

hy}::cthcs(;s" the experirr,ental $20 gr'ou}j (II) \1as expected tc have- a substantial':, 

hif;1ic:r GSR than the tv:c contrcl groups. The cor:;puting fcnr.ula al1d the 

\'-~SR I S for each of the three £;roupE' ere included beloN. 
"J 

, 
/ 



• 

•• 

• 

• 

Group Success Rate = 

- 1919 -

Actual number of man-months 
of freedom 

Total possible number of man­
months of freedom (12 x 45)* 

* Ideally this would be 540 for each of ~he three groups. 
In fact however the denonunator varied for each group 
due to a Cteath, absconding, early parole termination, 
c.r:1 incomplete information. Thus for several men, 
data were collected for a period of something less 
than twelve months, and as a result the denominator 
is less than 540 and varies for each group. 

While th£ denominator is a figure repra.:aenting the total possible 

• number of man-months of freedom, the numerator excludes,all those 

months that parolees were actually incarcerated in the custody of 

the Department of Correction. The resulting figures for the··three 

• groups are: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

I II III 

413/480 = .86 426/4G8 = .91 426/492 = .87 

(F;!(! 
91% of the total time of those in the experimentaJ group \vas 

spent free of custody in cont.rast to 86% and 87% for the control 

groups. Like so many other.cf the indicators, these figures 

, [~\ 
are in the expected direction but the dlfferences are two small 

to be very convincing. 

F. Summary and Assessment 

An analysis of the four separate measures of post-release 

adjustment -- frequency and nature of parole violations, arrest 

records, parole officers l assessments, and employment -- and the 
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overall measure of total months free from departmental custody, 

all lead to a general conclusion that the increased financial 

incentives havo had no appreciable impact. The rate and serious-

ness of kp.cidjvism was more or less evenly distributed among the 
,\ 

three grol:ps. Al though there vlere some differences, the parolci:) 

officers' assessments did not clearly distinguish among the three 

groups. However there was a mixed picture on employment, with 

thos~ in the experimental group tending to perform :better than 

those in the two control groups. While these differences 

seemed to be substantial, they were still not statistically 

significant. Likewise the composiremeasure of total number of 

months free of departmental custody placed thie experimental 

group in the most preferred ranking, although here too the dif-

"ferences ,.,ere only slight. A conservative assessment of all these 

findings leads to the conclusion that t~ere is no consistent or 

measurable impact of the increased financial incentives project. 

A more liberal position might argue that the data present a 

mixed pioture with perhaps the Project resulting in some slight 

net benefit. Before making any definitive assessment of the Pro-

ject's impact, however, there are several other factors that 

must be considered. 

IV 

Sot.fE ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

A. A Comparison of the Twelve Month Findings with the Three and 
Six Month Findings 

It might be argued that the effects of the increased payments 
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would have important short-run effects which would be impossible 

to identify after a period as long as twelve months. Thus despite 

a finding of no or only very slight impact after one full year, 

the project may have had short-run effects which could still 

provide a net savings to the Department i~ that it retarded 

the rate of the "cycle" of release and return to prison. However 
j~\ 

even this more modest set of expectair6ns does not seem to huve 

been the case. 

the findings in 

There is a remarkable degree of cons~~(y in 

each of the three reports, at the e,.(~l three, 

six and twelve months. In each case the findings tend to indi-

cate slightly favorable positions for the experimental group, 

but the differences are not great enough to \Varrant any convinc-

ingly causal inferenc.es. 11hat can be concluded I then is that 

there appears to be no clear-cut indicators that the Project 

benefited the parolees either in. the short or in the long run. 

B. Consideration of Some Possible Confounding Factors 

A crucial feature of any experimental social research is 

the assl~ption that the initial control and experimental gr~ups 

are "equal" save for the introduction of the experimental inter-

vention. Ideally tbis assumption is satisfied by random assign­

ment to the groups and with the use of double blind experimental 

settings. As indicated earlier, however, neither of these two 
", 

conditions could be mee ~n this project, and a procedure of serial 

assignment to the experimental-- and control groups was relied 
/t' 

upon. This section therefore attempts to assess the degree to which 
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this alternative procedure tended tbidistribute the men evenly 

as identified by several different characteristics. As a test 

for internal validity, comparisons of the two pairs of groups 

(II and I and II and III)· have been made along several charac-
,-' 

teristics. Tables A-l through A-9 in Appendix I compare the 

parolees in these three groups by race, age, savings at time of 

release I r,lari tal status, IJrior employmentL_,drug use history, 
"~ 

length of most recent incarceration, and parole release conditions. , 

Por the most part there are only slight differences between 

the pairs of groups, indicating overall that the three groups are 
) /i 

more or less "equal. 1I This conclusion is reinforced by the fact 

that l'lith bu.t tvlO exceptions none of the differences in the total 

of ei';rhteen comparisons was statistically sig'nificant. Thus the 

selr;ction procedure eventually adopted, while far from perfect, 

does seem to have done an adequate job in distributing the char-

acteristics of the parolees throughout the three groups. There 

arc, hov;cvcr r some reservations which must~_, be attached to this 

conclusion, and they should be spelled out her0. First, there 

was one important and statistica]"ly significant difference between 

the parolees in Group I and Group II (Table A-2). They differed 

in racial comp0sition. :'1hile Gr."OUP I had a White to Black ratio 

of almost two to one, just the reverse \vas found for Group II. 

(In this case the division in Group III coincided perfectly wit~ 

~ Group II.) The other stati~tically significant difference was 

found in comparing the prior employment histories of those in 
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Groups II and III~' (Table A~6, Appendix I). While 64% of those 

in Group II had been employed prior to their incarceration only 
" 

41% of those in Group III had. (There v;reE little differen/;ce 

between Groups I and II.) 

It is difficult to know what to make of these two exceptions. 

While Groups I and II differed in racial composition, they differ 

very little on the other characteristics. Unfor~unately, the 

small sample size prohibits a separate control for race, al1d in 

the absence of still additional information such a control would 

not be terribly fruitful. On t"J.e other " hand the differenCE;~J !I~~ll 
i, 

',,' 

;:) prior employment between Group II and III point to a t1.8rid" t:l:,U't 

cuts across several of the characteristics. 'imile ,the d ·~.t:f:er-

ences were not statistically significant, those in Group III were 

not only less likely to have been employed prior to their incar-

ceration, they had the highest rate of convictions on drug charges 

(Table A-5) and the highest rate of histories of drug usage 

(Table A-7). Hhile it is difficult to assert with any degree of 

confidence -- as already noted the differences are not statisti-

cally significant -- perhaps these cumulative differences between 

Group III and the other two grou!"s account for the fact, that the 

parolees in Group III tend to have the least impressive record 

of the three groups on the several post-release indicators. 

In conclusion, while the p8rsonal characteristics·of the 

three groups are not perfectly dis'tributed, there are nQ consis­

tent and strong differences to warrant abandonment of the experi-

ment or to render as meaningless the results of this study. 

'_.-/ 
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Nevertheless some unanswerable questions persist, and it is 
~. 

recommended that the Departn1E:i!lt Qf Correction give serious con-
. '\ )} 

sideration to a policy that ai~6ws random assignment in all future 

experimental research conducted under its auspices. At a minimum 

the Department should immediately prepare a policy statement that 

considers both the important constitutional and administrative 

problems attached to the use of random selection for the provision 

of benefits or deprivations to experimental groups in short-term 

projects. 

C. The Possibility of Spurious Correlations 

An obvious qualification of the discussion of the findings 

has to do with the possibility of spuriousness. In social research 

it always remains a possibility that any differences (or in this 

instance the la~k of any strong differences) may be attributable 

to a third, undetected or uncontrolled variable. In this study 

some consideration \Vas given to the systematic introduction of 

controls for third variables, but was rejected since it would 

have meant that the size of the resulting ;Qubsamples and the "dis-
., 

tributions would have been too small for meaningful analysis. For 

example if each group had been divided by race and then distri­

buted into each of the appropriate outcome alternatives, many of 

the Cf' 11 ~ ~vould have been blank or had only one or two subj ects 

in them. ;1hile the form of the study may have been more rigorous, 

the small sample size and distribution would have rendered any 

findings meaningless. 

;' ,/ 
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There was however an effort to control for some particularly 

important factors. In examining post-release employment practices l 

those who were unemployable were excluded from consideration in 

" i~n effort to better identify the "active" unemployment rates in 
h 
)~ ~ 

(1:he three groups. Also in an experiment designed to focus on the 
'''-
'~ 

iVnpact of financial support of parolees, the amount of the parolees I 

savings .at their release from the correct: ~JDal facility was parti­

cularly important. A separate analysis which excluded from con-

sideration all those with sStvings of $100 or more indicated no 

3ubstantial deviations from the patterns formed by the full 

forty-five man groups, the results of which serVCas the" basis for 

discussion in this report. Appendix II reports on the distri-

bution of rearrests for those with savings of under $100. The 

pattern it identifies is typical of the other findings on the other 

indicators as well. 

D. Parole Officers I Reactions to the Proje'ct 

After the termination of the Broject, an attempt -1:0 contact 

all the parole officers was mac;le. Virws on the Project were 

solici ted from about tvlO-thirds of th~m. They were asked to 

express their views on the administration of the Project and 

more generally the possible benefit~'~)f increased financial sup-

port to parolees. The responses ranged from mild skepticism 

to outright opposition. While some parole officers felt that 
," 

the increased su~port could be beneficial, they question~d the ___ -_ '1' 

form that this particular program took. othe~'s were more skeptical 

as to the likely impact of any program for increasing the financial 

o 0 
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support to parolees. 
i\ ;; 

Of those who tended in princiPle to support a policy of 

increasing financial support, almost all of tJ:1em i£~re~ some 

type of disbursement program that placed control over disburse­

rlent~of funds in the hands of the parole officers themselves. 
I> 

Precise reasons for this varied, although for the wost part 

these parole officers felt that they were best equipped to 

determine who was in need of additional support or v:ho would 

benefit most from it. One parole officer objected to the 

experimental program since parolees tended to regard the regu-

lar installmer.1:s of $90 as a matter of right rather than as 

being conditioned upon successful adjus~nent to parole. Others 

argued that a predetermined amount was unfair since parolees 

with large savings accounts, steady jobs, or some other source 

of a regular income received the same stipend as did those witho~t 

any of these advantages. On the whole those who supported in 

principle the idea of increased financial incentives supported 
allow 

a procedure that would / the parole officers to exercise dis-

cretion in administering them. To this exte:mt they seemed to 

prefer an expansion of such types of flexible, discretionary 

programs as the Crisis Fund rather than the experiment which 
f 

provided for an across-the-board payment of $450. 

There were several other parole officers who were much more 

3keptical of the benefits flowing from this or any other program 

as well. One parole officer cited the experience of having one 
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of his parolees spend TIlost of his money on an expensive set of 

e. new clothes, and thought that any increase in support should be 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

dependent upon the parolees'first learning how to manage money. 

lmother parole officer thought that the program was administered 

to precisely the wrong people. Rather than increasing the sup-

port to the older and "hard-core" offenders being released from 

Somers and Enfield, he suggested that it would have been more 

beneficial to increase support to those younger and less experi-

enced parolees being released from Cheshire Reformatory. Em'lever, 

th' most frequently cited argument in opposition to the program 

was that the fjnancial support simply allowed parolees greater 

opportunities to squander money on drugs and alcohol. Thus there 

was some feeling that the stipend program may have had, if anything, 

a negative effect. 

\ ~ 
(l 

E. A Comparison of the Connecticut Parolee Reintegration Project 
with Other Similar Projects 

/} 
/1 

In somethlng as ti6uous and incomplete as most applied policy 

analysis must be, one way to gain confidence in the conclusions 

drawn from incomplete data and imperfect research designs is to 

see how the impact of a single project conforms to the findings 

of other similar experiments. Hopefully what is lost in the 

singl~ setting and limited study is compensated for by replica­

tion i~ several settings. Thus it is possible to gain some 

measure of confidence in the assessment of the i~pact of a policy 

• even though it has never been assessed according to the strict con-

cerns of experimental research design and execution. 

• 
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In this case it is possible to J.raw on the preliminary find-

ings of several other projects that have also sought to measure 

the impact of increased financial support for recently released 

offenders. Three projects in particular provide a useful basis 
',r 

for. comparison: 'Project LIFE in Naryland, The California Direct 

Financial Assistance Project, and a program sponsored by the State 

of ~'lashington. 

The California Direct Financial Assistance to Parolees Pro-

ject (DFA) was evaluated in a 1973 report prepared by Scientific 

Analysis Corporation. * 'rhe DFj\ Project vias an expcrim(mt involvin0 
if 

approx:i.matcly 240 paroloes rando:nly and" equally divided into 
\\\ 

control and experincntal groups to deterkinc if incr~ased finan-
;/ 

cial support during the first three mon'ths of parole ';'muld improve 

the adjustment of the men. This progrun called for the experi-

:mental ~rroup to recei.ve \"lCekly payments of up to $80 for a period 

ranging from one to tvlel"ite \'leeks. Both the amount and length of 

support were determined by parole officers' judgments as to their 

parolces l needs. Based on an adjusted analysis of the results 

after six months of release l the final report on the California 

* UDircct Financial Assistance to Parolees Project: Research 
Evaluation," (San Francisco, California: Scientific Research 
Corporation, July 1973). I. Project of the Departlnent of Cor­
rections Parole and Com"c.uni ty Service Djyisio~ funded by The 
California Council on Criminal Justice. 
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DFA Project concluded that "effects rangedffroITt marked positive 
'i 

il 
ones to more moderate ranges, \lp.nd even some negative effects" 

(p.4 and 5). Overall the authors of the report concluded the 

Project had a net positive effect with an average nine percent 

more men in the experimental group succeeding on parole. 

This Californja project differed from tlie Connecticut pro-

ject in several important ways. ,'c :First wcs its size; each group 

contained well over 100 men (in contrast tc only 45 per group 
il 

in Connecticut) thereby facilitating the introduction of controls. 

Second was the lack of any test of significance or measures of 

association in the California study. A chi-square test of signi-

ficance, for instance f \'iould( have provided the DFA Proj ect IS 

reporters at least one criteria for making a judgment as to 

whether differences between the experimental and control groups 

'I...,rere great enough to be considered important. lvly own computations 

of such tests on the California data indicate that most of the 

differences between the experimental and control groups that 

the evaluators regarded as meaningful were not statistically 
1\ 

significant at the .05 level. Thus it seems appropriate to 

revise dowmvard the assessments of the California Project's 

results as stated in its final report. As with the Connecticut 

project, the California findings tended to pOiI~ in the expected 

directions, but for the most 

great enough to allow one to 

with any confidence. 

B>"lrt of the, differences were '~:ft 

infer causality or positive i~ct 

() 
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C) 

Another difference involved the amount of discretion and 

the role of the parole officers in the administration of the 

two projects. In sharp contrast to the California program, 

the Connecticut experiment SO\(~t to minimize t~e exercise of 

discretion and to reduce to a minimum any special role for the 

parole officers. In Connec~icut there were no discretionary 

judgments as to the amount or duration of the financial assist-

ance. In order to maximize the comparability of the groups and 

to avoid the undetectable bias and utisystematic intervention 

suSh discretion introduces into an analysis, the Connect~~ut 

project sought to minimize the role of the parole officer in 

adminis·tering the project. Furthermore, the Connecticut program 

went to great lengths to avoid any possible Hawthorne effects, 

effects that the California project seems to have fostered. The 

connecticut project was designed to test the effects of increased 
-:d~-::/ 

financial support alone, not support couple~ with increased 
"~~\ 

counseling, job place~ent services, or discretionary disburse~ 

ment of'funds. While the i?ystematic examination of the latter 

combination of practices is no doubt desirable, with limited~ 

funds and the small sample of parolees to work 't'lith, such Hlulti-

pIe forms of intervention make it impossible to separate out 

II 

and measure the imporatnce of each of these factors independently. 

Nevertheless despite these several important differences and 

problems, it is interesting to note the similarity of results 

between the two projects: for the most part there were differ-

ences between the experimental and control groups in the expected 
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directions, but,,;=hese difference's and despite the conclusions 
<.::. 

of the California Project, they w~re never great enough to war-

rant an unqualifieu conclusion that increased financial support 

results in increased parolee adjustment. 

The Marylapu Project (Project LIFE) is an experimental pro­

gram designed to test whether 1) direct financial support and 
-c II 

2) specialized job placement programs for paroleJ'Z will reduce the 
<:~ 

rearrest rate among ex-offenders.* These two separate inter-

</vention pcssibilities resulted in three experimental groups (sup-

port only at $60/w{~ek; (Dob placement s.ervices only; and $60/\"eek 

plus job placement services) whose post-release behavior was 

then compared to one control group. Approximately 125 men 

released in the Baltimore.q.rea were randomly assigned to each 
'\" 

~'" 
of the four groups and their"="progress as obtained in monthly 

interviews is being watched for a period of one year following 

release from prison. At the time of this writing, Lhe ]?ro-ject 

is still underway and no final report is yet available. Never-

theless, 'the earlier progress reports on Project LIFE have drawn 

some tentaiive conclusions from the limited data base and are 

interesting to vie'\v in light of the Connecticut findings. 

* "Quarterly Progress Report: Research-Demonstration study of 
Effects on Ex-Pkisoners of Financial Aid and Employment 
Assistance Programs Designed to Facilitate Post-Release 
Adjustments,1I (Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., 
March, 1973). 
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Although the March 1973 

and scope of the study, 

repbrt cautions on the limited nature~ 

it tentatively concludes that " . .• t~ 
data on employment suggest that our job services have had no 

effect [on rearrest rates] ," and that " . .. economic aid discour-

ages the men from taking a job placement services has an impact 

on ar,rest. (p. 13)." 

While t4e Maryland findings represent only preliminary and 

partial analy~~s, it is nevertheless of interest to compare them 

with the Connecticut results. In Connecticut, both the short-

term findings (after three and six months) and the final twelve­

month findings indicated no statistically significant differences. 

The same bleak analysis is also found in the progress report of 

the ongoing Haryland study, desJ?ite the fact that the financial 

incentives are larger (a total of $780 per man as compared to $470 

in Connecticut) and that the Project also introduc~job placement 

services as well. 

There has been still another state-supported project to test 

the effects of increased financial support to parolees.* 

* "Adult Corrections 
No. 2 r II (Office of 
Services, State of 

/;:1 
R.elease Stipend Program: Evaluation Ref(ort 
Research-I, Department of ,:Social and He,jlth 
Washington, August 20, 1973.) d 
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The Department of Social and Health Services of the State of 

Washington sought to compare an experimental group of 4r 
parolees who participated in their Stipend Program with)a con-

, )1 
trol group of 330. Those in the former group received ~ option 

that amounted to unemployment compen~ation of $55 per week for 

up to twenty-six weeks or another option that provided for a 

""' one-time payment of up to $200 immediately upon release. Those 

in the control group continueo. to receive the standard allotment 

for parolees at release. 
t.) 

v\1hile the Washington experiment has not been designed and 
. 

reported with the same degree of experimeptal sophistication as 

the others, the Project is still being ca:refully observed and 

periodic reports assessing its impact have been is~ues. A 
li\ 

--;-/' 
recent progress report makes some tentative findings after most 

of the parolees had been released for a period of six months. 

Generally they found that those in the experimental categories 

were reincarcerated at a slightly lower rate than those in the 

control group. Their differences, however, averaged only two 

or three percer.tage POi:lts lower, too small for any confidence 

to be placed in them as indications of a positive impact of 
.(,' 

the increased stipends. The Washington progress report, however, 

cautions against undue inferences and withholds any assessment 

of impact until the project has been underway for a longer period 

of time and more controls are introduced. Nevertheless here too 

the tentative and~incomplete results seem to conform to the find-
l'· " 

ings in th .... Connecticu~t: Project; some differences, but too small 

t~ be regarded as meaningful. 
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While the findings in this Connecticut study, as well a~;those 

of the other similar pLojects, are tentative, incomplete and 'the 

studies are in need of further replication and more sophisticated 

designs, there is perhaps some insight to be gained from the con-

sistency of the reports from the several partial studies. In 

each study and on ~ost of the several indicators, the findings 
;'\ 

tended to support and reinforce each other. In none of them 

was any strong evidence found to s~ppcrt the original expeci­

tions that increased financial support would make a positivI 
.:/ 

contribution to reduc.;i..ng recidivism and increasing employment 
ty::;"-' 

among recently released parolees. For the most part the control 

and experimental groups were indistinguishable from each oth~r, 

although most of the indicators in the several studies tended to 

show slight but insignificant differences in the hypothesized 

directions. Perhaps at a minimum, there is some slight net 

benefit pyovided by the increased support programs. It would be 

impossible, however, to conclude that additional financial sup-

port can be justified solely on the basis of improvements found 

in these studies. 

There is perhaps one additional factor to consider. At the 

outset of this project, a number of parole officers in Connecticut 

expressed a belief that not only would the increased financial 

support program fail to achieve its desired goals, but that it 

c:' 
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would have counterproductive effects. In essence they hypo­

thesized that increased financial support would act as an in-

centive not to obtain e~ployment and would also lead to increased 

rearrests in that some of the parolees ~- particularly those 

wi th histories of drug related offenses -- 'iould be given the 

resources to purchase drugs and set themselves up as dealers. 
j',,", 

\"------< 
Neither of these two sets of counter-hypotheses seemed to be 

borne out. If it ia difficult to determine if the Project had 

any 'positive ir:1.pact I there is ncr=ey-;i.o-BlIice 'whatsoever to conclude 

that it had these types of negative effects. Virtually none 

oC the indicators even begins to suggest this interpret~tion. 

To this extent then a decision to increase aid to newly released 

parolees can be justified on the grounds that it may help and 

certainly will not hurt them. 
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~'a.ble A-2 

Internal Validity, Comparison of the T\w Pairs 

• 1(20) 11(470) 

White 28(62.3%) 

• Non-white 28(62.3) 

45(100.0%) ~5(100.0%) 

• 
1I-l sig at .05 

«» II-III NS 

(/ 

• 

• 
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Table A-3 

Internal Validity, Comparison of the TYro Pairs of Groups by Savings Upon Release 

Savings 1(20) 

:{noo or under 36(80%) 

11(470) 111(50) 

3:)1%) 34(76%) 

over $100 9(20) 13(29 ) 11(24) 

11-1 ns 

II-III NS 

.~. 
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Table A-4 

Internal Validity, Comparison of the Two Pairs of Groups by Marital Status 

Mari tal Status: 

Single 

Married 

Separated, 
Divorced, 
Widowed 

1(20) 

23 (52.3%) 

8 (18.2) 

13( 2 9. 7) 

t t:f ) 44 \100.010 

11-1 NS 

II-III NS 

11(470) 

22(50.0%) 

13 (29.5) 

9(20.5) 

44 (100.0%) 

I' I 

II!( 50) 

17(38.2%) 

13 (29.5) 

44(100.0%) 
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Appendix I 

Table A-5 

Internal Validity, Comparison of the Two Pairs of Groups by Types of 

MOJt Serious(sentenced)Offence 

1(20) II(470) III(50) 

Property \\ 22(48.8%} 17(37·8%) 15(33.350 

,., 
I; 

J 1 (24.4) 13(28.9) 19(42.2) Drugs 

Violent 3(6.6) 7(15.6) 7(15.6) 

Sexual 9(20.0) 8(17.7) 4(8.9) 

45(100.0%) 45 (100.0%) 

II-I 

II-III NS 

* Offender types are determined on the basis of the most recent crime 
conuni tted bY' the .:;. If t1fO or more charges appear, the s's record 
was scanned, and he was assigned to the category with the largest 
number ,of priors in his record. 0 
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Appendix I 

Table A-6 

Internal Validity, Comparison of the Two Pairs of Groups by Employment 

at the Time of Arrest,'for Which Later Sentenced 

Employed at 
Time of Arrest: 

Yes 

lio 

II 

1('20) 

21(60%) 

18(1~0 ) 

II-I 

II-III 

1I(410) III(50) 

29(64%) 18(41%) 

16(36) 

45(100%) 44(100%) 

NS 

sig at .05 
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Table A-7 

Internal Validity, Compar.ison of TvlO Pairs of Groups by Drug Histories 
of Parolees 

I(20) II(1}70) III(50) 

(I ~, 

None 15(33.3%) 22( 118 .9~) 13(28.9%) 

Alcohol 10(22.2) 3( 6. 7' 4(8.9) 

Hard Drugs 20(44.5) 2.J{44.4) 28(G2,2}) 

45(100,0%) 45(100.0%) 

I1-I NS 

II-III NS 
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." Table A-8 

Internal Validity Comparison of the Two Pairs of Groups by Length of Time 

• Incarcerated on Most Recent Offense 
'J 

,,:I 

• 1(20) 11(470) 111(50) 

one year or less 8(17.8%) 11(24.4%) 11(24.4%) 

1 10(22.2) jJ 1(15.6) 15(33.3) 1-1 /2 years 

1 
I 
(, 

j) 1 /2 - 2 years 8(17.8) 6(13.3) 5 (11.1) • 
1 2-2 /2 years 5 (11.1) 2(4.4) 5 (J.1.1) 

1 2 /2-3 yea.rs 4((3.9 ) 5(11.1 ) 3(6.8) .: 1 3-3 /2 years 5 (11.1) 3(6.8) 1(2.2) 

1 over 3 /2 years 5 (11.1) 11(24.4) 5(11.1) 

• 45(100.0%) 45(100.0%) 45(100.0%) 

X2 I-II ns 
II-III NS -

• 
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." Table A-9 

Internal Validity, Comparisons of the Two Pairs of Groups by Paro~e Provision 

• 
1(20) 11(470) 111(50) 

Special 35(77.85n 28(62.2%) 34(75.6;;) 

• () 

Standard 10(22.2) 17(37.8) 11(24.1~J 
0 

• 45(100.0%) 45 (100. O~;) 45 (100.0;;) 

• 11-1 ns .: 
It~III ns 

• 

-

• 
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Table A- I 

Relation Between Payment Groups and Rearrest Rates Controlling for 
Amount of Savings U}on Release ( those with savings of $100 or more exc. ) 

• 
Arrests 1(20) 11(470) 111(50) 

• Ilone 26(74.4'%) 25(80.6%) 16(50.0%) 
.,1-' 

Misdemeanor 8(22.9) 4(12.9) 14(43.5') 

• Felony 1(2.7) 2(6.5) 2(6.2) 

35(100.0%) 31(100.0%) 32(100.0%) .: 
11-1 NS 

II-III NS 
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