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? ' ‘ SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
i . ,
: , {
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS i
’ g I. GENERAL
i
. ' : i Relations between the subject programs and the Mayor's
is th duct of roughly three person-years of work . : ‘ Safe Streets Act AdvisoryJCommgttge suffer becausz of delays
thie reporthlstSi g;zt into a three month period. The pfojeCt'S ! in contract execution and funding. These delays cause
» cqmpressedf fgr : rous ;nd frequenfly onerous to the agencies, i : animosity and inefficiency and should be eliminated.
”dependenc§e§ dve?z ngﬁeupon‘whom we were dependent. But without their - L Pp. 10-11, 83, 201, 229. :
groups, and Inctvidud s B A full accounting could go on ad i
i would never have finished. u Juntn LB B — |
?123 vi n. and so we include here only one "special mention" and an | :
intipltull, av . list | 4 ‘ II. THE RECIDIVISM STUDY AND DATA ANALYSIS
almost certainly inadequate liSt. , -
' o res lea and | | | 1 n to believe that £ the four D
. o to all those who responded to our pl ; 1. There is no reason to believe that any o e r Deer
e sp?c;al tgagiz %0 decipher Probation files. They know who - ‘ ; Island-linked programs have had any impact on recidivism.
Sﬁent late nights d : - ' f This conclusion holds whether charge, disposition, time
they are- f before charge, or severity of charge is used to measure
\a . (with apologies to those omitted. 1 recidivism 5 25-37 7 ©
The list to whom thanks are due: wi P | . P .
through oversight) : : 2. Few trends of change appear between 1971-2 and 1972-3 Deer
4 at MSSAAC. . - Island dischargees. The more recent group is much smaller
. John Voros, Missy McAlea, and colleagues . , and slightly more likely to be paroled. Pp. 37-39, 39.
From MCCJ: Bob Cole, Karen Joerg, Jim Beha, Herb Ross, Pam , 3. There is no reason to believe that the work release program
. English iom Sellers,Sharon Smith, and Christy Yaw. ' at Deer Island has had any effect on recidivism. P. 39.
1 9 >

At the Penal Inséitutions Department: George Gannon, Jim

Shine .pavid Nee, Arthur Fuller, and R. 0. John Sullivan. IIT. CASE MANAGEMENT

 ere e e W

.

Tn the Sheriff's Office and at Charles Street: Joe Kerrissey 1. There is no reason to believe that Case Management, as

d Deputy Joseph McCarey , operating in 1972-3, had any effect on recidivism.
an ) ‘ ,

udi Pp. 25-37, 47.
The directors and staffs of all the programs studied, including

. . . ] 2. The parole support services of Case Management are valuable.
{ Steinber ‘ ‘

Paul Dunn, Tom McCormack, Phyllis B§r¥°W:éa§;ieen RErgs ) : i To increase credibility and to fill a coverage gap, (a) the

Jim Schuele, and Tom Stanton and their ) ’ . parole liaison should become more knowledgeable of Parole .

.Board activities, and (b) release program inmates should

. For advice and practical assistance, Lloyd Ohl;n- be made accessible to the parole liaison. Pp. 53-59.

Sttt

Be Jeff 3. The classification t it ists lack

; . Dr. Joel Dimsdale, Betty Faxréll, i . e classification team process as it now exists lacks
S?eC1ach°22u§EZE§z Emmett Mullin, and Stephanie Smith. . S credibility and power. It should (&) ‘involve .custody staff,
Ginos, bru ' > ‘ ' ' (b) make realistic recommendations, and (c¢) follow up its
recommendations to confirm compliance. Pp. 59-63,

4. The counseling and advocacy roles of Case Management are in
conflict. Both are necessary, but the conflict results in
(a) poorer counseling (p. 66); (b) friction with custody
staff (Pp. 76-79): (c) poor relations with the Release
Review Board (Pp. 72-74, 76); (d) a lack of credibility with
Parole (Fp. 55-57); and (e) low staff morale (Pp. 82-83).
Therefore, the counseling and advocacy roles should be
clearly divided (Pp. 66-67) and institutional procedures
should be modified to reduce the need for advocacy (Pp. 63-64).
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IV,

V.

5. Counseling is also hampered by inconsistencies in
policies, poor facilities, and inadequate training and
supervision. These conditions should be remedied.

Pp. 64-66. ' '

6. The initial Case Management interview focuses on informa-
tion~gathering, not orientation. To improve rapport and
assist new inmates, an organized orientation element
should be added. Pp. 67-69.

7. Programs and agencies relying on Case Management for infor- - {
mation or assistance complain of poor performance. Project E
management should meet with these agencies to resolve i
their complaints. Pp. 69, 79, 141, 162-163. _ : i

8. Institutional rules (e.g., for furlough and release programs)
are either not clearly stated or not always followed, thus .
creating inconsistency and tension. Clear, written rules ' @
should be promulgated to all staff and inmates. Pp..81-82. '

THE ACADEMY |

1. Therz is no reason to believe that the Academy has 'had any
impact on recidivism. Pp. 25-37, 106.

2. Preparation of students for GED examinations is hampered
by (a) low skill levels; (b) short sentences; (c) apathy;
and (d) institutional procedures which discourage attendance. .
The first two factors are not susceptible to short-term
change. Pp. 102-105. ‘

3. Inmate apathy and absenteeism might be reduced by (a) in-
creasing the percentage of new inmates interviewed by
Academy staff (p. 108-109); (b) initiating a "contract" system
to create an obligation of performance by the inmates (p. 111);
and (c) designating Academy attendance as a detail (p.111).

4. The Academy-assigned correction officer is dimportant in
creating the environment of the program and encouraging o .
attendance. Therefore, the occupant of that position |
should be permanently assigned and selected with the
participation of the Academy director. Pp. 107-108.

5. The Academy's small staff has difficulty in developing new
curricula for the classes. It should enlist the aid of
specialists to assist in this task. Pp. 111-112.

6. The file system of the Academy does not preserve student
records in a readily accessible manner, and should be

revised. Pp. 112-113,
THE COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PROGRAM
1. There is no reason to believe that CCP has had any effect

on recidivism. Pp. 25-37, 126.

=\
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2. A survey of six months' reported job education.and
training placements showed that none were still in the
placed positions by the ninth month. One~third of the i
placed clients never reported to their jobs or schools. @
Pp. 132-137.

3. There is apparently little staff contact with clients and §

employers before and after placement. If placement is to
succeed, this involvement must increase. Pp. 137. ‘ ;

4. CCP advocates' roles as advocates and as counselors conflict.
: To do meaningful counseling, CCP's hiring, training,

’ scheduling, and supervisory practices must be modified to
emphasize counseling and permit follow-up counseling.

Pp. 138-140.

All the present duties of the head advocate are either

minimal or better performed by another staff member. . ;
Therefore, this position should be abolished. Pp. 141-143. |

e 30 33 et e 8 b i At
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6. CCP's recordkeeping system is hampered by poor reporting
by the staff. Administrators must promulgate and enforce
higher standards for recordkeeping. Pp.l143-145.

s

‘ 7. To provide successful support services for its clients,

‘ CCP must also (a) reduce staff turnover; (b) improve staff
training; (c) increase supervision; (d) investigate more
fully the resource agencies used; and (e) restructure
client caseloads. Pp.146-151.

VI. BOSP . v :

1. There is no reason to believe that BOSP has had any effect
on recidivism. Pp. 25~37, 170-172.

é 2. Two months after a six-month period, 39% of "completes' :
placed during the half-year were still employed, 33% had ‘

¢ ' , quit, and 28% were fired or never showed up. No detailed

i information is available on "incompletes' (program
' dropouts), although their parole/wrap-up proportions and }
their conduct show that they are less tractable clients ” :
than "completes." For evaluation only, BOSP should follow

up job and training placements of all former clients.Pp. 180-182.

: 3. BOSP's direct financial aid program is not justifiable as
; a crime reduction measure, although it may be viewed as
justified by an analogy to welfare payments. Pp. 173-175.

T T g st b

? 4. 'BOSP's quantifiable benefits cannot exceed cost at the

;3 present caseload unless (a) as high a proportion of "incom- |
% pletes" obtain jobs (and avoid welfare) as '"completes," and "
: (b) direct financial assistance is a '"self-justifying' ~
expenditure. Pp.182-192. )

5. BOSP has substantial excess client capacity, use of which i
might favorably influence its cost-benefit ratio. Therefore, ‘
efforts should be made to expand the BOSP service population.
Similarly, the proportion of clients who terminate as com—
pletes might be increased by having BOSP stipulated as a
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(d) On appeal, 56.1 per cent of BAP's clients obtain

parole condition. Pp. 192-196. , ' ;
’ ; changes in their bail status. p, 254

Vil. CLASSITICATION : i
' , o . | “ S
There are indications that the level of tension at the ’ ] (e) 51 per cent of BAP's clients who a L .

} pending trial. p, 254, ppeal-are released

1.
jail has been reduced during the tenure of the Project.Pp. 211-212
' (£) The delault rate for BAP clients who are released

is apparently approximately the same as that of

The time available for inmate contact by Project staff is
other District Court defendants. p. 255

4-1/2 hours a day. If possible, this time should be
expanded. Pp. 213-214,
The orientation sessions conducted by Classification appear (8) Qnéy a8 very small proportion of BAP's clients
1 . ’ ; ’ indicate dissati i 3 : R .
to be useful to new inmates. Procedural changes should be | 2 Pp. 259-260. isfaction with the services received.

made to attempt to reach as many new inmates as possible.
Pp. 214-216.

Generally, the front-line counseling function of CP is
valuable to inmates. However, better organized supervision : i
should be sought to increasé the counselors' effectiveness. f i
Pp.228-229. j
Generally, CP's legal information and advocacy services ? !
are valuable to inmates. TFor efficiency, this function {
should be combined with the Bail Appeal Project {(preferably i
not with the public defender). Pp. 220-222.. j i

Generally, the mental health services of Classification

are valuable to inmates. However, staff performance could
be improved by more regular case conferences and training.
Pp.222-224.

Other projected objectives, such as Jail planning analyses,
custody staff screening and training, presentence reports,
and psychological testing have been met poorly. Some of
these objectives are desirable and should be planned and
225-227.

.More efficient use of attorne i i
' ey time should be achieved b bini
the legal services components of Classification and BailyACom inlng
Pp. 251,252, 221-222. | ppeat:

N
.

executed. Pp-

T it e e,

VIII. BAIL APPEAL PROJECT

BAP generally provides effective representation in bail

appeals to Jail inmates who have a right to those appeals, : : i

as the following findings indicate: :

(a) BAP is providing bail appeal representation at the rate I ' !
of approximately 800 appeals per year, arising from :
approximately 1200 initial petitions, The Project is ¢
apparently providing its services in every case in which ;
it is practical to do so, although as much as 10 per !
cent of the Jail population may be unaware of their
rights to a bail appeal. Pp. 240,244,

(b) BAP has taken action against perceived sources of
bureaucratic resistance to inmates' bail appeal rights. Pp.243-244, ¥

1.
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(¢) BAP is providing 75 per cent of its appellants with
hearings within a week of commitment, with the
average being 4.4 days. P. 254,
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This report on specially--funded correctional programs in
Suffolk County, Massachusetts, was prepared by Aliquid Associates,
Inc., under contract tec the Mayor's Safe Streets Act Advisory Committee
off the City of Boston (MSSAAC). The programs studied are:

. The Case Management Project at the Suffolk County (Deer Island)
House of Correction operated by the Massachusetts Correctional
Assdociation as a counseling, inside advocacy, and general
institutional support service.

. The Education Program or "the Academy' at Deer Island, an
inmate education program run by Technical Development Corporation.

. The Community Corrections Program of the Roxbury Multi-Service
Center, a counseling and job placement agency for offenders from
Roxbury which deals with them both before and after release from
Deer Island. '

. The Boston Offender Service Projéct, operated by Massachusetts
Half-Way Houses, Inc., to provide short-~term financial support
and job (or welfare) placement advice to men immediately after
release from Deer Island.

. The Classification Project, a counseling, mental health screening,
and inside advocacy service for inmates at the Suffolk County
(Charles Street) Jail, operated by the Suffolk County Sheriff.

v The Bail Appeal Project at Charles Street, also run as part of
the Sheriff's Offiqg; which provides bail appeal services to
detainees. ~ .

The purpose of this study is to provide MSSAAC and the State criminal
justice planning agency, the Massachusetts Committee on Criminal Justice
(MCCJ), with an independent review and evaluation of these programs,
which are funded through those agencies with federal Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration funds. 1In addition, Aliquid provided other
technical assistance during the course of the evaluation period, June
through August, 1974, and attempted to gather and organize information -
about the jail and prison populations which may be useful in the future.

The major elements of this study included on-location investigation
and analysis of the operations of each of the programs; a comprehemsive
data collection and analysis effort aimed primarily at obtaining reliable
information on the subsequent criminal activities of clients of the Deer

w3
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Island programs; a variety of data collection and analysis programs
designed to create useful performance evaluation information on each
program; a program of surveys of all the inmates and staff at both
institutions, plus contacts with employers of job placement clients;
and an effort to imstitutionalize better performance monitoring infor~
mation by aiding each program in the preparation of improved quarterly
reports to their sponsors, MSSAC and MCCJ.

This report is not organized around those major evaluation elements,
but rather attempts to tie the learning of each element into comprehen-
sive reviews of each program. The only exception t¢ this rule is the
discussionof the recidivism analysis, a separate chapter which presents.
details on that major study, applicable to all the Deer Island-dependent
programs. Further details on specific elements of the study, such as
the survey research or the data analysis; are presented as appendices..

DEER ISLAND PRISON

Since the seventeenth century, Deer Island has been a place of
containment for the socially undesirable. Those confined have included
immigrants, criminal women, deliquent children, and paupers. Behind
the main prison building now stands a cross marking the former site
of a potter's field. Since the early part of the present century,
the Island's inhabitants have been convicted men. But even within
this century, Deer Island has gone through marked changes. Only a
decade ago the prisom still included a farm with stockyard and piggery,
as well as a shoe shop and an institutional tailor.

Today all of these are gone, but the Suffolk County House of
Correction at Deer Island remains as one of thirteen county correctional
institutions for sentenced men in the state.  Its population of about
150 (during the evaluation period) males are committed for a maximum
of two and a half years per charge. Deer Island differs from oiher
county houses in that it is administered, not by the Suffolk County
Sheriff, but by a Penal Commissioner appointed by the Mayor of the
City of Boston. City councillors are also commissioners, but exercise
little direct control.

During the study period, the Penal Institutions Department was
without a permanent commissioner and had been for several months; the
Deputy Commissioner was serving as Acting Commissioner. Administratively
under the Deputy Commissioner is the prison Master, theé chief on-site
administrator, who controls all the basic custody and support operations
at the institution. There are (as of the study period) three civilian
administrators at Deer Island to assist in the planning and supervision
of treatment-oriented programs. The Director of Treatment functiomns
officially under the supervision of the Master, but in practice works

4
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closely with him on an approximately equal basis.  The Director of

Activities and the Director of Community Activities work as coordinators
of "treatment' programs for the Director of Treatment. A handful of b
civilian clerks are also employed to maintain files and records. !

The largest group of institutional staff, of course, are the B
correction officers, who number about seventy-five. Approximately '
fourteen have special designationms, gained through civil service
qualifying exams and selection, such as Correction Officer~Transportation
or Correction Officer-Carpenter. Others do a variety of tasks, including i
manning guardhouses, working in the receiving office or work-release . ;
office, or supervising work details. ' Some officers have temporary .

"thirty-day' appointments, but most are permanent civil service employees
who have passed written and physical qualifying exams and tests of
strength. Here, again, Deer Island differs from other county houses,

‘none of which has civil service correctional officers. The discernible

ethnic composition of the Deer Island officers' corps is roughly
one~third Irish-surnamed, one-sixth English, one-sixth Italian, and

. twelve percent black and Hispanic. Interviews with forty-odd officers

suggest that most are high school graduates and a sizeable minority
have taken at least some college courses. The officers are represented

by a local union chapter.

Administrators and officers on the Island seem to be united in
a belief that more officers are required. There were, during the
observation period, some 37 officers available on the day shift (7:00
to 3:00), 11 on the 3:00 to 11:00 shift, another 11 on the graveyard
11:00 to 3:00 shift, and 3 on a fourth 1:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. shift.
The exigencies of vacations, sick days, prisoner transfers, and so
forth reportedly lead to frequent overtime stints and high overtime

expenditure.

Physically, the prison shares the peninsula with a sewage treatment
plant and an essentially abandoned harbor fort owned by the Federal
Government. It includes numerous buildings of varying ages, sizes,
appearances, and uses, among them: ‘

. The administration building, a two-story brick structure containing
the Academy, prison administrative and case management offices,
the visiting room, the chaplain's office, and the Receiving Office
or "RO," where new inmates are fingerprinted, photographed, and
interviewed, and where records of population size, room assignment,
and release status are kept and constantly revised. In another
wing of the building is ''the plant," the disciplinary and
protective segregation section.

The "Hill Prison," which houses most of the inmateg, was built

in 1901. Within the building are a guard-room, a small infirmary,
a chapel or assembly room, the inmates' kitchen and dining room,
‘and two wings of cell tiers--a majority of which reportedly do
not have locking doors.

The Commissioner's house, a brick home which is currently used
primarily for meetings--the Commissioner does not live there.
A chaplain and the commissary steward do have homes on the Island.
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Release dormitories. There are two concrete dormitories, one
formerly a stockbarn, which house participants in work release
programs, required by law to be separated from the rest of the
inmate population. :
These and the other miscellaneous buildings share a spacious, almost ‘
rural setting of rolling land, waterfront, and wild grass. The buildings
and grounds cannot generally be described as well-kept.

Related to both the physical characteristics of Deer Island and
the officer staffing issue is the problem of escape. During the year
1973, there were over 100 successful escapes, roughly half from the
Island itself and half from furlough and release status. While this
total may not be reached in 1974, a significant escape rate is
apparently continuing. ' »

The Deer Island Population

On October 1, 1955, Deer Island prison housed 656 inmates. Now
there are less than one-quarter of that number. Paralleling this
decline in the population, significant changes in inmate demographics
have also been reported. The prisoners have gotten younger, from
an average age of 30 in February, 1966, to a mean of 27.3 in January,
1974 (according to Case Management). The black and other minority:
group percentage of the prison population has increased; in 1972,
45.27% of the population was black and 1.6% '"other," while in January,
1974, 507 of the population was black and 3% "other.”" Correction
officers also describe a change in the type of man incarcerated at
Deer Island. A deputy characterized the inmates of a decade or so
ago as safe-crackers, con-artists, and stick-up men--in a sense,
professional criminals. By contrast, a number of correction officers
see present inmates as less professional, more involved with drugs,
and, despite the drop in prison population, more troublesome.-

The crimes for which inmates are committed are varied. The two-
vear sample of dischargees (not static population) collected by this
study show that 32% were sentenced for burglary, larceny, and stolen

goods, 147 for assault, 9% for motor vehicle offenses, 8% for drunkenness,

8% for non-support and patermity, and 6% for drug offenses. It is not
clear to what extent this distribution represents a departure from the
past. However, it is clear that sentences are growing longer, in the
aggregate, In 1972, the median sentence was 7.6 months; in 1974,

11.9 months. Along with this trend, it appears that the likelihood

of parole is also increasing (as noted in the data analysis chapter
infra). Appendix B, Table 14, shows some additional characteristics
of the August 1972 = July 1973 dischargee group.

Life for the Deer Iéland inmate usually includes waking at 8:00 a.m.,

eating, and reporting to work details. Veteran officers recall the
"busy" years of the past when a greater number of details occupied

—6-
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more of the inmates' time and energy; reportedly only a few work details
demand significant time or energy now. The inmates have lunch at noon
and report to their details again. At 5:00 p.m. they eat supper.-

After the meal, the men remain out of their cells but in their tier
wings until 9:00 p.m. (except in the summer when inmates can play
softball on the prison ballfield). At this time, the inmates are’
"locked up." There are two major counts during the day—-one at 7:00 a.m.
and the second after supper. During the lock-up, the wing officer o
also makes a count each hour.

Not reflected in this bare outline of the inmates' day is the
significant part of the daytime which frequently is free from organized

work. During mid-morning and mid-afternoon, inmates (other than those

in the more demanding details, academy classes, or release programs)
have the time for relaxation, talk, seeking out their case managers
at the Case Management Offices, making telephone calls, playing ball,
fishing, or speaking with visitors in the afternoon. Many complain
of boredom.

Various governmental and community-based programs (in addition
to those studied herein) provide assistance of various sorts to inmates.
They include a ''drug action council," individual and group therapy-
oriented programs, Alcoholics Anonymous, an ex-offenders' 'self-
development group,' and religious organizations in addition to the
three prison chaplains. Legal assistance is available through a
city-funded attorney. Medical and dental care is available five and
two days a week, respectively, although complaints about access to the
doctors are frequent.

Release and Furlough Programs

Added to the in-prison programs are the release programs. Since
the passage of implementing legislation and the first group of parti-
cipants at Deer Island in December, 1969, selected men have been able
to leave the prison, work in a job found either by the work~release
staff or by the inmates themselves, earn money, and return to the
House of Correction after work. As this report was being prepared,

24 men were in the work-release program. Inmates apply for release
status through their case manager. The Release Review Board reads these
applications and makes recommendations to the Master and Commissioner

on their disposition. Release Review Board members are: the senior
work release officer, who serves as Chairman; a Receiving Office
representative; the Catholic chaplain; a representative from the Academy;
and a staff member from the Roxbury Multi~Service Center. The Case
Management systems manager is a non-voting member. The Board should
also include two other officers, but the reported custody staff shortage
prevents their participation.




also permitted to participate in outside
ast Boston Drug Action Council and the
At present, one inmate is released for
South End Skill Center, and another is
attending Roxbury Community College. Applications for education and
therapy release are also processed by the Release Review Board. The
Academy administers the education release program.

Selected inmates are
therapy programs Irun by the E
‘Center for Attitude Change.
vocational training at the

Release Review Board and approval

after application to the
day furloughs from the prison

Inmates,
by the Master, may receive one- 0r two-—
once each month. Inmates convicted of any of a specific list of violent
and/or sexual crimes must receive special permission from the Commissioner
to qualify for furlough. After the passage of implementing legislation,

the furlough program began at Deer Island in November, 1972. 1In 1973
there were 794 furloughs. Written furlough rules were established in
1973 and were being revised during the observation period. Failure to

adhere to furlough rules, for example, being more than fifteen minutes
late or possessing drugs, ly for furlough

may mean ineligitility to app

in the following month. Escape OT attempted escape from furlough makes
an inmate ineligible for furlough until the last thirty days of his
sentence.

CHARLES STREET JAIL

Charles Street in Boston is the place
denied or unable to post bail in the
1d jail operates under the jurisdiction
lected official. ‘

The Suffolk County Jail on
of detention for men and women
county courts. - The 123-year—o
of the sheriff of Suffolk County, an €

roximately 200. During

—cell capacity of app
he jail was about 300,

The jail has a single
daily population in t

1970 and 1971 the average
but 1974 has seen a reduction in that population to approximately 140.

0f those 140, some 10-15% are sentenced inmates assigned to the jail
as sentenced help or by request, a handful are "safekeep' prisoners .
whose cases are in federal court, and the remainder are being held
pending resolution of their cases in Suffolk County courts. A 1971
sample survey showed the median length of stay in the jai
longer than one week; however, some 14% of the sample were incarcerated
longer than 30 days awaiting trial, and 4.5% were in jail over 100 days.

I e

' worth of commitments to the

*
This sample represented two months
commitment each time he returns

jail, but since an inmate is assigned a
from a court appearance, the sample 1is neither a sample of inflow or

outflow for a given period nor a static picture of the population at
any one point in time, This practice of counting each inmate as a new
commitment every time he returns to the jail confounds any attempt to

measure accurately inflo he jail or to determine with
any precision the distrib

w or outflow from €
ution of length of stay at the institution.
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Th- F . . . v
is 1971 survey, which approximated a sample of institutional

. dinfl 27
ow, showed that some 227 of the inflow were charged with general

crime ;
PerfoimZ§ zioisnsetani an additional 2.5% with homocide. The survey’
of the inmatés instﬁ ?74, by the staff of this study showed that d
with homocide and 40343311 at the time of the survey, 19% were charged
between these sampl 1% other crimes of violence. The difference _
with more seriousp gz»probably reflects the fact that persons charged
time on the averagZ, :zze:hzgmzigninddetEntion for a longer periodgof
: ay "snapshot" i e
:Z:;iecg?tgin a higher proportion of long‘tezm'Zztaziezgetiopulat?on
institutional flow over a period of time an would a

The raci . A »
from 50% tocggé S;ZEESiiizE oz th; Zopulation at any given time varies
Hispani » with, as of August, 1974, 33% whif ;
is Eomlihiﬁmiiﬁi' The racial composition of the instititzoizi %ié
more serious— zrent, however, since blacks tend to be charged w'zk
Samplé of instzzutigirifzrzllonger detention--offenses. The J_97ll-l

al inflow showed 38,59 2 L7/,
th 1 > PO a p5/u bla k f B
e categorization of Hispanics in this sample iscunci§:§§ (although

T .
populaiioiuileif°Z“d“°ted for this study showed that 71% of the
Steoce Joil previ ugis?, 1?74, reported that they had been in Charles
were awaiting triZis y; 67% had been in anotler prison before; 867%
in court by a court rather than serving time; and 74% were re;resénted
age of approximatel appointed attorney. The inmates reported a medi
g i L
they had a particular medical prggie;réiiﬁ,d:EESAif Z;igﬁiiered Fhat

The jai .
Court 1o 197%.Wa§u§h: ;ubiect of a class action suit in Federal District
violate the Constitgt' . thur Garrity found the jail in operation to
eingle cell oocu utional rights of detention inmates, and ordered
of the jail by Jﬁiﬂcgoby November, 30, 1973, and a couwplete closin
replacement of th eCh , 1976, among other changes. Planning for tﬁe>
oot well advancede 3rles-Street Jail in accord with this order is
constructod b; Ju, anl it is now clear that a new facility cannot be
have been Obeyed.neihezzﬁis ggzeznipecifications of the court order
physical : 4 y one inmate per cell. Si i
el s st pd ey o o aicn e
Projects, inmate serviceé’have Eient?;pgiizzlflcation and Bail Appeal ’

Inm s g . _
in theira§:ilgt tge jail st%ll spend about 19 hours each day locked
and supper at Z-BoreakfaSt is served at 8:00 a.m., lunch at 11:30 a
admindobration éf g.m: 'Thls compressed meal schedule pefmits.the e
meals on the offi . e'Jall to handle all the activity surroundin
e mimbern éf off;ers day shift, so that the amount of activit gand
et Frem cers required on the other two shifts each day is
to 3145 in the :gizgzimatgly'9:00~to 10:45 in the morning and 1¥30

; on inm srmi SN :
and do such things as: ates are permitted to leave their cells
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acknowledged, furthermore, that improvements have recently been made

. receive visitors--three non-attorney visits of approximately ' ! - !
one hour each are ordinarily permitted per week. i n the process of contracting and extracting payment under the §
. confer with their attorneys—although attorney visits may also _ ; Qontfacts. ‘But no "evaluation" can ignore such a phenomenon wh::egztEd ?
be permitted outside the normal "exércise period." : , o ¢ lé-c%ear Fhat.the time and the money and the constraints which th 4o
. confer with members of the staffs of the Classification and § difficulties have cost the programs have had a real operational R §o
Bail Appeal Projects. : ? on Fhe programs, as well as a significant effect on the attizad lmp?ct i
. seek medical attention from the imstitution's doctor, dentist, ‘ : . Project personnel toward the sponsoring agency. neese : i
or psychiatrist. ’ ; S . i ’ : » ‘ ¥ i
. visit the jail library. : : : _ vf Alternative means of dealing with this problém may include: ;?f
. shop at the inmate's canteen. g ' ' ’ o
. shower, shave, or have a haircut. : k - For both the projects and MSSAAC, an intensified effort t J
. play games, including basketball and football, weather permitting. o complete contract negotiations on schedule, so that i 3
; of unfunded operation need not occur. ’ pertods f§
Generally, the Charles Street Jail is run as a maximum-security | - For the Penal Institutions Department, the exertion of preat ' 3
, ; 4 control centrally over the financial dealings of the coﬁtchiing ; 1

institution. Even though most of the prisoners have not been convicted, - -
they have been charged with serious offenses--much more serious in the agencies with MSSAAC, in order that a degree of expertise i
aggregate than the inmates at Deer Island Prison. Most of them will be g these matters be generated within the Department. € ﬁ@
convicted. ; , : - For the contracting agencies, perhaps the negotiation of contracts y
: budgeted to include interest charges and/or intended from th
start to be assigned for payment to a lending agent. © ‘é

O RELA oI YLE MoEALs : quitewziﬁsvei iihdone, it is best done quickly. Experience suggests
| | | : ngly that unreliable funding arrang i
| : . : gements will surely result
in animosity, distracted effort, and a dimunition in the fundeZ party's

oo prablen vhidh this study discoversd in the cousae of Lte R ; willingness to devote himself to what should be the task at hand

investigations is sufficiently pervasive that it must be mentioned
out of the context of individual program chapters. That problem is , }
the recurrent complaint of the programs' staff about their relationship
with the Mayor's Safe Streets Act Advisory Committee, the city agency 1
which distributes the LEAA funds supporting these projects (and which i
sponsored this study). Several of the projects have operated for periods ' ;
of several months without formal contracts between the contracting 1§
agency and MSSAAC, and others have endured protracted periods before ff ;
receiving funds. In practical terms, this has meant: i » ' ' §

. While the city may be able to meet personnel expenses without } :
a formal contract, non-personnel expenses are delayed until a |
contract has been executed. Thus, a project which is operating |
without a. contract must fund non-personnel expenditures internally } B : } :
and await reimbursement, which has taken months, or else forego | : ' : , ‘ :
these items entirely.
In some cases, money which was needed to meet payroll expenses
was not available or was delayed so that the contracting agency
was forced to borrow to meet the ongoing expenses of the project.
In any event, the generally acknowledged difficulty of ensuring
the existence of a contract and getting payment from the city
has meant a substantial drain of time and energy from project
directors and officers of the contracting agencies.
It is not generally within the charge of this study to review the financial ;
mechanisms which support the projects being evaluated. It is generally ' “

kS

S

-10- i | , o ,

R B e e S e Wi sy




T et ek e et = e e

B - LA ]
i} . . R 7 ] .
z‘
]
THE RECIDIVISM STUDY
Page
INTRODUCTION. « + « o o o 4 o o o+ o o v e v v e v e e w oo 15
The Data Base . + + « .« v o s o« » o o R 15
TWO BASIC ASPECTS OF THE STUDY. v « « « o « « o o o « & &+ & & 16
' The Definition of RecidivisSm. « v o o 4 + o « o « « « = 16
» . , o _ . , , At some level a goal of each of the Deer Island-linked programs
The Construction of Comparisons . . . + « « .4 +'u o o} 18 . evaluated in this study is the reduction of recidivism--the rate at which
. . : ex-offenders commit new offenses. An essential part of the complete
METHODOLOGY =« =« v« e v e o ve oo o oo v e e eie e e 19 i study of these programs therefore is the analysis of their effects on
' Development of the PredictorS "« « v « v v o o+ ¢ o & &« 20 recidivism. --The analysis presented here, a major part of this study,

B . . . ‘ . is possibly the first of its sort ever performed on a sample of offenders
Examination of the Predictors . . . .. « vt e 23 - : at the county level. It is certainly the first study of Deer Island--
Statistical INFerences. « « o « o o o o o o o oin v o s 24 ' Suffolk County--offenders. As such, the analysis offers novel information

‘ , . ' in a number of areas besides those directly relevant to evaluation of the
RESULTS « o o v s o v o o o o o 6 o o o o o« o o o o e v u 25 effectiveness of the subject programs. A few of the other uses and
: . i implications of the data are mentioned in this report; others must await
Impact of the Evaluated Programs on Recidivism, . . . . 25 ' further investigation of the data base developed in comnection with this
" Recidivism-Related Variables. . + « + ¢ o o o o « « = « 37 : ; study.
Comparison of the CohorEs .+ + v+ « ¢ & o o o « o« s o » o 37 . L
0 ‘ This chapter explains the approach of the basic recidivism study,
Additional Findings . . « . « « ¢« ¢ + o v ¢ 4 o s o . . 39 i its results, and its limitations. Exhaustive material on the more
‘ : ‘ . ; technical and specialized aspects of the study, including details of
LIMITATIONS . ¢ o v & o v o o o s o o s o s o o s o o s o o s 40 . the data collection process, are included in the appendix and referenced

in the following discussion for the interested reader.

The reader with little time and no familiarity with statistics and
research techniques may wish to look to the '"Common Sense Explanation of
the Recidivism Study," reproduced in the appendix, for a short and
hopefully understandable summary.

The Data Base

The data which are the raw material of this study were gathered
primarily from three sources: records at Deer Island Prison, the files
of the Office of Probation, and the records of the four subject programs
(Case Management, the Academy, the Community Corrections Program, and BOSP).
This material is best thought of as containing three kinds of information
about two groups of people. The information: ,

(1) background characteristics (facts about the offender before

his contact with one of the programs);
o (2) programiparticipation data (describing the nature and extent
: ) of his involvement with the programs); and
(3) follow-up.information (the offender's "criminal history" after
contacting the program). :
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The two groups:
(1) all inmates released to freedom from Deer Island during the

period August, 1971 - July, 1972, the last twelve months before
the programs began operation (''Cohort I," the 'control" group

or the "construction sample'); and
(2) all inmates released during the succeeding twelve months, the

first year of the programs'
or "experimental' group).

Program participation information only was also collected for a third
group—"Cohort III"--consisting of program clients during the August, 1973
- July, 1974, period. This data was used in the program-by-program
evaluations but not in the recidivism analysis.

The precise data items involved, the way they were collected, the
difficulties encountered in finding them, and the limitations on and
exclusions from the data collection are all discussed in the appendix.

TWO BASIC ASPECTS OF THE STUDY'

Before discussing methodology in somewhat more detail, it should
be useful to outline the answers this study provides to two fundamental
questions (common to any recidivism analysis): first, what recidivism
means for the purposes of the study; and second, to what "baselines" rates
of rec1d1v1sm are compared in order to decide whether they are "hlgh"

"low.'

The Definition of Recidivism

Recidivism as a measure of the effectiveness of correctional programs

is a reflection of society's interest in the overall reduction of crime.
The two components of this are a reduction in the frequency of crime and
a reduction in the severity of the crimes committed. Many corrections
programs have as an additional goal the personal rehabilitation of
offenders——helping the individual develop useful and acceptable means of
coping with the society. Recidivism is also an indirect measure of the
success or failure of these efforts, on the presumption that the offender
who continues in a life of crime has failed to find an acceptable means

of coping with society.

Useful measures of recidivism, therefore, should include elements of
both frequency and severity. Frequency may be measured either by the
number of crimes committed or by the time between release and the first
subsequent charge, that is, by "lag time." leewise, severity may be
measured either by the severity of the charge or by the severity of the
disposition of the charge (i.e., the punishment). Clearly, there are
many possible definitions of recidivism using various combinations of

the above-mentioned factors.

% ‘ ‘ ' 5
This study created a charge severity scale for this purpose. Its
development is discussed in Appendix B.
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in fact, no researcher can actually measure all the incidents of the
criminal or anti-sccial behavior which correctional programs attempt to
correct. Only those instances of such behavior which come to the '
attention of the authorities——-the police (arrest), parole and probation
of ficers (violation of conditions), the courts (conviction), or correctional
institutions (incarceration)--are generally available for research. Thus
a change in the recidivism level of any group may be due to either changes
in the behavior of the relevant authorities, c¢hanges in the ability of
the group to escape detection, or actual changes in the level of criminality.
With regard to this study, there is no reason to believe that the first
two of these three sources of change were in fact meaningful. The only
apparent way in which official treatment might have differed during
the cohort period was in the handling of public drunkenness, which was
stricken from the law as a criminal offense late in the Cohort IT time
period. As discussed infra, this change did not have a great effect
on arrest patterns during the study period; besides, the analysis was
developed in such a way that drunkenness cases were generally analyzed
as a separate "cell."”

On the assumption, then, that available records could provide a
practically useful estimation of the volume and severity of actual
criminality, and in the desire to set time limits on follow-up to provide
the speediest possible feedback on program effectiveness consistent with
sound research, this study defined recidivism as being charged with a
c¢rime alleged to have occurred within six months of release from prisomn.

While this definition, which includes the lowest levels of frequency
and severity in recidivism, was chosen largely on practical rather than
theoretical considerations, it i1s consistent with sound methodological
practices. The six-month follow-up period was necessitated by the
desire to receive reports on the first year of operation of the various
programs by the beginning of the third year. A more exclusive definition
of recidivism, such as conviction of a serious offense, would have shown
a much lower baseline recidivism rate, given the six-month follow-up.

A lower baseline rate would complicate the statistical analysis and
possibly obscure a program's otherwise significant impact. For example,
if the baseline recidivism rate were only ten percent and a program
showed a five percent rate, it would be difficult to determine whether
this amounted to an actual halving of recidivism or was merely chance
variation amounting to a difference of only five persons in a program
of one hundred. This more inclusive definition of recidivism therefore
allows a fairer evaluation of the programs' impact on recidivism,

Few previous studies have used such a short follow-up, but many
have found a recurrent pattern of renewed criminal activity during
the first three to four months after release which is well correlated
with later criminal activity. Thus the six~month follow-up period is
in all likelihood a reliable index of recidivism.

The definition of recidivism used is relatively broad. Since
comparisons of rates in the study are only made between comparable
measures of recidivism, this inclusiveness is not a drawback as long
as the measure used is a reliable index. Separate additional analyses,
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recounted infra, subdivide program populations by other possible criteria
of repeated criminality--time lag until new charge, severity of offense
charged, and severity of ultimate disposition®--and show that all these
definitions of recidivism are apparently well correlated. In no case
would the use of another measure of recidivism have altered any conclusions
regarding program effectiveness. In sum, the definition used in the

major predictor analysis 1s by all indications a reliable one.

The Construction of Comparisons

The most serious methodological problem faced in this study, which
in effect dictated the methodology used in the analysis, is common to
many studlies of crime and delinquency prevention programs: the absernce
of a clearly definable "control" or comparison benchmark against which
to measure the experimental populations' experience. Since all the
programs evaluated began operation at more or less the same time, and
since none excluded clients on a random basis in order to facilitate
later evaluation, there was no contemporaneous control group to which
to compare the clients' recidivism experience. Neither was any pre-test/
post-test longitudinal analysis possible, essentially because recidivism
is; by definition, not tractable by this mode of analysis.

The lack of a clear comparison group was in fact confounded further
by the existence of criteria of selection for admission to the treatment
programs. Each program has its own selection criteria, only some of
which are capable of approximation by the background variables which
were available to the study. In the case of one program, a near-total
lack of financial resources is a baseline criterion for admission, but
nowhere 1s background information available which might serve as a
measure of this characteristic. In every program, participation by
the clients is voluntary.**

Clearly, then, a careful "factoring~in'' of all the available variables
about each subject is necessary to discriminate as finely as possible
among all the conceivable subgroups of the population--to avoid "apples

and oranges' comparisons--since random discrimination is impossible.

*For the program group, 182 individuals had been rearrested within six
months. Fifteen percent defaulted and 3% had cases still pending at the time
data collection was closed. In the remaining 82% of the cases, the evaluators
were able to assess the final disposition of the charge.

**It is reasonable to hypothesize that those who self-select for
program participation are somewhat less likely to recidivate than those
who do not; the effect of this selection criterion might then be to
exaggerate the treatment effect of the programs. Since the results of
this analysis indicate that the programs' treatment effects are not
statistically significant, acceptance of this hypothesis about self-selection
only serves to reduce further the essentially negligible impact on recidivism
that each of the programs effected. In the case of the poverty criterion,
a sub-analysis (discussed below) which attempted to set the maximum para-
meter for the treatment impact effect on recidivism of the program in question
(BOSP) still did not generate a significant reduction in recidiyism.
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The initial variable which must be used to divide is, of course, program
participation. To provide a pool of non-participants with characteristics
as much as possible like the program "Cohort II" group, then, the imme-—
diately preceding "Cohort I" group of releases was used as the starting
point for an adjusted comparative analysis,

The problem with simply comparing the experience of the non~participants
to that of the participants in this situation is, of course, that the
groups compared are likely to be different in some way other than their
having participated in a program or not, and that the other difference
will be relatgd (positively or negatively) to recidivism--so that the
observer looking for a '"treatment effect" cannot separate the recidivism
effect due to the program from the overall difference. TFor example,
data collected by this study suggest that habitual drunks were arrested
and charged more often than other offenders during the cohort periods.

A "treatment" program whose clients happen to include a large number of
drunks cannot be fairly evaluated by comparing its clients' later arrest
records to those of the overall Deer Island discharge group. Conversely,
a program which does not accept habitual drunks at all will appear to be
more successful by such a comparison than it actually may be.

This study attempts to control for this problem of interactive effects

- by examinipg the comparison and program groups from as many different

angles as possible to isolate those background factors which do seem to
bear on recidivism, and then adjusting the comparison mathematically to
reflect any differences between groups on those key factors. Of course
other factors, not measured by the data available, may also be interacting
with recidivism; this possibility cannot be excluded. But in the omne
situation in which study staff had reason to believe that such a shadow
variable might be operating to the detriment of a program's evaluation
(BOSP and the poverty criterion), a sub-analysis indicated that this effect
could not be substantial enough to make a difference in the evaluation.

METHODOLOGY

A number of statistical techniques are available to make the adjust-
ments referred to above, including forced matching, multiple regression
and '"successively dichotomized table building." This last method is th;
one adopted in this study. While this technique requires that the variables
uged be reduced to only two or three values each (e.g., recidivism must be
dlchotomous~—yes‘or no), this is not a crippling problem here in view of
the relative crudity of the available data. And successive dichotomization
has the significant advantages of clarity and of its ability to distinguish
and characterize groups and subgroups in terms of their differences in
recidivism, revealing the interactions between independent variables in
a way other techniques do not.
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Successive dichotomization results in the creation of predictor
tables from information on the '"construction sample," or Cohort I.
Table 1 is an example. These tables permit the calculation, for any

‘subject group, of an aggregate predicted recidivism rate. Then the

actual and predicted rates can be compared. In effect, the recidivism
experience of the group which is subjected to the 'treatment program is
compared to that of an imaginary group with precisely the same configura-
tion of significant-background variables chosen from the construction
sample—--that is, the cases that were never exposed to the program. The
statistical significance of the differences between the recidivism rates
of those in programs and not in programs can be easily evaluated using
standard statistical techniques. ,

Er

Development of the Predictors

o

How the predictive tables were created is explained in more technical
detail in the apvpendix. A simpler sketch of the process will suffice here. .

The first step in building a predictor table is to divide the eonstruc~
tion sample into two groups, recidivists and non-recidivists, and then to
compare all the background characteristics of the two groups. By applying
standard statistical tests to this array of information, the background
variable which is most powerfully related to recidivism is identified. Then
the entire construction group (recidivists and non-recidivists) is divided
in two according to their scores on that most powerful variable, with the
dividing line placed at the variable value which maximizes its power to
distinguish recidivists from non-recidivists. Table 1 shows that the most
powerful single variable in the entire coastruction sample was length of
sentence (for the "cohort" offense), and the most significant breaking
point between six and seven months. The 313 individuals (N) with sentences
of six or fewer months had an overall recidivism rate (R) of 51.1%, while .
the 263 with longer sentences had a lower rate, 36.5%.

After this initial diyision of the construction sample into two groups,
the same process of searching out powerful independent wvariables is repeated
separately for each of the two newly created groups—--in this case, longer-
sentence subjects and shorter-sentence ones. Once another division, on
another variable, has been accomplished, the subgroups then created are
again subjected to the same process. This is repeated ("successively')
until each subgroup can no longer be divided into two categories (according
to any remaining variable) with statistically significant differences in
recidivism. ‘ ’

The resulting table has accomplished the division of the construction
cohort into (in Table 1) eight different cells, represented by the bottom
line of the table (with the characteristics of those in each cell being
the one noted in the cell plus those in the boxes above it). Any group
of subjects (for example, those involved in a given program) from Cohort II
can be divided up among these cells by matching their background character—
istics to those of the cells. Then the recidivism scores of each cell,

~20-

pedwt Y




gy R b e g g s

gy R £ 1 A A R

.

. ‘N = 576
TABLE 1. PREDICTOR 1 -- BASED ON COHORT I (ALL) R = 44.47
VAR 210 . VAR 210
Length of Sentence Six or Less ~ Length of Sentence Seven or Mere
N =313 N = 263
R = 51.1% R = 36.5%
VAR 238 VAR 238
Most Serious Offense Most Serious Offense
VAR 259 VAR 259 by Length ‘ by Length '
Habitual Drunk Not Habitual Drunk Property Not Property
N = 88 N = 225 " N = 139 N =124
| R = 67.0% R = 44,97 R = 46.07 R = 25.8%
N
= AT, : :
' VAR 221 VAR 221 VAR 262 VAR 262 VAR 262 VAR 262 VAR 255 VAR 255
" Age -~ Age -~ Age -~ Age -~ Age - Age - "Mos. of In-| Mos. of In-
1st Arrest 1st Arrest Release Release Release Release carceration | carceration
14 or less 15 or more .21 or less 22kor more 21 orzless 22 or more 7 or less 8 or more
N=12  |N=176 N =79 N = 146 N = 45 N =94 N = 55 N = 69
R= 33.3%2 | R = 72.47 R = 57.0% R = 38.47% R = 60.0% R = 39.4% R =12.7% R = 36.2%
Construction: Validation on Cohort 2:
x2 = 61.474 df=7 x2 = 33.784  df=7
-4 = 327 p<.00i ¢ =  .294 p<.00L
P.E. = 21.1% P.E. = 18.6%




N = 576

Length of Sentence
Six or Less

Length of Sentence
Seven or More

Age - Release

21 or Less

TABLE 2. PREDICTOR 2 -— BASED ON COHORT I (ALL) R = 44.4%
VAR 259 VAR 259

Habitual Drunk “Not Habitual Drunk -

N = 122 N = 454

R = 56.6% R = 41.2%

VAR 210 VAR 210 VAR 262 VAR 262

Age - Release

22 or More

N = 88 N = 34 N = 147 N = 307
R = 67.9% R = 29.4% R = 55.1% R = 34.5%
VAR 229 VAR 229 VAR 255 VAR 255
First First Mos. of In-| Mos. of In-
Conviction Conviction carceration | carceration
Drugs or Less than 7 or less 8 or more
Worse Drugs’ ) ;
N =94 - N'= 53 N = 138 . N = 169
R = 62.8% R = 41.5% R = 25.4% {R = 42.0%
Construction: Validation:
x2 =55.027 x2 = 34.469
¢ = .309 p<.001 p = .297
P.E. = 21.1% 6%

P.E. = 13.
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weighted by the number of subjects assigned to it, are averageaktogether

« with''all the others to produce a predicted rate of recidivism for the
:.-total group. This predicted rate can then be compared to the actual

“rate of ‘recidivism among the group to detect any dlfferences. Thls com~=
parlson is made in Table 3 ~discussed below. ‘

' Before using the predictor tables in that fashion, however, they are
"validated" to determine whether they have distinguished a pattern of
cells which is significantly related to recidivism among a group other
‘than the construction sample--i.e., the program sample (Cohort II). This
is ‘accomplished by matching up all the members of the program group to
the cells and then examining their recidivism rates alongside the cells'
rates to see if the patterns of differences between cells are similar.
Table 1 performed well on this validation procedure, with the probability
that the pattern similarity could have occurred by chance being less than
one~tenth of one percent (i.e., a "confidence level" of over 99.9%).

In the course of developing the predictors, several other tables were
constructed besjdes Table 1. One of them, reproduced here as Table 2,

i-began with the second most powerful variable (habitual drunk or not) as

its first dichotomization (since its significance was nearly as high as
that of the length~of-sentence variable) and resulted in a table with a

slightly higher validation score than Table 1. Therefore, both Tables
"1 and 2 were used throughout the course of the analysis; henceforth, t nay

-are referred to respectively as "Predictor 1" and "Predictor 2."

Examination of the Predictors

While the predictors were not developed to explicate any causal model
of recidivism, it is worthwhile to examine briefly the tables for an
understanding of the factors which may contribute to the differences in
observed recidivism rates, The first split in Table 1 is by length of
sentence, which may be a reflection of several factors. First, it may
‘result from an increased specific: deterrent effect due to harsher sentences.
‘Also, length of sentence is a reflection of the seriousness of the crime.

The implication is that the one group is frequently involved in more minor

‘trouble while the other group commits more serious offenses but more
dinfrequently. Finally, if the sentence length is related to the seriousness
of the offense, it is possible that both groups return to crime with about
the same frequency but the more serious offenses arg less likely to result
in detection and apprehension.

‘The split of habitual drunks and non-drunks ie an important one.

" ‘It must be noted that the definition of "drunk' here is an operational
v one, based on the most frequent offense recorded for an individual. From
. the distribution of charge types it is clear that not all of these persons
. are. imprisoned just for being drunk; instead, a more serious connection
- between alcohol and crime is reflected. Furthermore, every time "habitual

drunk" appeared as a significant variable, the broader category "alcohol

problem" appeared as only slightly less 51gn1f1cant, In view of the
legislative change, effective as to arrests at the end of Cohort Il's

discharge period, making drunkenness per se noncrlmlnal it is useful that
this variable separates these offenders from all ophers.
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The other second level split in Predictor 1, "most serious offense
by sentence length (property vs. non-property),' also appeared at numerous
times while developing the predictors. Presumably, this variable is a
reflection of both the seriousness of the offender's eriminal record and
also a separation of those whose most common offense is a theft offense
(on the theory that repeated offenses draw longer sentences than isolated
ones, other things being equal).

The other variables composing Predictor 1 are more straightforward.
Age has been found to be a significant factor in many studies and not
surprisingly it appeared many times in the course of developing the
predictors. Months of incarceration is probably a reflection of the
length and seriousness of the offender's record.

It is interesting that the second predictor is merely a different
configuration of basically the same variables. In this case the variable
"habitual drunk" (having the second highest Chi-square) was chosen as a
starting point. Sentence length as applied to the class defined as habitual
drunks may have the effect of supplying a correction to the operational
definition of habitual drunk; that is, those imprisoned for short sentences
may be the true chronic alcoholics, while those with longer sentences may
just happen to have a number of drunk arrests but also commit other offenses.
It is interesting that this split fared so well on validation suggesting
that there is a truly significant effect here. One might be tempted to
conclude that longer sentences help to "dry out" the alccholics. The
variable relating to first convictions separates those who early on
indicated more serious criminal tendencies. The other variables also
appear in Predictor 1.

Statistical Inferencesg

Whenever a comparison is made between the predicted and observed
recidivism rates of a group, standard statistical tests are used to determine
whether the difference in rates should be attributed to the difference
between the group and the construction sample (e.g., the effect of program
involvement), or whether the role of chance (the inevitable fluctuation
of particular observations around the true figure) was potentially too
strong to be ruled out. These tests ('"Chi-square'" and the "z test of
normal distribution'") result in statements of the probability (p) that
the observed differences would result from chance alone even if the two
groups being compared were in fact identical. The inverse of this probability
is an index of how confident one should be that the difference is not a
product of chance. Typically, social science academic standards require
that the possibility that chance is entirely responsible be no more than
one in twenty (p«£ .05, or "95% confidence'). Policy analysts are sometimes
ready to settle for a one in ten chance that they are mistaken (p<.10;

"90% confidence"). This report presents specific probability scores on
its results, which make it clear that the choice between a 90% and a 95%
confidence level would not charige any of the basic conclusions.
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RESULTS

This section presents the findings of this analysis. The subject
programs' recidivism impact is discussed first, with the implications
of the findings on program operations left to the chapters on the individual

programs. Then other findings not directly related to these programs are
summarized.

Impact of the Evaluated Programs on Recidivism

The comparisons between the actual recidivism rates and the two
predicted rates are summarized in Table 3. Tables 4 and 5 show the way
in which e¢ach program's clients fit the predictor cells. A more complex
picture, showing all pousible combinations of programs, is presented as
Figure 6, which was developed from the information in Table 7.

None of the obtained differences was statistically significant.
Therefore, one cannot reject the "null-hypothesis" that there was no

. treatment effect attributable to any program. While the fact that all

the observed differences in recidivism were positive does suggest that
one ought not to discount totally the possibility of a treatment effect,
there is also the equally plausible hypothesis of a self-selection
effect (i.e., those who voluntarily spend the time and effort to parti-
cipate in a program are less likely to recidivate than others of similar
backgrounds). The only fair conclusion to be drawn from these figures

is that none of the programs have any effect on recidivism among their
client groups.¥ :

Several other hypotheses were also examined. These involve the effect
of various combinations of programs, the effect of the intensity of
program contact, and the effect of program participation on the severity
of recidivism as measured by charge type, charge disposition, and time
between release and arrest. These comparisons appear in Tables 8 through 13.
No statistically significant differences were found,** though there was a
?onsistent positive difference in recidivism when broken down by program
intensity. This again may be explained by a self-selection effect.

It is possible that a program might have a meaningful recidivism reduction
impact on a specific, narrow subgroup of its clientele. Tables 4 and 5 show
what happens, though, when one begins to search for specialized-group effects:
the number of subjects in each cell becomes so small that meaningful conclusions
are impossible. And aggregating only those subgroups whose recidivism
experience is most encouraging is the clearest kind of statistical dishonesty,
since no hypothesis has been put forward to justify any special group |
effects that correspond to the apparently "improved" cells of any of the
programs. Compounding these problems of small numbers and a lack of Justifica~
tion for aggregation is the probable self-selection effect discussed above.

So, in sum, although a much enlarged study might provide the data base to

search for special-group effects, this analysis cannot and should not pursue
such effects.
% )
Because the differences were not significant, and in order fto avoid further

complicating already large and complex tables, these statistics do not appear.
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TABLE 3. BASIC RECIDIVISM RESULTS
Z-score of
Difference
o Between P2
Observed and ' :
( N Predictor 1 Predictor 2 Recidivism Observed R Probability
(@)}
! Academy 98 45.2% 46.9% 39.8% 1.003 0.32
BOSP 153 44 5% 45.6% 42.5% 0.546 0.58
. CCP. 64 41.2% 43.6% 39,1% 0.517 0.60
Case Management | 236  41.8% 42.9% 37.7% 1.159 0.25
Program 231 44, 0% 45.0% 41.1% 0.846 0.40
Non-Program 160 42.1% 42.5% 41.3% 0.218 0.83
Cohort IT 391 43.2% 44.02 41.2% 0.791 0.43
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3 TABLE 4. PROGRAM PARTICIPATION BY PREDICTOR 1 CATE3IRIES
H4 R :
; Sentenced , Sentenced Sentenced . Sentenced
k . SENTENCED Sentenced Sentenced Sentenced 7 or more 7 or more 7 or more 7 or more
- ' 6 OR LESS 6 Or Less f or less 6 or less Most Serious Most Serious Most Serious Most Serious
i 3 Drunk Drunk Not Drunk Not Drunk Property Property Not Prop. Not Prop.
f lst Axrest 1st Arrest Age Release Age Release Age Release Age Release Mos, Incarc. Mos. Incarc. .
a Predictor 1 14 or less 15 or more 21 or less 22 or more 21 or less 22 or more 7 or less 8 or more Total Predicted R.
: -
. Predicted R = 33,3% 72.4% 57.0% 38.4% 60.0% 39.4% 12,72 36.2% 44,42
1 ZTof N= 2.1 13.2 13.7 25.3 7.8 16.3 9.5 1240 100.0
i ccE -
' Obsérved R e - sz v iz tz 252 itz 0z .12
Q %2 of N = 0 3.1 10.9 18.7 21.9 21,92 20.3 3.1 100.0 41,2
- :
[ BOSP . )
n= 3 13 30 45 14 25 14 9 153
s | Observed R =" 67% 62X 43% 38% 50% 407 - 21% 56% 42,52
iy N Z of N = 2,0 8.5 19.6 29.4 - 9.2 16.3 9.2 5.9 100.0 - 44.5%
-~ X
! T
; AR e 5 24 16 19 10 13 ? 98
Observed R = 75% 402 k1)1 432 58% 297 152 43% 39,8%
< : Zof N= 4.1 5.1 24.5 16.3 19.4 10.2 13.3 7.1 100.0 45.2
e 4 12 48 61 22 34 37 18 236
: Observed R »  75.0% 50,0% 41,72 31.1% 59.12 26.5% 32,42 38.92 37.7%
! . Zof N= 1.7 5.1 20.3 25.8 9.3 14,4 15,7 7.6 100 41.8%
ALL PROGRAMS
¢ L I 6 16 46 58 27 37 <26 231
Observed R =  66.7% 62,52 39.1% 37.9% 63.0% 29.7% 23.1% 46.7% 41,1
XZof N = 2.6 6.9 19.9 25.1 11,7 16.0 11.3 6.5 100.0 44,0%
NOT PROGRAMS o
; . n = 3 24 18 36 10, 25 29 15 160
} Observed R = 66.7% 75.0% 1 38.92 33.32 70.0% 24,02 37.92 20.0% 41,32
‘ % of N = 1.9 15.0 11,3 22,5 643 15.6 18.1 9.4 100.0 42.1%
i - *
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TABLE 5. PROGRAM PARTICIPATION BY PREDICTOR 2 CATEGORiES
Not Drunk Not Drunk Not Drunk Not Drunk
Drunk Drunk Age Release Age Release Age Release  Age Release
Sentenced Sentenced 21 or less 21 or less 22 or more Z2 or more
' Length g Length Ist conviction lst convictior Mos, Incarc. Mos. Incarc.
Predictor 2 6 or less 7 or more drugs or worse less than drugs 7 Or less 8 or more Total - Predicted R
Predictor R =  67% 29.4% 62.8% 41.5% 25. 4% 42.0% 4h, 47
% of N = 15.3% 5.9 16.3 9.2 23.9 29.3 100.0
ccp n= 2 2 19 7 19 15 64
Observed R = 50% 0% 477 437 467 . 40% 39.1%-
% of N = 3.1 3.1 29.7 10.9 29.7 23.4 100.0 43,67
BOSP .
n= 16 3 35 15 32 52 153
Observed R = 637 33% 51% 27% 25% 467 - 42,5% :
% of N = 10.5 2.0 22.9 9.8 20.9 34.0. 100.0 45.6%
ACADEMY
n= 9 3 28 21 17 20 98
Observed R = 56% 07% 547 33% 237 407 39.8%
% of N = 9.2 3.1 28.6 21.4 17.3 7 20.4 100.0 46.97%
CASE MANAGEMENT
n= 16 9 51 32 67 - 61 236
Observed R = 56.3% 22.2% 51.07% 43.87% 22.4% 37.7% 37.7% ,
% of N = 6.8 3.8 21.6 13.6 28.4 25.8 100.0 - 42,97
ALL PROGRAMS :
n= 22 8 52 .29 50 70 231
Observed R = 63.6% 12.5% 51.9% 37.9% 24,0% 42.9% 41,17
% of N = 9.5 3.5 22.5 12.6 21.6 30.3 100.0 45.0%
NOT PROGRAMS , .
n = 27 9 15 19 47 43 160
Observed R = 74.17 44 .47 53.3% 52.6% 21.3% 32.6% 41.37%
% of N = 16.9 5.6 11.9 26.9 100.0 42 57%
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TABLYE 7.

MULTIPLE PROGRAM PARTICiPATION DETAIL

Mo b ks e b e b - e e Ve e

D e L v

RS DY

N = R = Pl= P2=
ACADEMY & CCP & BOSP & CM 15 .333 453 ;503‘
ACADEMY & CCP & BOSP & not M 2 .000 492 334
ACADEMY & CCP & not BOSP & CM 12 .583 367 .415
ACADEMY & CCP & not BOSP & not Qi 1 1.00 384 420
ACADEMY & not CCP & BOSP & CM 25 .400 484 .494
ACADEMY & not CCP & BOSP & mot CM 2 .500 .389 <420
ACADEMY & not CCP & not BOSP & CM 33 .333 437 458
ACADEMY & not CCP & not BOSP & not CM 8 .500 .551  .501
Not ACADEMY & CCP & BOSP & CM 6 .667 432 .531
Not ACADEMY & CCf’& BOSP & mot CM 4 ’.250 .325 .378
Not ACADEMY & CCP & not BOSP & CM 16 .187 411 89i
Not ACADEMY & CCP & not BOSP & not CM 8. - .500 411 415
Not ACADEMY & not CCP & BOSP & CM 52 . 404 432 .420
Not ACADEMY & not CCP & BOSP & not CM 47 . 489 448 465
Not ACADEMY & not CCP & not BOSP & CM 77 <364 .380 .390
Not ACADEMY & not CCP & not BOSP & not CM 83 ~.458 .460 .458
TOTALS 391 412 432 .439
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TABLE 8. ' RECIDIVISM SEVERITY -- LAG TIME BY PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
ALL :
CASE PROGRAM3  ALL
MANAGE-  (CCP, BOSP NOT . COHORT  COHORT
cep BOSP ~  ACADEMY  MENT ACADEMY) PROGRAM I 11
Not 39 88 59 147 136 94 320 230
Recidival 60.9%.  57.5%  60.2% 62.3%  58.9% 58.7%  55.6%  58.8%
& 4-6 7 21 1 23 29 . 15 69 44
i Months 10.9%  13.7%  11.2% 9.7%  12.6% 9.47  12.0% . 11.3%
2 -3 7 19 9 32 25 24 64 49
Months 10.9%2 - 12.4% 9.22  13.6% = .10.8% - 15.0%  11.1% 12.5%
Within 11 25 19 34 41 27 123 68
1 Month - 17.2% 16.3%  19.4% 14.4%  17.7% 16.97  21.4% 17.4%
Predictor ) : _ o
: 1 41.27  44.5%7  45.2%  41.87  44.0% 42.1% b4 43,27
- Predictor ‘ , -
; 2 43.6%  45.6%  46.9%  42.9% . 45.0% 42.5%° 4h.4% 44,07
t Recidivism | 39.1%2  42.5%  39.8% 37.7%2  41.1% 41.3%7  44.4% . 41.2%




S £

‘Recidivism

TABLE 9. *RECIDIVISM SEVERITY -- CHARGE TYPE BY PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
ALL .
 CASE PROGRAMS ~ ALL
. MANAGE- (ccP, BOSP NOT COHORT COHORT
CccP BOSP ACADEMY  MENT ACADEMY)  PROGRAM I II
Not . . ‘
Recidivist 39. 88 59 147 1136 94 320 230
L 60.9% 57.5% 60.2% 62. 3% 58.9% 58.7% 55.6% - 58.8%
Minor 2 7 1 7 '8 20 58 28
" Charge 3.1% 4.6% 1.1% 3.0% 3.5% 12.5% 10.1% 7.2%
Major 23 58 38 82 87 46 198 133
Charge 35.9% 37.9%  38.8% 34.7% 37.7% 28.8% 34. 4% 34.0%
" Predictor , i ’ o - '
1 | 41,27 41.5% 45.2% 41.8% 44.,0% 42.1% 44 b 43,27
Predictor - o : :
2 43.6%  45.6% 56.9% 42.9% 45.0% 42.5% 4l G, 44,0%
39.1% 42.5% 39.8% 37.7% 41,12 41.3% - 44.4% 41.2%
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TABLE 10. "RECIDIVISM SEVERITY —-- DISPOSITION BY PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
ALL
CASE PROGRAMS . ALL
MANAGE- (ccp, BOSP NOT COHORT COHORT
CCP BOSP ACADEMY MENT ACADEMY) PROGRAM I II
Not \ 39 88 59 147 136 94 320 230
Recidivist 60.97 57.5% 60.27% 62.3% 58.9% 58.7% 55.6% 58.87%
Charged 11 28 19 36 42 17 88 59
Not Convicted 17.2% 18.3% 19.4% 15.3% 18.2% 10.6% - 15.3% 15.1%
Convicted
Not 7 25 16 35 36 28 83 64
Incarcerated 110.9% 16. 3% 16.3% 14.8% 15.67% 17.5% 14.4% 16.4%
Incarcerated 7 12 6 18 17 21 85 38
' 10.9@ 7.8% 6.1% 7.6% 7.4% 13.1% 14.87% 9.7%
Predictor _ . , _ : ,
1 41.2% 44.5% 45.2% 41.87 44.0% 42.17% 44,47 43.27%
Predictor ' . :
2 43.67% 45.6% 46.97% 42,9% 45.0% 42,57 44,47 44,07
Observed
Recidivism 39.1% 39.8% 37.7% 41.1% 41,3% 44,47 41.27%

42.5%
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TABLE 11. RECIDIVISM SEVERITY -- LAG TIME BY INTENSITY OF PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
CcCp CCP BOSP BOSP Academy  Academy  All All
Intense Light Intense Light Intense Light Intense = Light
Contact Contact Contact Contact Contact Contact Contact Contact
Not 22 17 58 30 21 38 80 56
Recidivist 64.7% 56.7% 59.8% 53.6% 61.8% 59.4%.  62.0% 54,9%
' 1 6 14 7 3 8 15 14
4 - 6 Months 2.9%  20.0%  14.4%7  12.5% 8.8%7  12.5%  11.6%  13.7%
: 6 1 12 7 5 4 17 8
2'= 3 Months 17.6% 3,32 12.4%  12.5%  14.7% 6.3 13.2% 7.8%
ds
.li.\ .
_ 5 -6 13 12 5 14 17 24
Within 1 Month |y, 79 0.0z 13.42  2L.4%  14.7%  21.9%  13.22  23.5%
Predictor 1 .428 .393 436 461 453 452 .439 441
Predictor 2 462 406 451 465 .488 459 452 446
Observed 3583 433 402 Lel .382 406 .380 L51
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RECIDIVISM SEVERITY -~ CHARGE TYPE BY INTENSITY OF PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Observed

TABLE 12. .
ccp ccp BOSP BOSP Academy Academy  All All
Intense  Light Intense  Light Intense Light Intense  Light
Contact Contact Contact Contact Contact . Contact Contact Contact
"Not 22 17 58 30 21 38 80 56
Recidivist 64.7% 56.7% 59.8% 53.6% 61l.8% 59.4% 62.0% 54.97%
“Minor 1 - 1 3 4 1 — 4 4
Charge 2.9% 3.3% 3.1% 7.17% 2.9% - 3.1% 3.9%
Major 11 12 36 22 12 26 45 42
Charge 32.4% 40.0% 37.1% 39.3% '35.3% 40.6% 34.9% 41.2%
Predictor 1 428 .393 .436 461 453 452 439 4]
Predictor 2 462 . 406 V451 465 .488 459 452 446
.353 433 102 gan .382 1406 .380 A51
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TABLE 13; RECIDIVISM SEVERITY: DISPOSITION BY INTENSIT? OF PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
CCP cCp BOSP BOSP Academy Academy All All
Intense = Light Intense  Light Intense Light Intense  Light
Contact Contact Contact = Contact Contact Contact Contact Contact
Not 22 17 58 30 21 38 80 56
Recidivist 64.77% 56.7% 59.8% 53.67% 61.8% 59.47% 62.07% 54.97%
gﬁi‘ggd 5 6 18 10 5 12 21 21
Convicted 14.74 20.0% 18.6% 17.9% ’ 14.7% 13.84 16.3% , 20.6%
§22v1cted 3 4 : 13 12 5 11 18 18
8.8% 13.3% 13.4% 21.4% 14.7% 17.2% 14.0% 17.6%
Incarcerated 7
. ‘ ’t 4 A 3 8 4 3 3. 1Q 7
nearcerate 11.8% 10. 0% 8.2% 7.1% 8. 8% 4.7% 7.8% 6.9%
Predictor 1 428 .393 436 461 453 .452 .439 441
Predictor 2 .462 . 406 o451 465 .488 <459 452 446
Obser?gd . 353 433 402 464 .38 406 .380 451




The results of the charge and disposition severity comparisons were -
less consistent, as were the results of combinations of programs, with both
positive and negatiyve dlfferences belng obtained (although none was
statistically 31gn1f1cant)

Where the samples were rather large, one can be relatively confident
that if some program impact exists, it cannot be of any great magnitude.

"Where the samples are quite small, however, even a relatively large ''real

impact might not appear as statistically significant. Thus, the fairest
statement of the conclusion that may be drawn from the entire analysis is
this: din no ease is there convincing evidence that any of the programs

"studied had any impact on recidivism, -however defined. This conclusion

holds whether charge, disposition, time before charge, or severity of

charge is used as a measure of recidivism. It may be that a study with

a longer follow-up period would show more marked results for the programs.
But most of the programs being studied here (the exception, perhaps, being
the education program) emphasize thefr own interest in short-term recidivism.

Recidivism-Related Variables

In the course of developing the seven predictor tables, some 2500
2 X 2 contingency tables plotting the dichotomous recidivism variable

-against another dichotomous variable were constructed. Of these, approxi-

mately 120 were statistically significant at the p< .05 level. Some of
these tested significance levels were undoubtedly attributable to random
distributions among the variables, but the persistent recurrence of certain
types of variables in the significant tables and the validated significance
of the tables overall given validity to certain of the results. Among

- those types of variables which were consistently significant are three

general categories:
. Indices of the general extent and severity of past criminal records, -
such as months of prior incarceration, number of prior paroles,
- and so forth; '
. age dichotomizations, which have consistently been found significant
in other studies of re