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- EXECUTIVE SUl>U·fARY -

INTRODUCTION 

Over the last three years, the use of community corrections, both diversion 

and transitional, has increased, as have their respective budgets.. A comprehen-

sive evaluation of community corrections has. not, however, been undertaken. 

This study was designed to answer five specific questions: 

l. What types of programs are the community corrections programs? ... 
2. /What are the characteristics of the clients being served by community 

'corrections? Are the diversion clients the same as probationers, and 
are the transitional clients the same as parolees~ 

3. ~Vhat kinds of outcomes are associated with community corrections? 

4. What is the relationship between program size, treatment e~yironment, 
'and outcome measures? 

5. Does the use of community corrections increase successful probation/ 
parole outcomes for program participants as compared with similar 
clients on probation or parole? 

METHODOLOGY 

The time frame for this study was July r~ 1978 to June 30, 1979. The popu-
,', 

lations of concern were firs,t, those community corrections clients, both diver-. 

sion and transitional, served during that time period, and secondly, a compari--

son group of probationers ana parolees placed under supervision at .the same time. 

All residential community corrections programs were included" bO.t:h state-operated 

and contrac,tual. The data were collected in two phases. First, the community 

'corrections data were voluntarily submitted by the facilities thf=mselves, as 

part of the Department of CorrectipnsHeighted Caseload System. The probation/ 

parole comparison groups were collected by data collectors specifically hired. 

for that task. The data included intake information, ratings ,of level of client 

nee.d, both at entry and exit, and termination data •. Fo; the comparison groups, 
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status information as of July 1, 1979 was also included. 

FINDINGS 

Program Descriptions: 

411 community programs are conce~ned with job placement and employment. 

Most offer, in the progra.ms themselves, urinalyses and monitored antabuse pro~ 

also offer J..'n~house individual qnd group counseling.' Other CQmmt!L~ grams; eight 

nity support services are used as necessary. 

Client Characteristics: 

This analysis indicated some differences between clients referred to c()m~ 

munity corrections and those placed on probation, Data on the proba.tion/diver~ 

'""ndl.' cate that the residential diversion sample clients ,:have sion clients ~yould .... 

1 record, a grea,ter substance abuse probl.em and al.-e more a more extensive crimina 

t han those sample clients in ·the non-re!siden~ likely to be unemployed at arrest 

tial probation group. These findings would suggest that the residential diver-

l ' ' th re severe needs and may indi(~ate sion programs are receiving c l.ents loll. mp 

that they were diverted from incarceration. 

Dc¥ta on the parole/transitional comparison sample groups showed the parole 

sample group to have a more extensive criminal record and to be more ,likely to 

have been unemployed at arrest than those sample clients in. the residential 

transitional group. !fhese findings suggE?st that ,those clients gOir:g dir.ectly 

from institutions to parole are in more need of community support services than 

the transitional client group. 

Community Corrections Outcomes: 

Over 50% of th~se sample plients ref,erred to residential community correc-

tions were successful as defined by termination to field sup.ervision. ,Although 

" , 

.... 

data On the reasons for unsuccessful terminations were not available for artalysis~ 

several characteristics were proportiona~ely different between the success and 
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failure groups. Failures in community.s,?rrections demonstra~ed mQre extensive 

criminal records, unemployment and substance abuse problems than the successful 

group. 

Program Size, Treatment Environment, and Outcome Measures~ 

There was no ·.celatic;mship found bet~.;reen program size and different treat-

ment milieus. Overall, Colorado's,. community c,orrections programs can be charac-

terized as "Insight-Oriented" programs. There were differences found,however, 

, between program size and outcome variables such as substance abuse and occupa-

tional status. Large programs show the most favorable outcomes. Further, sig-

nificant differences between the opinions of clients and those of stp.ff were 

noted, with staff rating the programs more favorably. 

Community Corrections as Compared with Probation/Parole: 

With the use of rearrest rates and employment status at time of follm.;r-up 

as measures for successful probation and parole outc,omes for community programs, 

neither diversion nor transitional clients show signific.ant increases in occu-

pational or job classifications or decreases in x-earrest rates when compared 

to parole or probation sample clients. 

CONCLUSIONS ~D RECOMMENDATIONS 

Given these data, it appears that, overall, the diversion sample group did 

show different characteristics than the probation group; hence, qiversion ap-
" 

pears to be functioning as an alternative different from probation. The parole 

sample group demonstrated more potential needs,thanthe ,transitional sample 

group. If the purpose of transitional p~ograms is to provide reintegration 

serv~ces that will effect the gradual and. successful return of the, offender to 

the community prior to parole or discharge, then those offenders who need com-

munity supportive services the most are not.theones being placed in transi~ional 

programs. It. is understood that the' constraints of offender security a.bsess-

ment and concerns for public safety preclude community placement of certain 
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offenders but the effect of those constraints is the deselection of those of-

fenders with the most need. This is a policy issue which could be addressed 

by either changing the overall goal of transitional community corrections or by 

creating alternative programs to include such offenders. 

For both the diversion and transitional clients, the da~a suggest that 

those clients who fail in these programs are those with the greatest needs in 

the areas of employment and substance abuse. These data would strongly suggest 

that all community corrections programs should continue to place priority on 

employment needs and substance abuse counseling. 

Finally, it is suggested that the Department continue monitoring both di-

version and transitional clients to evaluate the effect of community programs. 

Further, transitional programs should be analyzed in terms of their impact upon 

return rates back to the correctional system. Data collection regarding this 

ongoing evaluation should focuft. :~pecifically u'pon those variables found to be 

associated with client outcomes. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Background of Community Corrections in Colorado: 

Colorado's first commnnity corrections legislation was passed thirteen 

years ago. This piece pi legislation is known as the t.Jork Release Act of 1967. 

Two years later, Winston Tanksley, former superintendent of the B~ena Vista 

Correctional Facility, made the first attempt to deinstitutionalize corrections 

in Colorado by setting up the Bails Hall Work Release Center in Denver. 

There were a few attempts by private individuals and agencies to start 

community corrections programs during the 1971 to 1975 period. One of these 

prog;rams, the Grand Junction l.Jork Release Center, was a local, publicly spon-

sored program •. 

The state legislature, in 1974 and again in 1976, enacted'new community 

corrections legislation. This legislation, as opposed to the 1967 l.Jork Release 

Act, encouraged local units of government and private, non~profit agencies, to 

start 10c,al community corrections programs. 

It has been thirteen years of change for community corrections in Col()rado. 

We believe that this evaluation report is the first statewide comprehensive 

evaluation of community corrections. It includes tWQ different types of com-

munity correct.ions clients (diversion and transition) and those placed on tra­

ditional field supervision (probation and parole), .as well as all existing com-

munity corrections programs. 

The thrust of community corrections in Colorado, has taken two forms: di-

version and transition, with both types of programs offering primarily resid\w-

tial services. Diversion programs were designed as an option to be used by 

the sentencing courts in lieu of state incarceration. The clien.t is placed in 

ar~sidential setting, with 24-hour supervision, ,and staff who are to provide 

counseling and,referral services in-house. This placement lasts an average. of 

rl 

II 

I 

! 

\ 
{ , 
f 

I 
I 
I 

------------ ---"--~----- ---



-------------~--..,.-- - -~-- ~-

three to four months, and the client is then normally released to probation. 

Transitional programs have the same basic structure; the population is different. 

Transitional facilities are used for persons leaving state institutions as an 

aid to reintegration into the community. Once again, these programs are designed 

to be residential in nature, and have the same staffing capabilities as do the 

diversion programs. The purpose of both of these programs is the provision of 

a community placement., and the delivery of services to the client. 

For the diversion population, the overall program goal is to provide an 

alternative to incarceration in state correctional institutions. For the transi-

tional group, the goal is to provide, within the constraints of security and 

safety, reintegration services that will effect the gradual and successful re-

turn of the offender to the community prior to discharge or release to parole 

supervision. 

The Colorado legislature has increased the funding available for both di-
".' 

version and transitional programs over the last several years. Diversion funds 

increased from $300,000 in 1976-77 to over $1 million in fiscal 1979-80. Trans i-

tional funds also increased during the same time period, from approximately 

$300,000 to $730,000. With this increase has corne an increas.e in the number of 

centers; there were, in fiscal 1978-1979, 16 contract and three state operated 

centers in Colc;>rado which prpvided diversion and transitional programs. 

There are, however, several questions which need to be addressed in the 

field of community corrections. These concern the types of persons being 

served, and the overall effectiveness of the various alternatives. While there 

c:n=e some data available regarding client characteristics, there has not been a 

comprehensive comparative analysis of community corrections effectiveness. It 

~\'as this need which prompted the present study. The specific questions with 

which this study was concerned are listed below. 

-2- I 
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Study Questions: 

1. What types of services are available through the various residential 
community corrections programs, and are these services delivered in­
house? 

2. tVhat types of clients are being referre~ to community corrections? 

a. What are the specific characteristics of diversion clients, and 
are these different from probationers? 

b .. What are the. specific ch&tacteristics of transition clients, and 
are these different from parolees? 

3. tvhat types of outcomes are associated with the various community cor­
rections programs? 

4. For the residential community corrections programs, what is the rela­
tionship between program size, treatment environment, and specific 
outcome measures? 

5. Does the use of residential community corrections increase successful 
probation/parole outcomes for program participants as compared to similar 
clients on either probation or parole? 

The study was conceptualized to be an analysis of all cornmunity corrections 

clients served during. fiscal year 1978-1979. It was statewide in scope, and 

concerned four client groups: diversion clients as compared with those placed 

directly onto probation, and transitional clients as compared with those placed 

directly onto parole. Throughout this study, the term "diversion" lvill be used 

to mean residential diversion programs. and "transitional" will be used to mean 

residential transitional programs. The term "probationlt will be used to mean 

those placed directly onto prob~tion by the sentencing court and "parole" will be 

used to mean those released directly to parole by.the parole board. "Community 

Corrections" has been used in this paper to refer to the "diversion" and "transi-

tional fl groups together. 

METHODOLOGY 

Time Frame for Analysis: 

The time frame for this study was fiscal year 1978-1979.. The exact months 

included, however, varied by question. For the description and comparison of 

clients served by residentia~\cornmunity corrections, the population included 

-3-
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all those persons who were in those programs from July r, 1978 through June 30, 

1979. For the analysis of outcomes and non-residential comparative analysis, 

t9~ population for each group consisted of all those persons who terminated 

c9mmunity corrections, probation, or parole during the first eleven months of 

fi$cal year 1978-1979. 

Sample Selection: 

1. Diversion and Transitional Sampl~: Initially, the to.tal population 

served by residential community corrections programs during fiscal year 1978-

1979 was to be included in this study. However, since data were voluntarily 

submitted from these facilities, only 69.6 percent of the residential diversion 

population and 88.0 percent of the transitional population were available for 

analysis. This me~hod of sample selection resulted in a greater representation 

of the transitional population and a poor samp,le distribution by individual 

program. Although some individual programs were underrepresented in the sample, 

combining and redefining some programs by county of jurisdiction eliminated 

much of the obvious sample bias (Le., Denv.er, Boulder, and Mesa County programs 

were aggregated). To the extent that individual programs within these counties 

are actually different, the sample may include some bias. Theciistribution of 

these samples as compared with the population served is shown ~n Table I be10w. 

The prop~rtions by pro~ram, as compared to the proportions for the total 

served, are shown in Table II below. 

The diversion and residential program samples appear to be representative 

of their respective populations (with the exception noted earli~r). (See x2 
in 

Tables I and II). Data from these samples will be used to develop profiles 

for diversion and residential groups. o 
2. Probation and Parole Sample: For the probation sample, clients were 

randomly ,selected from the judicial districts participating in community cor-

rections, stratified by month of probation placement. Table III shows the 

4 ',' - -
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TABLE I 

Total Sample by Client Type and Program 
Fiscal Year 1978-1979 

Diversion Residential Transitional 

Percent of 
Program Sample Total Total Sample 

penver County 187 294 63.6 70 
COM-COR 72 72 100.0 42 
Loft House 25 36 69.4 14 
Boulder County 17 26 65.4 22 
Mesa County 18 18 100.0 
CRC 18 4l. 40.9 
Hilltop 21 21 100.0 
Larimer 6 12 50.0 
Bails -- 121 
FLCC 73 
G.J.W.R. 43 
Our House 20 
CCL 7 

Totals 364 523 69.6 412 

Diversion Sample: X2 21.43 df = 7. P<.05 
X2 Transition Sample: = 10.17 df = 8, P>- .05 

TABLE II 

Program RepreSentation for Samples 
As Compared to Populations 

Fiscal Year 1978-1979 

Total 

101 
42 
20 
25 

122 
74 
45 
30 

9 

468 

Residential 

Percent of 
Total 

69.3 
100.0 

70.0 
88.0 

99.2 
98.6 
95.6 
66.7 
77.8 

88.,0 

Diversion Residential Transitional Residential 

Program Sample Population Sample Population 

Denver County 51.4 56.2 17.0 21.6 
COM-COR 19.8 13.8 10.2 9.0 

Loft House 6.9 6.9 3.4 4.3 
Boulder County 4.7 5.0 5.3 5.3 
Hesa County 4.9 3.4 
eRC 4.9 8.4 

" 
Hilltop 5.8 4.0 \\ 

Larimer 1.6 2.3 
Bails 29.4 26.1 

FLCC 17.7 15.8 

G.J.W.R. 
,:;,'~ 10.4 9.6 

Our House 4.8 6.4 

CCL 1.7 1.9 

'.rotals 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 

Sample: 
2 11. 93, df 7;, .:e> .05 D:!.veFsion X
2 

= = 
7ranaitionn1 Sample: X = 5.41, elf = 8, P> .05 
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distribution .0£ the probation sample in relation to the diversion sample, by 

judicial district. 

TABLE UI 

Comparison of Proportional Representation 
Of Probation and Diversion Sample 

By Judicial District 

, Judicial District 
(Diversion 

Sample Percent of Total 
Probation 

Sample. Percent of Total 

1 
2 
4 
6 
8 

17 
20 

Total 

2 
X = 10.43 

18 
187 

72 
21 

6 
25 
17 

346 

df = 6 

5.2 
54.1 
20.8 

6.1 
1.7 
7.2 
4.9 

100.0 

P> .05 

42 
213, 

63 
23 
·6 

38 
22 

407 

10.3 
52.3 
15.5 

5.7 
1.5 
9.3 
5.4 

100.0 

A chi square test of independence indicates t:l;tat the two distributions 

are proportionally similar. 

The parole sample was designed to be a precision matched sample for the 

transitional ciients. Th~ matching criteria were month of parole, type of 

conviction (person,' property, 'drug, other) and class of conviction. However, 

the sample chosen from the parole group was underrepresented when compared to 

the number of clients who successfully~completed the transitional programs. 

The parole sample has 173 clients whereas the transltiona~ successful group 

(those who were paroled). has 242 clients. The underrepresentat;i.o:p~;of the parole 
,/ 

group may have an attenuating effect upon the general comparative analysis to 

the transitional successful group; however, since exact pairs of parolee-transi-

tional cases,were developed for specific analyses, this should not be an over'" 

riding concern. 

• . Data Sources: 

L Community Corrections Clients: The data·source for the communityc6r~ 

" rec tions da ta was .. the Department of Correc tions l.Jeighted Caseload Sys tem' s forms. 
, 

Data was retrieved from these raw aata forms as received by the Department of 

, . 

. ~ 

1: 

\) 

Corrections·. I), 

2. Probation and Parole Clients: The data source'for these cases was 

. file material contained in the various probation and parole officer's case 

i!files. Specifically, the pre-sentence report, FBI rap sheet, the offense report, 

. court documents, and the supervising officer' ~;. chronological notes supplied.. " 
/1 

/ most of the data. 

Variables: o 

The general categories of information used in the various analyses are: 

listed according to category. For a detailed list of the data av~ilable on 

each data form used, refer ~to' Appendix A. 

1. Intake Data: These data consisted of information regarding,the court 

case for which the cli'ent was sentenced, demographic data, socioeconomic infor-

mation at t·ime of, sentencing, and types of personal problems .at time of sentencing. 

It was filled out for all client groups. 

2. Needs Assessment Data: This information consisted of a ranking of 

severity of problems for eleven problem areas, such as -financial, fart.\ily, and 
\ 

health. This was done at program entry and exit for the community cortegJ:ions 

cU:ents only •. 
j,' 

3. Risk Assessment Data: This set of data was a ranking, based on prior 

,; criminal involvement, of the client's supposed risk to the community. It was 
•• I 

filled out at onset of community corrections, for both transitional and diversion 

clients. 

4. Community Corrections Termination Data: These data indicated the I'eason 

for termination from community corrections, the number and type of addi.tional 

arrests, if any, and socioeconomic factors at time of termination. It also con-

tained an indication ofahY personal problems while in community corrections. ~ 

All the community corrections clients had these data completed at time of ter-

mination. 
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5. Probation/Paro'1\e Follow-Up Data: These data were filled out on clients 

who had successfully terminated from community correc.tions to field supervision, 

and probationers and parolees. The data consisted of current ,status, any addi-

tional ar~rests, socioeconomic information as of July 31, 1979, and a;ny personal 

problems while ort field supervision. 

Table IV gives the measurement schedule used for the collec~ion of the 

client data. 

6. Treatment Environment Data: These data were. generated from the ad-

ministration of a questionnaire, administered January, 1979. These data ranked 

each facility on nine dimensions.: involvement, support, express:i,.veness~ auto-

nomy, personal orientation, problem orientation, order and organization, clarity, 

and staff control. A brief.description of each of these scales,. excerpted from 

Rudolf Moos' Eva.luating Community and Correctional Settings (1975, p. 41) 

follmv8: 

Subscale Descriptions: 
Correctional Institution Environment Scale 

a. Involvement: Mea8ur~.::; how active and energetic residents are in. 
the day-to-day functioning of the program (i.e., interacting so­
cially with other residents, doing things on their mvu initiative, 
and developing pride and group spirit in the program). 

b. Support: Measures the extent 'to which residents are encouraged to 
be helpful and supportive toward other residents, and how suppor~tive 
the staff are toward residents. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Expressiveness: Measures the extent to which the program encourages 
the open expression of feelings (including angry feelings) by resi­
dents and staff. 

Autonomy: Assesses the extent to which res.idents are encouraged to 
take initiative in planning activities and';taking leadership in the 
unit. 

Pral..::.ticalOrientation: Assesses the extent to which the resident's 
environment orients him toward preparing himself for release from 
the program -- training for new kinds of jobs, looking to the future" 
and setting ·and working toward g'oalsare 'among factors considered. 

',-8-
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f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

(; 

Personal Problem Orientation: Neasures the extent to which. residents 
are encouraged to be concerned with their personal problems and 
feelings and to seek to understand them. 

Order and Organization: Measures hmv important order and organiza­
tion are in the program, in terms of residents (hOlv they look), 
staff (what they do to encourage order), and the facility itself 
(how well it is kept). 

Clarity: Measures the extent to ~vhich the resident knows what to 
expect in the day-to-day routine of ,this program and hOlvexplicit· 
the program rules and procedures are. 

Staff Control: Assesses the extent to which the staff use regula­
tions to keep residents under necessary controls (i.e., in the 
fo,rmulation of rules, the scheduling of act.ivities, and in the, 
relationships between residents and staff). 

TABLE IV 

Types of Data by Client Type 

Community 
Status. at Time Corrections Status as of . Of Sentencing Termination July 31. 1979 

Su~cessful Intake Data Termination Data FollOlI1-up 
Community Corrections Needs Data Needs Data Data 

Risk Data 

Unsuccessful Intake Data Termination Data 
Community Corrections Needs Data Needs Data 

, Risk Data 

Probation/Parole Intake Data Follow-up 
Data 

" 
,. 

FINDINGS: PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 

-Note: These desqriptions were obtained from the Department of Corrections 
Div,ision of Community Services. 

Department of Corrections Administered Facilities: 

1. Bails Hall Work Release Center: Bails H~lll is a three-'-building coro-
,. 

piex in Denver and has a capacity to house 40 male residents. Food services, 

alonglvith transI>0rtation to, this residence for employrnentpurposes, are pro­

videc1, by the facility. There. is a monitored antabu,se and urinalysis program 
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at the facility. In addition, anciliary services, such as mental health, al-

cohol and drug treatment, .and educational counseling for residents, are provided 

through referrals to assisting community agencies. 

2. Fort Logan Community Corrections Center: The facility is a two-story, 

brick residence, located on the r,gr.ounds of the Fort Logan Nental Health Center 

in Denver. This is a co-correctional facility and has a capacity of 26 offen-

ders, 16 males and 10 females. Food services are provided by the Fort Logan 

Mental Health Center c'afeteria, and 

tickets from the program. Emphasis 

residents are required to purchase meal 
/ } 
1/ 

is placed on employment; however, some 

residents at this facility attend vocational or academic training programs. 

Transportation is provided by the facility. Individual and group counseling 

is provided by staff on a weekly basis. Emphasis is placed on job placement 

and alcohol and drug related problems. There is a urine screening and a moni-

tored antabuse program available at the center. Assisting community agencies 

are used as needed. 

3. Grand Junction Work Release Center: The Grand Junction Work Release 

Center is a joint Department of Corrections and Mesa County Community Correc-

tional program operating in Grand Junction. The facility is a tri-level,. cin-

derblock residence that has a capacity to house 20 male residents. In addition 

to state clients, the county utilizes this facility as part of their. community 

correctional program by referring clients for placement at this facility from 

the Hesa County judicial System. Food and transportation are provided by the 

facility. Emphasis is placed on employment and restitution obligations •. Resi-' 

dents are directed to assisting. agencies for help iU,.locating employment, Al-

coholics Anonymous, mental health, and drug counseling programs, as needed. 

Contractual Community Residential Facilities: 

1. Adams Community Corrections Program (Loft House): Loft House is a 

two-story residence w'ith a ~apacity to house 25 residents·. This is a co-

'-10-

correctional program and is located close. to public transportation and assisting 

agencies. Although the mailing address for Loft. House is Denver, the facility 

is actuaity located in Thornton, Colorado, and is conveniE:!ntly close to Commerce 

City, N,orthglenn, Thornton, Brighton, Adams County and surrounding areas. Em-

phasis at l.oft House is placed on employment. Food services are prqyided at 

the facility. Through individual and group counseling, Loft House assists 

client~ in the areas of education, employment, financial management; recreation, 
\-

'\1 

family counseling, drug and alcohol monitoring, as well as providing referral 

services to assisting agencies. 

2. Center for Creative Living,: The facili~yislocated in Jefferson 

County and has a capacity to provide for 24 male residents. The Center is 

close to public transportation and meals are provieled to the residents. Indi:-
., 

vidual an0: group" counseling are provided, with emphasis being direc,ted t9wards 

dealing with alqphol and drug related problems, self-awareness, employment, and 
'r 

self-management. Staff personnel are familiar wit.h co~unity agencies, and 

clients are directed in accordance ';.lith their needs. There is a monitored anta-

buse program ~t the Ce~ter, in addition to urinalysis screening., 

3. COH-COR Facility: The program facility .is located ina former motel 

in Colorado Springs, and is a co-correctional program which can accommodate up 

to 40 residents. Meals are provided by the facility, including sack lunches 

for those" residents who are emp'loyed. 
If 

Gom-Cor is also close to public trans-

portation and shopping centers. Emphasis at Com-Cor is placed on job placement 

and/or vocation or a,cad,ymic training programs. Group and .individual counseling 

is provided to c,dealwith a resident's individual social awareness. Com-Cor 
:.> 

provides psychological evaluations, testing,.uri~aly~is an~, antC!-buse monitoring. 

4. Emerson House: The facility is ioeated in a former hotel in downtown 

Denver and has a 100-;:b,~~~ capacity. The· facility serves ·£ederal andptate 
~ ~,>. ,- . 

clients, and h~~~)£\juvenil'~ d~,tention un:it~ Emphasis at Emerson House is placed 
1\, 

,~""\ '.' 
on employmentr~rand education. 

':. 

A resident is requii~d to attend ,a series of 18 
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class~s dealing , ... ith all facets of .everyday living. Nany, of these classes are. 

taught by a member of the local community '''ho has expertise in the subject 

matter being discussed. The facility directs clients to comnlunity agencies in 

order to assist the residents to meet individual needs. 

5. Empathy House: Empathy House is a 35-bed, co-correctional facility in 

Boulder. Food services at Empathy House are provided.. The staff at Empathy 

House concentrate on an individual's problems - marital, financial, employment, 
~~ 

" 
alcohol, drugs, family, and emotional. Emphasis is ,placed on job developmf:nt 

and placement. In addition to individual and group counseling, the facility 

has a monitored antabuse atid urinalysis program. 

6. Our House: Our House is a three-building complex in Pueblo with a ca-

pacity for 50 residents. This is a co-correctionol facility which provides 

food services. Emphasis at Our House is placed on employment, and there is a 

monitored antabuse and urinalysis screening program. Residents receive both 
r 

individual and group counseling services, and are required to have a minimum 

of one counseling session per ,,,eek. Staff at Our House are familiar ,dth the 

assisting agencies in the community, and make referrals in the areas of medical, 

psychological, legal, vocational and academic training programs, as needed .• 

i: "Walden Community Treatment Cente.E.:' The Walden Community Treatment ' 

Center is located in sOl.lthwest Denver and has a bed capacity for 22 male resi-

dents. The Center is affiliated' '''ith the South,~est Denver Community Mental 

Healtl:t. Center. Although food is provided by the facility, it is the 'residents' 

responsibility to do their own cooking, cleaning and general upkeep of their 

quarters. The facility is located near public transportation and convenient 

shopping areas. Emphasis is placed on employment at-the Cent€!r. All residents 

receive individual' counseling and the Center offers a variety of services in 

the area of family, marital, alcohol and drug abuse. In addition, a monitored 

antabuse and urinalYsis testing program is available. "" 
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8. ~"illiams Street Center'. r,11'll' '" 
IV ,lams utreet Center is located in a two-

story residential facility in Denver w,hJ',c.h h 
as a capacity to,house 25 clients. 

Alt!tough food is provided, the residents are requl'red 
,to prepare their breakfas t 
" 

and lunch; ~heevening meal-is prepared b.y a facl'll'ty coolr .' 

.'- Emphasis at 1Vi.lliams 

Street Center is placed on J'ob development, 1 d 
P acement, an restitution. Indi-

,vidual and group counseling are required on kl b 
a wee' y asis. Clients are directed 

" /1 

to assisting agencies, such as eri,ployment, 'velfare, Vocat-ronal . 
... Rehabilitation, 

Alcoholics Anonymous, and mental health. 

There are three programs on which this d " 
~scrlptlve infonna'tion was not avail-

able from the Depar tmen t of Correc t.-rons ..' 
... Hilltop House in Durango, Fort Collins 

Community Corrections Center, and Independence House in Denver. 

Summary Qf Program Descriptions: 

To summarize the above descriptions. all of the program,s 
are concerned 

'''ith job placement and employment. Most offer,'; in fhe· programs themselves , 
urinalyses and antabuse;eight also offer in-house individual", and 

group counsel-

ing. Other commuI1ity services are used as nec.essary. 

CLIENT DESCRIPTIONS 

Due to the number of variables on which data werecollected~highlights 

of the frequency distributions are Summarized in terms £ 
o a statistical profile 

of the clients'in each ,of the four groups. Wh.enever appropriate, the;'mean" 

average is used. 
Items based on the most' likely category or "modell are followed 

by the percent of cases actually in that category. 

The Di versio,n Clien t : 

•..• is a 25-year-old mal~. 

•.•• wan 18.6 yearn old at firat arrest. (I He han afc:irly);~extensive misde::" 

meanor arrest record (75%), with at least one prior felony conviction (58%); 
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has bee!l placed on probation (53%); served time in a county jail (45%), and may 

have served time in a state facility (21%). 

•... is single and has less than a 12th grade education (57%). .The most. 

recent job was a blue collar occupation (58%) 'vhile he was unemployed at time 

of his last arrest (60;). 

...• has an alcohol (57%) problem and may have a drug (44%) problem. 

The Probation Client: 

.... is a 27--yea.r-old male. 

•.•. wasplaced on probation for a Class 4 property crime (53%) • 

.... was 22.5 years old at first arrest. He has a misdemeanor arrest record 

(58%) and may have had at least one prior felony conviction (44%); may have been 

placed on probation (35%); has not served time in a jail (83%) or a state 

facility (88%) . 

• . • . is likely to be married and has a high school education (57%). The 

most recent job was a blue collar occupation (54%) and he was employed at time 

of his last arrest (65%). 

•... has neither a drug (15%) nor an alcohol (27%) problem. 

The Transitional Client: 

•..• is a 27-year-old male. 

•... was sentenced to the Department of Corrections for a Class 4 property 

crime where neither a weapon nor injury (75%) w~s involved during -the commission 

of the crime. 

~.,.was 19.0 years old at first arrest. Has a misdemeanor (67%) and felony 

. ,(69%) arrest record 'vith at least one prior probation (55%); he may have at 
:~y.'. 

least one prior incarceration (39%). 

.... :is single and has a highschool education. The most recent job "vas a 

blue collar occupation (62%) while he was equally likely to be employed or un-

employed at time of his last arrest (50%). 

-14-
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.... :is equally likely to have an alcohol problem (50%) and may have a drug. 

problem (49%). 

The Parole Client: 

•.•. is a 26-year-old male. 

•.•. was sentenced to the Department of Corrections for a Class 4 property 

crime where neither a weapon nor injury (75%) was involved during the commission 

of the crime. 

.... "vas 18.0 years old at first arrest~_ Has an extensive inisd.emeanor (75%) 

and felony (91%) arrest record and has at least one prior incarceration (55%) • 

His most recent job was a blue collar occupa.tion (71%) and was not employed 

at time of his last arrest (66%) . 

...• is equally likely to have an alcohol problem (50%) and may have a drug 

problem (48%). 

Group Comparisons: 

At this point, comparisons were made bet\veen two sets of data: the diver-

sion clients as opposed to those placed directly onto probatign, and the transi­

tional clients as opposed to those released straight onto parole. These two 

sets were chosen since these tlvO groups represent different options at similar 

decision points: (i .• e., a judge decides to sentence an offender either to pro-

bation or residential community correc.tions, or an offender ma.y be released 

from incarceration either to residential community corrections or parole). Each. 

set qf comparisons is discussed separately. 

" 

Probation vs. Diversion: Upon examination of the data gathered on each 

group, the major differences appear to be among the cat.egqries of prior criminal 
:. -?) 

record, employment and substance abUse problems. 
(7 

The category of present offense shows no significant difference in the prO-

portion of person crimes ,between the two groups, although the diversion sample 

group shows a significantly higher proportion of property offenses than the 
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'probation sample group. This difference in property offenses between the two 

groups would be expected since the Conununity Corrections Act (17-27-101) pre­

cludes the placement of offenders convicted of violent crimes into diversion 

programs. 

The table below shm,s a statistical analysis of the variables that sho\o1 

h 'I ps A test of proportions (z-test) major differences between t e two samp e grou . 

was used for this analysis. A confid:;:'ihce level of .05 was used for statistical 

significance. 

TABLE V 

Probation and Div~rsion Comparative Data 

- Test of 

L,J 

Category Probation Diversion ~roportions (Z) Si nificanc( 

Property Offense 
Injury During Offense 
Prior Hisd. Arrest 
Prior Felon Arrest 
Prior Probations 
Prior Jail Terms 
Prior Incarcerations 
12th Grade Education 
Employed at Arrest 
Drug Problem 
Alcohol Problem 
Age at Arrest 

218 
54 

235 
179 
141 

68 
50 

234 
246 

61 
llO 

(22.5) 

% 

53% 
14% 
58% 
44% 
35% 
17% 
12% 
57% 
65% 
15% 
27% 

N 

247 
25 

258 
199 
184 
155 

73 
162 
145 
132 
188 

(18.6) 

% 

66% 
8% 

75% 
57% 
53% 
45% 
21% 
43% 
40% 
44% ' 
57% 

3.70 
2..65 
4.90 
3.66 
5.17 
7.97 
3.26 
4.00 
6.,61 
8.34 
8.16 

N/A 

p~.05 

P..::::. .05 
P.:::-.05, 
P <.05 
P~.05 

P <..05 
P< .05 
P<.05 
P <:::. • 05 
P< .05 
P< .05 

N/A 

The data ,in Table V indicate that th,e sample of probation clien,ts, although 

clearly not first time offenders, have proportionately less extensive criminal 

records than the diversion sample clients. In all the above categories that 

are associated with prior criminal background, the proportion of the probation 

sample clients is significantly lm,er than the proportion ,of t:;]:1e diversion sample 
\ '.'. .-

,>-' ... ',-,,:c 

clients. These differences in criminal background could be attributed ,to the fact 

t'hat the diversion sample clients' fir.st experience with the law (measured by 

mean age at first arre~t) occurred at a youn~er mean c;tge (18.6) than the pro-

(7 

bation sample clients (22.5): 
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Although the data on client drug and alcohol problems may be,skewed by the 

subj ective manner of reporting, the diversion sample, clients show'ed a signifi-

" 
cantly higher proportion of reported drug and alcohol problems than the probation 

sample clients. 

The variable, "employment at arrest", shm,s a signifi(~ant difference be-

tween the probation and diversion sample clients. Two-thirds of the probation 

sample clients were em~loyed at time of arrest while only two-fifths of the 
II . 

diversion sample clients were employed at time of arrest. 

To sum up this section, then, the diversion sample clients are significantly 

different fr.om those sample clients sentenced to probation in sever.al -ways. 

They have a more severe prior criminal record, are more often unemployed, and 

have a more extensive substance abuse problem. 

- Parole vs. Transition: There is not as much differentiation between paro­

'" lees and transitional clients. The category of present offense and injury does 

not yield significant differences. ,This was expected, however, in that offense 

was one of the matching criteria. There are, hm,ever, some areas in which the 

two groups are different. These are prior criminal ~ecord and employment. The 

.05 level of confidence is used for the follm,ing test of proportio-ns: 

TABLE VI 

Parole and 'Transitional ComparativE~ Data 

Prior Misd. Arrest 
Prior Felon Arrest 
Prior Incarcerations 
Employed at Arrest 
Age at Arrest 

Parole 
/I 

N % 

126 75% 
156 91% 

94 55% 
48 34% 

(17.5) 

Transit:Lon 

N % 

263 67% 
273 69% 
15339% 
156 48% 

(1,9.0) 

Test of Proportion 

'2 Significance 

2.02 
5.60 
3.55 
2.79 

N/A 

PL·95 
P · i'~ ~. v,'"l :, 
P <.: ~ 05"--~~ 

P< .05 

The (\parole sample client.s appear to have a more:extensiveprior criminal 
('"j. 

record than the transition sample clients. In all the above prior criminal 
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record categories the parole sample clients show a significantly higher propor-

tion than the transitional sample clients. As ,.,ith the probation and diversion 

samples, the group (parole) ,.,ith the higher proportion of prior r;riminal back­

» 
ground is also the group with the younger mean age at arrest (17.5). The 10gic C 

would follow that much of the 'difference in prior criminal background could be 

related to age at first arrest. 

The above data 'olOuld also indicate that the parole sample clients were less 

likely to be employed at arrest than the transitiOtial sample clients~ 

To sum up this section, theJe are indications that the sample clients who 

w~ete referred to transitional programs have less extensive criminal histories 

and a better employment background. If the purpose of a transitional program is 

to effect the gradual and successful return of the offender prior to parole, it 

,.,ould seem appropriate that those who most need community support systems would 

be the ones referred. From this analysis, this does not seem to be the case,. 

The key to this finding may be in the Department of Corrections' concern for 

"security and safety," identified earlier as a constraining va.riable. 

Summary of the Group Comparisons: 

,The comparative analysis of data from the sample groups' indicates that the 

client types that were referred to a diversion program have had an extensive 

prior criminal record which involved prior probation, but which was not likely 

to be severe enough to have resulted in incarceration. His present. offense is 

typically a property crime. Apparently, the offender's problems with substance 

abuse were severe enough to require closer supervision than prcbatio~ could 

offer. His opportunities for employment if released to probation were not good 

and he required the additional support given by the close supervision of a di-

version program. It would appear that the diversion programs, on the average, 

may be receiving appropriate clients in terms of meeting the purpose stated by 

sta~ute "to divert adult offenders from incarceration." ' Transitional programs 

, "1 '" o 

j 
I 
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do nol appear to be receit~ng appropriate clients, if the purpose is to place 

those most in ~eed of supportive serVices (especially employment anp substance 

abuse) into such programs. 

OUTCOMES OF CO}~ruNItY CORRECTIONS 

Within this section, there are several different question~ ,.,hich are ad­

dressed. The first section simply presents the frequency,of outcome successes 

and failures. The second section i,s explanatory, and attempts to determine ,.,hat 

variables are related to community corrections success or failure. Each analysis 

is described belmlT. 

Frequency of Success/Failure: In Ta~)les VII and VIII, the percentages of . 

termination types, including cases still open as of Jl1:ly 1, 1979, ,are shmvn. 

Success was defined here as completing community corrections and going to field 

'" f/ 

supervision. Overall, l~4. 8% of the diversion cases were successful, while 59.2% 

of the transitional clients ,.,ere successful.. Detailed data on the reasons for 

unsuccessful termination are unavailable, however,'because of coding errors. 

Therefore, no analysis can be made in regard to the reason for unsuccessful 

terminatiQns. 

Variables Related to Success or Failure: Although the reason for termina-

,tion cannot be analyzed, those variables used to describe client groups were 

compared to each group's successes and failures. Tables IX and X show those 

variables and their relationships to success and failure. A test of proportions 

was used to identify statistically significant differences at the D( = .05 level 

of confidence. 
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Program 

Denver County 
COl-I-COR 
Boulder County 
CRC 
Hilltop 
Larimer 
Loft House 
Hesa County 

Totals: 

TABLE VII 

Distribution of Termination Status: 

Successful Failure 

If % It % 

78 47.7 53 28.3 
". 

47 65.3 25 34.7 
6 35.3 6 35.3 

10 55.6 7 38.9 
9 tt2.9 5 23.8 

-- -- 2 33.3 
5 20.0 8 32.0 
8 44.4 7 38.9 -- --

163 44.8 113 31. 0 

TABLE VIII 

Diversion 

o 'pen 

" 
56 
--

5 
1 
7 
4 

12 
3 --

88 

Distribution of Termination Sta,tus: , Transitional 

Denver County 
COH-COR 
Boulder County 
Loft House 
Hesa County 
Bails 
FLCe 
G.J.H:.R. 
Our House 
CCL, 

Totals: 

S f 1 uccess u 

/I % 

35 50.0 
28 66.7 

7 31.8 
8 57.1 

'~ 

2 33.3 
79 65.3 
51 69.9 
19 51.4 
12 60.0' .. 

3 42.9 --
~:::=-

244 59.2 

Failure 

II %' II' 

21 30.0 lL~ 

13 30.9 1 
7 31.8 8 
2 14.3 4 
2 33.3 2 

24 19.8 18 
6 8.2 '16 
8 21. 6 10 
6 30.0 2 

,-'~ 

4 0 --
89 21.6 79 
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Ttl o a 

% 

30.0 187 
-- 72 

29.4 17 
5.5 18 

33.3 21 
66.7 6 
48.0 25 
16.7 18 

24~2 364 

Total 

% 
--

20.0 70 
2.4 42 

36.4 22 
'28.6 14 
33.3 6 
14.9 121 
21.9 73 
27.0 37 
10.0 20 
57.1 7 ----'-
19.2 412 

,f 

Variable 
,.". 

Prior Feloni~s 
Prior Jail Terms 
Prior Incarcerations 
PrioruParoles 
U'nemployed at Arrest 

;1 

TABLE IX 

,--:-.::::-.--::. 
Intake Data on. Diversion Crients: 

Success vs. Failures 

Successes Failures 

II % II .% 

60 43% 54 63% 
41 30% 42 45% 
17 12% 26 27% 

6 4% 14 14% 
81 52% 78 72% 

Z-Test 

2.86 
2.22. 
3.06 
2.83 
3.31 

Probabilit 

P <'.05 
P <:..05 
Pc .05 
P<,.05 
P <,.05 

The above table shows a significantly higher proportion of clients with 

prior criminal records in the failure group as compared to the ' success c group. 

".The prior criminal record data substantiates th'at borne out in previous litera-

ture, which indicates that those persons with a more lengthy prior record are 

those more likely ,to fail, regardle~s of sentence. An interesting additional 

variable, ,however, is that of unemployment at time of arrest. This finding may 

be indicative of a degree of personal problems, Hhich manifests itself in later 

difficulties. 

" ,TABLE X 

Termination Data on' Diversion: 
Success vs. Fail,tires 

Termination Data Success. Failure Z-Test ,Probabilit 

II % II % 

Employed at Termination 86 67% 49 47% 3.01 P~.05 

Employment Problem 44 35% 71 71% 5.39 P <:; .05 
Arrest while in Program 1 .6% C::- .. 10 9% 3.44 , P< .05 
Drug Problem 24 20% 37 47% 4.13 P ".05 
Alcohol Problem 44 35% 48 53% 2.67 P,.05 

These data, lvhich ,,indicate status at time of termination~ are als6 not sur-

prising. Overall, it can be said that those persons with the most difficulty in 

employment and substance abuse are most likely to be found in t:he failure group. 
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Information is presented for trad~~tional clients in Table XI. Since 

there were no meaningful intake variables which ,.,ere different proportionately 

between the transitional success and failure groups (probably due to matc.hed 

samples), oniy terminatipn data are presented. 

TABLE XI 

Termination Data on Transitional Clients 
Successes vs. Failures 

Termination Data 

Employed .at Termination 
Arrest During Program 

Stay 
Alcohol Problem 
Employment Problem 

S 

N 

160 
4 

93 
63 

uccess 

% 

77% 
2% 

43% 
31% 

F "I a1 ure 

N % 

41 53% 
1) 14% 

48 58% 
39 57% 

Z T - est b b Pro a ility 

3.96 P <'.05 
4.64 P< .05 

2.36 P <.05' 
3.69 P·.<.05: 

The termination data for transitional clients are similar 'to that of dive·rsion. 

Those persons with more areas of adjustment problems are more likely .to fail. 

The characteristics of successes are fairly. clear: employment, no arrests, and 

limited substance abuse problems. 

In this section, the following points were noted: 

1. Approximately half of those ".,ho go through community corrections continue 

on to field supervision. 

2. The variables that are more likely to ,be found with cqIDIDunity corrections 

successes are employment, less exten,sive prior criminal background and less ex-

tensive substance abuse problems. 

CORRECTIONAL ENVIRON~IENTMm PROGRAH SIZE 
.. , 

The primary function of this analysis' was' to determine if there ,vere signi-

ficant differences between program$ of different sizes on treatment.' environment, 

and secondarily, if program size was associated with different programmatic 

outcomes. The original j,mPetus for this analysis originated in the fall of 1978, 

,.,hen the director of the d'iversion monies for the Department of, Corrections was 
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d,eveloping standards for contracting ".,ith various facilities, ~nd it was felt 

that a standard should be developed concerning large facilities. 
" 

Program Size and Treatment Milieu: The format used in Moos' book, Evalua----. --
ting Correctional and Community Settin,Ss (1975) was also used here. Hoos es-

I 

tablished,based ort clients' responses, what type of treatment environment a 

program demonstrated, and whether there were differences ,between programs of 

different sizes. He describes six types of treatment. environments. These are 

briefly listed below. 

1. Therapeutic Community: These programs are considerabl;y above the over-

I! 

all average On all three relationship dimensions and on a~l three treatment program 

dimensions (see p. 8 for these definitions). The programs are orderly and well 

organized and the program rules and regulations are reasonably clear. However, 

Staff Control is deemphasized. 

2. Relationship Oriented: These programs are substantially above the overall 

average on involvement and support, and on order and organlza~ion, and clarity, 

and average on staff controL Although all the treatment program dimensions 

·are somewhat above the mean,. there is no special emphasis on any of them. 

3. Action Oriented: The emphasis here on the relationship dimensions is 

only approximately the, same .as the overall mean, and that on order and organiza-

tion, and clar~ty is appr?xirnatelythe same or lower than the mean. There is, 

~\" 

hm.,ever,~above average emph~sis on expressiveness aild autonomy, and moderately 

above emphasis on both a practical and a feeling orientation.I,i 

4. Insight Oriented: The ,relationship dime.nsions are mod.erately emphasized, 

but in a context in ".,hich both practical orientation and personal problem orien-

tation are also stressed. This occurs in an overall context in which there is 

a higher than average emphasis on clarity, but only au, average emphas\;i.s on order 
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and organization~ 

5. Control Oriented: These programs emphasize staff control to the vir­
o 

" 

tual exclusion of all others, except order and organization. All three relation-

ship dimensions receive substantia,lly below average emphasis, as do all three 

treatment program dimensions. This program type represents a custodial oriented 

program, ~.,rhich is characterized by close adherence to rules and ,procedures, and 
r7 

a regimented bureaucr~tic ~pproach to residents. 

6. Disturbed Behavior: This program type is moderately above the o,verall 

average on both expressiveness and staff control. The rest of the dimensions are 

underemphasized. Because of the lack of, stress on neither involvement, support, 

nor personal problem orientation, the emphasis on expressiveness appears to refer 

to the open expression of anger more than the constructive expression of personal 

feelings. 

The frequency of responses is given in Table XII. Given the above character-

izations, the results demonstrated by the Colorado data are not as clear, as 

is shown in Chart 1. 'There are not the strong above average or below average 

emphases noted by Moos. The client responses for each program type generally 

are very close to t~~t of the overall means. Additionally, there is only one 

dimension, order and organization, which shows significant differences between 

programs of different sizes. If a program type is to be chosen, the data su.ggest 
~ n 

a trend towards an insight oriented program. For Colorado, the relationship 

dimensions are slightly above average, as are the dimensions of practical orien-

tation,and personal problem orientation. What is unique here is the below-average 

emphasis of order and organizatio~ shown by two sizes of programs, small and 

large. This may suggest an ever stronger tendency towards the ideal type in-

sight oriented program than that found by Moos, in that the low emphasis on this 

dimension can increase openness and spontaneity of self..iexpression. 

An even more important finding is that of lack of overall difference found 
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bet\veen program size, as noted above. Only one dimension, order and organization, 

,shm.;ed differences b~t't-]een programs. The Orerall finding of no' differen~t~i:;~1?4n be 
-'~ ~,~ ',j 

interpreted one of t,.,ro ways: either the level of staffi,ng is no differ~~ot1~)~tween 

programs, regardless of size, or that level of staffing is not related to program 

environment. It must be remembered, however,that these responses, we.re only re-
o, 

ported for one point in time, while the average c,lie~~ length of s,tay is appro~i­
~. ,.1 

mately three months. 

Differences Bet\veen Staff and Clients: As can be seen from Chart .11, there 

is considerable difference between the opinions of the staff ,as compared to clients. 

On every dimension, the differences between staff and clien:ts ,.,rere significantly 

different, ''lith the staff rating each dimensiQn substantially highe~ in teJ;'ms 

of agreement than the clients. This·is consistent with the findings of Noos and 

others. In terms of this study, it may offer areas of training and discussion 

"vithin the various programs. 

Relationship Between Program Size and Outcomes: Here, although there were 

no differences between program size and treatment environment, there \Olere some 

differences bet\\Teen outcome variables by program size.. This indicates ,that. 

there are other programmatic differences between those which were not measured; 

geographic location, length of time in operation and amount of staff turnover 

Clre only a few suggestions. Below, in Table XIII; are thOse variables which 

,vere significantly different, for the diversion population, by program size. 

These data indicate that, generally speaking, the. large programs Seem to 

-',' II 
"do better ll than do either 'the small or medium size' programs,. On the last" t~vo ,. 

variables, the medium programs are similar to the small ones; both of those 

had a substantial percentage of clients "vho had problems during communit.y cor-

rections. Consistently, ''lith the exception"'of the category concerning d:r:t.tg 

problems, the small programs had over half of their clients who claimed no 
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TABLE· XII 

Distribution of Respons~s 
By Program and Staff/Clients 

Programs 

Boulder - small 
Cm-hCOR large 
Emerson House - large 
Empathy House - la.cge 
Independence House - medium 
Hilltop House - small 
Larimer CCP - medium 
Loft House - medium 
Walden - medium 
Williams Street - medium 
Community Respon. Center - medium 
Bails Hall - large 
Ft. Logan CCP - medium 
Grand Junction - medium 
Our House - large 

Staff 

3 
8 

33 
3 
8 
4 

16 
10 

5 
6 
5 
6 
5 
7 

11 

TABLE XIII 

Termination Data 
Diversion Clients by Program Type 

. Clients -----
o 

12 
56' 

4 
2 
6 
5 

20 
6 

17 
16 
13 
16 
19 
23 

Program Size 

Small Hedium . Large 

% N % N % N 
I 

No Occupation 55% 11 16% 17 20% 17 

Drug Problem Claimed 43% 6' 36% 31 17% 13-

Alcohol Problem Claimed 57% 8 52% 47 17% 13 

Employment Problem Claimed 57% 8 57% 50 32% 24 

All X2 . . f . t P < 05 slgnl lcant a .. 
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.. Total 

3 
20 

·89 
7 

10 
10 
21 
30 
11 
23 
21 
19 
21 
26 
34 

2 
X 

21. 99 

9.25 

25.07 

10.29 
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occupation at time of term~nation, and who had sl,fbstance abuse and emplo:>:,meQt 

problems during community corrections. HmlTever, because there were no di£fer-

encesbetween program size, and treatment environment, it cannot be said that 

these differences are due to differences in treatment milieu. 

There ,",'as only one variable ~Yhich was different lI1ithin the transitional 

population: alcohol problem while in community corrections. Table XIV gives 

the result. 

TABLE XIV 

Termination Da.ta 
For Transitional Clients by Program Type 

Nedium Large X2 df 
.' 

t.'; % N % N 

I Alcohol Problem Claimed 39.4% 52 52.7% 
'I.; 

78 4.45 1 

X2 significant at P <.05 

For this group, the reverse of the findings noted for the diversion clients seems 

to be the case: the large program appears to fare worse in the area of alcohol 

problems. Over half of their clients had alcohol problems at termination. Once 

again, however, the reason for this is unclear, in that there ~lTere no differences 

between program size and treatment environment. 

Sum~ary of Program Size Analyses: 

Several things were noted in the above section. First., given the .results 

of the client data for different program sizes, there ~lTere no substantial dif-

ferences between programs of various sizes in terms of treatment milieu. Over-

call, the responses on the various dimensions can be categorized in terms of 

the insight-oriented model suggested by Hoos. Additionally, responses between 

the staff and clients were significantly different, with the staff responding 

more favorably than the clients. Regardless of the lack of differentiat.ion 

between. program milieu, pl-ogram size, ~yas associated with different. outcomes, 
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but not in the expected direction. Large programs, in fact, seem to be re-

lated to positive rather than negative outcome perceptions. Hence, on the 
/1 

basis of a single administration, there does not seem to be any reason to in-

corporate a standard which deals \vith size of the program. 

COMNUNITY CORRECTIONS COMPARED - PROBATION/PAROLE 

For this part of the study cluster analysis was used, so that matched 

groups could be developed. The variables selected for input were those that 

were significantly different between groups. For the probation/diversion com-

parison, there were 10 clusters established. From these, 62 pairs were selected, 

so that the total number available for analysis was 124 cases. For the transi-

tional/parole comparison, seven clusters were established, with 65 pairs selec-

ted. The total number thus was 130 cases. Discriminant function analysis was 

run on these clusters and the subsequent pairs, th!ough which it was dete~mined 

that 85% of all cases were predicted to be in that specific cluster. There-

fore, the cluster analysis approach appears valid for the purpose of statistical' 

matching. This allmvs for the analysis to be based on comparison groups 'in 

which the extraneous variables have been controlled; in other words, the groups 

appear statistically equivalent. The. results for each comparison are based on 

two outcomes: the number of arrests \vhile on field supervision, and differences 

in status at time of follmv-up. It was hoped that type of ter.mination from 

field supervision would be available for analysis, but there were ~ot€:nough 

cases which had been closed. Each comparison is discussed separately. 

TABLE XV 

. Mean Arrests by Probation vs. Diversion 

Group N Mean Number of Arrests 

Probation 62 .129 

I Diversion 62 .048 . I?: 

F 2.604 P > .05 

!_.' 

From Table XV it can be seen that the diversion clients do not have a 
statistically significant lower:::mean arrestn1te \vhi1e on £ield super.vision than 

do probationers. 

For the second question regarding status at follmv-up, an . analysis of 

variance \vas used. Table XVI gives the results. 

TABLE XVI 

Differences Between }feans for 
Probation and Divers.ion Clients at Follow-Up 

Probation Diversion 

-
X N X N F P 

Occupation Type 2.17 62 1.87 62 4.991 .022 

Type of }fost Recent Job 2.25 61 1.87 T 62 8.393 I .004 

For interpretation, the scale for both occupat.ion and job type was '1' 

for none, up to '4' for white collar/professional. Thus, the higher the value, 

.the higher the rank for the type of occupation. .These data shmv a different 

picture 'Petween probationers and diversion clients. At time of follow-up, the 

diversion clients do not have as high of an occupational or job type status 

as do probationers. Thus, on these cr~teria~ diversion does not seem to have 

the desired impact. 

Transitionalvs. Parole: The same two analyses were done for these two 

groups. Table XVII gives the arrest information, while Table XVIII gives the 

status data . 
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Occupation 

Type Host 

Education 

TABLE XVII 

Mean Number of Arrests 
While on Field Supervision 

Parole vs. Transitional 

Group N Hean Number of Arrests 

Parolees 65 .185 

Transitionals 65 
)E::: 

.138 

F = .236 P)- .05 

TABLE XVXII 

pifferences Between Means for 
Parolees and Transitional Clients at Follmv-Up 

Parole Transitional 

- -
X N X N F 

2.03 61, 1. 57 61 10.770 

Recent Job 2.09 565 1. 64 63 11. 795 

10.83 64 11.55 33 4.105 

J 

P 

.001 

.000 

.045 

As can be seen in Table XVII, the difference in mean arrests does not shO\v 

a significant differend<k. Both groups had a higher. mean arrest rate than d.id 

the probation/diversion groups. When the status variables are examined" <;in 

interesting difference is noted. The parole population ranks significantly 

higher than the transitional group in terms of occupation and job level. The 

parolees actually seem 'better' at time of follow-up than do the transitional 

clients, in terms of scoring higher on 'the occupation and job type scale. This 
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overall picture follows the sa!11e general trend as \Jith the probation/diversion 

comparison, in that non-community corrections clientsseern to be doing better 

than clients placed in community corrections. 

To sum up this section, then, the use of community corrections, either di-

version or transitional, doe.s not .. seem to be associa.t:ed ~vith higher oc:cupational. 

or job· classifications. Further, there was no significant effect in decreasing 

rearrest~rates for diversion clients or transitional clients. 

CONCLUSIONS AND· RECOHl:'1ENDATIONS 

From this.ahalysis, there appear to be some significant dilferences in 

the characteristics of client types referred to community corrections. 

Data on the probation/diversion clients would indicate that the residen-

tial diversion sample clients have a more extensive. criminal record, a greater 

substance abuse problem and more likely to be unemployed at arrest·than those 

sample clients in the non-residen~ial probation group'. These findings would 

suggest that the residential diversion programs are receiving clients \vith more 

severe criminal records and potential needs than probation clients and may in-

dicate that they were diverted from incarceration. 

Par/He/ transitional comparison sample groups demonstrated fe\ver significant 

differences in client characteristics. Data on these client sample groups show 

the parole sample group to have a more extensive criminal record and to be more 

likely to have been unemployed at arrest than those sample clients in the resi-

dential trap.sitional ",group. 

D These findings suggest that those clients going directly from institutions 

to parole are in more need of cOlmnunity support services than the transitional 
;) 

client group. If the purpose of transitional programs is to provid.e reintegra-'" 

tion servi.ces that will effectt:he gradual and succes'sful return of the offender 

to the community prior to parole or -discharge, then those offenders ,,,hOi! need 
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community supportive services the most are not the ones being placed in transi-

tional programs. 

The current selection process for clients placed into transitional programs 

is operati.~g under the constraints,of an offender security assessment and a 

review of public safety concerns. These placement constraints upon the Depart-

. , 

ment, and comnlunity screening boards, appear to deselect those offenders with the 

most need for community supportive services. The irony of this process is that 

those offenders with the most need are not being selected for transitional pro­

grams, and are Qventually paroled into the community without the support ser-. 

vices provided by transitional programs. 

This is a policy issue 'vhich could be addressed by changing the gQal of 

the transitional programs, or by establishing alternative programs for s.uch 

offenders. 

Overall, over 50% of the sample clients referred to residential community 

corrections were successful as defined by termination to field supervision. 

A definitive success rate could not be computed as cases lvere still open as 

of July 1, 1979. 

Although c1ata for the reasons for unsuccessful terminations l\1ere not avail­

able for analysis, several characteristics were proportionally different be-

tween the success and failure groups. The failures. in cOIllillunity corrections 
-

demonstrated more extensive criminal records, unemployment and substance abuse 
I : ,:",:~, 

problems. These findings were not surprising in the sense that these needs 

~ver~ substantiated in the group comparisons data but were surprising since 

all Gommunity programs are concerned with job placement and employment and 

most programs offer substance abuse counseling. 

It r:mct be .noted that the data supporting these findings were based on 

reports hythe same program staff 't~ho offer employment and substance abuse ser-

vices. d may introduce some bias into the data These self-reporting proce UTes () 
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findings. The extent of any bias in the data is not known. 

The Noos Scale, applied to Colorado community corrections programs, showed 

that program size is not. related to different ,treatment environments, although 

large program size was associated with higher ,occupational outcomes. 

, . Lastly, with the use of rearrest rates and status at time of follow-up 

(measures defined as successful probation and parole outcomes for community 

program participants), the use of community corrections, either diversion or 

transitional, does not seem to be associated 't\1ith increased occupational or 

job classification levels. Further, there lvas no' significant effect. ,in decreas-

ing rearrest rates for diversion or transitional clients. 

Given these data, it appears that, overall, the diversion sample group 

did show different characteristics than the probation group; hence, diversion 

appears to be functioning as an alternat~ve different from probation. It must 

be noted, hmvever, that this analysis cannot conclude that thE:'. diversion sample 

group ,.wo!tld have been incarcerated without a diversion prog;ram, since this study 

·'i>:-...5iid not compare diversion clients wi.th those incarcerated. 

For residential transitional clients, the data suggests that those clients 

who fail in a transitional program are those with .the greatest needs in the 

areas of employment and substance abuse. Similarly, the'parole sample group 

showed greater needs in the same area's. 

These data 'tvould strongly suggest that all community transitional programs 

$hould continue to have priority programs in employment needs and substance 

abuse counseling . 

. ~ 
It is felt that, at thispoirtt;'there are several unanslVered questions 

that should be ,uddressed. The first concerns the difference betweendivers:i.on 

clients' and similar clients ~vho are incarcerated. If it .is known that the di-

version group .does no better than a, similar group of probationers, this can 

be interpreted negatively for diversion only if it is also known that .they do 
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worse than a similar group 0 f clients ~vho ~,'ere incarcerated. This should be 

analyzed, so that these fj.nciings can be put into perspective. Secondly, it 

is not clem;' whether there is really no relationship bettveen program size and 

treatment environment, or that this was just the case for a specific point in 
iI 

time. Most of the literature demonstrates a strong relationship hetlveen 'these 

two variables, and the results of one administration may not be adequate to 

answer this question. 

Thirdly, it is apparent that in all sample groups the basic reported 

neE!ds and reasons for failure center around substance abuse and employment 

problems. It is suggested that the Department continue monitoring diversion 

and transitional clients \:;,ith a focus on data relating to those items which :' J 

were shown to be associated with client Success and failure. 

Further Research: 

An important exclusion in this analysis was the lack of available data . 

for analysis of "the reasons for unsuccessful terminations from commun:Lty pro-

grams. It is suggested that this area of research be pursued in the future. 

This research could have value in monitoring and evaluating individual com-

munity program support services. 
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