i,

>

1)

é | Nchoncl Cnmmdl Jushce Reference Servnce
‘;ﬁ - r‘} j r s
’ ~ This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
i . - the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on
Ty thls frame may be used to evaluate the document qua};ty
SR o 3
g
0 Bhaje
i e pse - [§3.2 & ’ :
P s T s U= {

N Sl R

=" |

"”"—'éé [y : :

55

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A

k Microfnlmmg procedures used to create thls ftche comply wnth
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101 11 504.

: Pomts of view or opmxons stated in thls document are.
. those of the author(s) and do not represent the official
posmon or. pohctes of the U S Depaxtmeht of Justxce

'.Uhlted States D 'part
.?Washmgton, ]

’ 6/30/‘85%

"’W T

wprectrn imenb: G

If you have issues viewing or accessin'g this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

i

e

T e o e g e e

U.S. Department of Justice
National Institute of Justice

This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the
person or organization ofi

in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily

represent the official poslhon or pohcles of the National Institute of
Justice, B

Permission to reproduce this capyghied material has been
granted by

Public Domaln/T\TIJ
US Department of Justice

to the National Griminal Justice Heference Service (NCJRS).

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS systetn requires permis-
slon of the copiakt owner.

iginating it. Points of view or opinions stated -

1]




el

e

A

SESma

mhte L

RN SRR . : . ;
3 i W g L ; S E . .

TABLE OF CONTENTS

'EMPLOYMENT SERVICES FOR EX-OFFENDERS FIELD TEST
¥

Page

—Detailed Research Results — Eﬁh? - , e | |
: | e ' Highlights . . v v oo v w e o on . P £ T
I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION . . . . . . e e e e e
Table 1 and Summary. C]ien£~Counts R A e e 2

Tables 2A - 2C and Summary.. Test of the Randomizatidn

Prepared for Process with Regard to Selected Characteristics. . ., .., . 4

National Institute of Justice

U.S. Department of Justice ‘Tables 3A - 3F and Summary. Demographic Characteristics . ., . . 8

Tables 4A - 4F and Summary. Criminal History v e e e e e . 21
| | - ~Tables 5A - 5F and Summary. - Employment History . . . . ... 46
PROJECT STAFF 1+ NQB’R‘@' I PROGRAM PHASE . . . . . i\ ow oo v oy . o 65
Raymond H. M11kman, Pr1nc1pa1 Invest1gator o Tables 6A - 6C ahd Summary. Type of Program .asement‘by Group. 66 |
Anita D. Timrots, Principal Research Assocx@@? w 1985 o Lt : :
Mary A. Toborg, Co-Investigator ~Tables 7A - 7F and Summary. Type of Serv1ces Received by Group - 70
Barbara E. Gottlieb, Research Associate 1;3{;&&55
Antfiony M. d. Yezer, Consulting Invest1ga’¢hﬁ3’x"%ﬁ3ﬁgg Tab]es 8A - 8F and Summary ‘ Program Complet1on Rate and
Statistical Analysis \ , Attendance R T R S S S TR ST - X
- Lynn Carpenter, Research and Administrative Assoc1ate
Nancy Landson, Project Administrator : Tables 9A = 9C and Summary.” Status by Fo]]ow-Up Period
‘ L o . by Group . o . . . . Ce e e e e e e e e e e e w90
Tables 10A - IOC and Summary T%me from Program Entrys o [
to P]acement by Group Ce R BT T L
Rt e A A g e LA Table 11 and Sumnary. Summary of Hours Worked and |
Justice. Points of view or opinions Stated in this document ~ Wage Leve1s for C11ents Placed in Unsubs1d1zed Jobs coene e s 98
are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent » ’ ,
<3 the ‘official position or policlies of the Department of - -
e e Lo e S comy o7 Tables 12A - 12C and Summary. Post-Release Placement
azgggance of AnthonyM OyYezer : EXPGY‘TEHCE by GYOUP ERR R .‘ voe gL e e f‘.' .o . '. v e ‘101
“Tables 13A - 13C and Summary, Post Release Employment =~ . EIRREN S TR ;
~ . , Status by History of Drug or Alcoho] Use T R © ¥ A T -
December 15, 1984 11, POST- PROGRAM PHASE . . . v v v v w e vw s on o w e e 121 T‘
5 sTab]e 14 and Summary: NIJ Long Term Fo]Tow-Up pata . -
Acqu1s1t1on Rates E R Bt P e e e e e e . 1220 :

- The Lazar Institute . " Tables 15A - 151. and Summary  Long- Term Rec1d1v1sm

6726 Lucy Lane | , ST Ty C R,
McLean, Virginia 22101 Rates by Group . R I L
(703) 821-0900 ~ Tables 16A - 161 and .Summary. Long-Tern FoHow-#Up S T
‘ : ~ Frequencies of Arrest . .- . v o Lo v ey e e e . 138 R
. T e R e D S R e 5
o "1“' 5 I [
: | o




R

Table of Contents (Continued)

Iv.

VI

-1

Table 17 and Summary, Summary of T- Test Resu]ts

on Recidivism Rates . . « « « v v ¢ + & . C e e e e e 162

Tables 18A - 181 and Summary. Cumulative Failure
Rates BY GrOUP « v « « v o & + o o 4+ 4 o a5 s a 0 e w0 164

Page

Tables 19A - 19F and Summary. Type of Offense by Group . . . . 174 .

Tables 20A - 20C and Summary. Recidivism by History of

Drug or Alcohol Use . « . . . « . ¢ e e e e e e e e . 193
Table 21 and Summary. Summary of Regression of Long-Term -

Arrest Rates on Selected Variables . . . « « o v ¢ o 70 v o e 197
Tables 22A - 22C and Summaries. Regression of Long-Term

Arrest Rates-on Selected Variables . . . « + v o+ ¢ o o o« o 199
COMPARISON OF ARREST RATES OVER TIME . . . . . . e e e e i 205
PROJECT PUBLICATIONS + o v v o o v v w win o v o o a e o na s 209’

BIBLIOGRAPHY . © & v v ¢ v vt o a o o v oo v o o e e e ... 211

SRP

e

R S
;/4\‘57

HIGHLIGHTS

In 1980 the National institute of Justice (NIJ) launched a controlled
experiment in the employment services field which was‘designed to test the

hypothesis that job counseling and plaoement.services, accompanied by

intensive foliow-up after placement, would significantly increase the

effectiveness of employment programs for recent prison releasees. Typi-
cally, employment services programs have little contact with their clients
after they are placed, and some experts concluded that thfs was a major
shortcoming. Indeed, NIJ was convinced that the shortcoming was poten-

tially so severe that it decided to sponsor this controlled experiment,

as part of their program of "fie]d tests.”

The test was structured to 1nc1ude +hree ongoing (and reputed as
exemp]ary) empioyment services programs, all of which agreed to adhere to
a predetermined experimentaT design. The programs were:

e the Comprehens1ve Offender Resource System (COERS) in
 Boston;

e Project JOVE in ‘San D1ego and

. the Safer Foundation 1n Ch1cago

A total. of 2 045 1nd1v1dua1s part1c1pated in the f1e1d test as program

. c]1ents 511 in Boston, 934 in Ch1cago, and 600 in San Diego. All

f:part1c1pants met the fo110w1ng e11gxb1]1ty requ1rements

e Participants must ‘have been male or female 1nmates from
- adult Federa] “State or local correctional facilities
. within six months of release and have served at Teast
, three months 1n the institution. "
.;Part1c1pants must have’ exh1b1ted a pattern of income- ‘
- producing offenses, i.e., the majority of the offender's
arrests or conV1ct1ons must have been for Jincome- produc1nq :
cr1mes ' y ,
e The offenders must have vo!untar11y accepted program
'serV1ces , e

Lo
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The expefimenta] design was of a standard nature and a]]oued parti-
cipants in each sfte to be assigned to an experimentu}vgroup that received
both comprehensive employment-related services (for example, job counse]ing'
and placement assTstance)'as well as specfa] follow-up services for six
months after they were placed, while aucontrol‘group received normal services

only. 1In addition, as illustrated in Figure 1, comparison groups consisting

of program participants who were not.ulaced were formed so that an assessment:

of the general value of employment Services‘cou]d be made.

A wide range of analyses was conducted by The Lazar Institute, which
served as the field test evaluator during the period 1980-1984. These

included:

. analys1s of the background characteristics of study partici-
pants, including prior criminal and emp]oymPnt h1story,

e assessment of program processes such’as type of services
and, placements received, and the length of time between
program entry and p]acement

‘p evaluation of participant placement experiences;

Q evaluation of long-term criminal rec1d1v1sm outcomes as

 indicated by arrest typology over a per1od approx1mate1y
two years after release from prison; and

A stat1st1ca1 regression ana1yses which had the goal “of ,' e
exp1a1n1ng criminal recidivism outcomes.

Th1s report conta1ns the resu]ts of the f1ve research areas descr1bed
above and is organ1zed so that a11 ana]ys1s outputs are summar1zed in -

standard summary reports entitled ”Summary of Analys1s Output " The,n

5 resu1ts will not“be part1cu1ar1y encourag1ng to those who belxeve that

employment serv1ces are an essent1a1 part of thé post 1ncarcerat1on process,

i

for: . ‘ : S . F;u

s The research exper1ment, which a110weq rapdom]y ass1gned ?
experimental and control groups to be compared, did not
demonstrate that spacial follow-up serv1ces/decreased the
chances of long- term yr1m1na] rec1d1v1sm,1xﬂ3 ‘
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FIGURE 1
ANALYSIS STRUCTURE AND GROUP COMPARISONS
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o The overall research, however, which included analysis of
released versus not placed participants (see Figure 1,
Analysis III), did show that employment itself can be an
important factor in decreasing recidivism. The evidence
to support this thesis was found in Chicago, where clients
placed by the Safer Foundation had significantly lower
rec1d1v1sm rates than those who were not placed

o Other results that are not part1cu1ar1y surpr1s1ng emerged :
from the statistical regreSSTUn analysis that was conducted.
~ These include the findings in at least one site that:

—past drug and alcohol abusers and individuals w1th
a long criminal history 'tended to have swgn1f1cant1y
higher criminal recidivism than those w1thout these
character1st1cs and

—older and married 1nd1v1dua]§ had significantly
Tower recidivism rates than the1r younger and
_urmarried counterparts : ,
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Title of Output Table 1: Clﬁent«Counts

Brief Description of Contents:  Frequencies are presented for each site .

: representing the number of clients who entered the various employment
services programs, the number of clients in each study group, the
number of clients: placed by the programs, and the number of clients

for whom 30-, 90-, and 180-day follow-up forms were completed.

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Empldyéd: 3 ‘ S e BETEER v‘f‘, f '_ RS E I S ¥

Not'Applicable i , _ R ' X e S 'jﬁh : S DR [ = o

3 W

- Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: Contact was made'by the programs
with 2,045 clients: D511 in Boston, 934 in Chicago, and 600 in SRR
San Diego. Data on 1215 clients were analyzed in this study: = &
- 381 in Boston, 529 in Chicago, and 305 in San Diego. A total of e
 620,clients were placed by the programs. Of the group of 620, '
- a 30- day follow-up questionnaire was completed by 599 clients;
a 90-day follow-up questionnaire was completed for 583 clients;
a 180-day follow-up questionnaire was completed for 530 clients.

- L P
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N T ' i . B pEaas RGN

o

Computéf—Re]ated Comments : ‘SPSS“FREQUENCIESM"

=

DafavSodrée:_ Fbrmbc, Form G,'form'H-eaq,-Qo, and. 180 days
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TABLE 1 -

~ CLIENT COUNTS

SAN DIEGO

TOTAL

STATUS

Entered,Programfvf

BOSTON |  CHICAGO |

511

934

600

2,045

| Remained in Study Group -

381

305

1,215

Placed (in‘job-or‘training)

237

206

168

711

| 30—bay Fd11ow-up'éomp1etedv

232

200

167

599

'90-Day Follow-up Completed

L

232

190

161

583

R

g

180-Day Follow-up Completed .

231

4§

151

o 148~

530
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~ SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS QUTPUT

Title of Output: Tables 2A - 2C: Test of the Randomization Process With
Regard to Selected Characteristics: Boston, Chicago, and San Diego

Brief Description of Contents: Comparability of the experimental and control
: groups is examined with regard to the original random assignment. Means
S and significance test scores are presented for selected characteristics
] including age, race, sex, marital status, education, age at first arrest,
number of adult arrests, prior employment status, employment status at
the time of arrest, and prior drug or alcohol use.

B
L Comments Related td Statistical Methodology Employed:
T-tests and calculation of statistical means.
Highlights and go1icy-Re1evaht Findings: ‘The experimental and control groups
~ were found to be comparable with only a few minor exceptions. In Boston,
" a significantly higher percentage of the experimental group was married .
and had indicated prior use of drugs or alcohol. In Chicago, the
experimental group had a significantly higher proportion of males and
‘also had a higher number of mean years of education. In San Diego,
R ' there were more males in the control group than the experimental group
| and the education level was higher in the experimental group. y
g

Computer-Related Comments : SPSS FREQUENCIES, T-TEST

Data Source: ’-:vForm” C

S

-5
TABLE 2A
TEST OF THE RANDOMIZATION PROCESS WITH REGARD TO SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS:
" BOSTON '
T=TE

CHARACTERISTIC ' ~ : 5

i ‘ Experimental Control T=-value | Prob.
Age (Mean) 27.1 26.5 o1 | .36
Black (%) 41.2 42,4 - .24 »81
Male (%) 82,1 91.5 W22 | .83
Married (%) 11.2 4.2 2.60 01
Education (Mean 10.7

s 10.6 .43 .67
Age at first ;’ 16,2 |

arrest (Mean) 16f0 4 o7
Number of adult 14,7

arrests (Mean) 2.4 -5 34
Ever worked (%) 93.0 93.9 - .34 | .13
Working at time 29.7 ' -’

rking at tin 37.2 1.54 12
Drug or a1coh61; 48.8 | |

ug or al | 38.0 2.10 .04

7
7
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| S ~ TABLE 28B | 3 |
TEST OF THE RANDOMIZATION PROCESS WITH REGARD TO SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS:
» S CHICAGD - o ~
| T-TEST
CHARACTERISTIC | - e
GHAR Experimental Control T=value k'Prob.
3 , ,
Age (Mean) 27.6 26.9 1.28 .20
Black (%) 79.1 81.7 - .73 | .46
) Male (%) 94,2 88.4 2,36 | .02
Married (%) 16.6 20.0  {-1.01 | .31
‘ Education (Mean 11.2 10.7 3,19 | .00
years) y
3 | Age at first 16.4 16,3 .07 | .94
' arrest (Mean) ~
Number of adult 8.0 7.9 a7 | .87
arrests (Mean) ’ ‘
B ] Ever worked (%) 85.9 83.5 T4 | .46
Working at time 35,7 32,0 .90 .37
arrested (%) : - :
.| Dbrug or alcohol 19.8 8.2 |-.5 | .34
3 ' user (%) - :
.y
g)
: = i o
4 .
b o) E)
N ("\"l "
g P
7

-7~
TABLE 2C
TEST OF THE RANDOMIZATION PROCESS WITH REGARD TO SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS:
‘ ~ SAN DIEGO
e T-TEST
CHARACTERISTIC | |
- ’ Experimental Control T-value| Prob.
~Age (Mean) 28.4 28.0 30 | .76
Black (%) 37.4 26.4  1.86 .06
Male (%) 77.6 87.6 -2.23 .03
Married (%) 13.1 17.8 -1.06 .29
Education (Mean 11.9 11.4 2.58 .01
years)
Age at first 17.1 16.9 .43 .67
arrest (Mean) :
Number of adult 10.5 10.3 .09 .93
arrests (Mean)
Evef worked (%) 95.8 . 91.2 1.40 .16
Working at time 40.4 34.4 .98 | .33
- arrested (%)
Drug or alcohol 563 | 51.6 715 | .5
user (%) € : :
. : i
| |
v : :
2 (?;" s \ :

Y

.
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Title of Qutput:
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT

Tables 3A - 3F: Demographic Charactenistics: Boston,

Chicago, and San Diego

Brief Description of Contents: Tables 3A - 3C present frequencies,

percentages, and means for the experimental modified group, control
modified group, comparison group 1, comparison group 2, and the total
population for client demographic characteristics including age
distribution, race, marital status, sex, and education distribution.
Tables 3D - 3F provide the same information for the experimental and
control groups (as originally assigned). : ,

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed:

Calculation of percentages and statistical means.

Highlights and Policy=Relevant Findings: The typi¢a1 client was a sihg1e

male, in his 20's, who had not graduated from high school. Approximately
one-half of the Boston and San Diego clients were white, while about -

15 percent of the Chicago clients were white. In general, the demo-
graphic characteristics were fairly stable across groups for all sites.

4

) .
Computer-Related Comments: SPSS FREQUENCIES . N
vaata;56urCe§ FormC Vs T ' v o

R S R
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TABLE 3 A
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: BOSTON
: o Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod Compl . Tot
CHARACTERISTIC o) {nod) »p : ok
| #l s | #| 5| #| 8| #| 3
N |
16-20 yrs old 11| 7.5| 10 |1L.2| 21 [14.6 | 42 | 11.0
21-25 61 |41.8| 31 |34.8| 53 |36.8 |145 |38.3
26-30 38 [26,0| 33 |37.1| 34 |23.6 {105 | 27.7
31-40 33 |22.6| 13 |14.6| 29 |20.1] 75 | 19.8
41 and over 3 | 21| 2|22 7| 49|12 3.2
- E | )
- Don't Know | -jJ | -1 W - @ -
TOTAL 146 [100.0,| 89 |99.9| 144 [100.0 |379 |100.0
MEAN 27,0 1 26.3 27.0 26,9
Race | |
White 74 | 50.3| 47 |52.8| 68 | 46.9 {189 | 49.6
Black 62 | 42.2| 36 |d0.4| 61 | 42,1 {150 |a1.7
~Hispanic 1 10 | 6.8 : 6, | 6.7 14 | 9.7| 30 | 7.9
Astan L)oo Joeo| 1| a7 o2 .8
Native American 0| 0.0} ,0 “ 0.0/ o] 0.0 o 0.0
Other of oo o ool 1] | 1| 3
~ Don't Know | -] e @ - @] -
TOTAL 147 [100.0| 89 |99.9| 145 [100.1 381 |100.0
o :
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TABLE 3A. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: BOSTON
(Continued) '
Exp. (mod) | Con (mod) Compl: Total
CHARACTERISTIC , S »
#1 % | #] % | #| 5| #]| 3
;;v- b
Married , 16 |11.0 | 3| 3.4 |12 | 83|31 | 8.2
~Divorced/Separated 18 {12.3 | 15 | 16.9 | 24 | 16.6 57' 15.0
Widowed 1] 1w 1| 7f 3| .8
Single 111 |76.0 | 70 | 78.7 |108 | 74.5 |289 |76.1
Don't Know (1) - w1 - | - (1) -
TOTAL 146 1100.0 | 89 |100.1 145 [100.1 {380 [100.1
sex
Male 134 | 91.2 | 81 | 91.0 {135 |93.1 [350 |91.9
Female 13| 88| 8 9.0/ 10| 69|31 8.1
Don't Know 0| - [ =] ~ @] -
TOTAL 147 |100.0 | 89 |100.0 {145 [100.0 [381 [100.0
Education Distribution
- 0-8 years 16 | 11.3 | 14 | 15.9 | 31 | 22.5 | 61 | 16.6
9-11 48 | 34.0 | 31 |35.2 | 50 | 36.2 129 |35.1°
H.S. Grad (or GED) 60 | 42.6 | 32 | 36.4 | 45 |32.6 |137 | 37:3
, More than H.S. 17 [12.1 | 11 | 12.5 | 12 | 8.7 | 40 | 10.9
Don't Know @ - |w| - o < lao| -
- TOTAL 141 [100.0 | 88 100.0 138 {100.0 |367 | 99.9
MEAN 10,8 | 10.8 10.3 10.7

-311~

TABLE 3B

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: CHICAGO‘

Exp. (mod)| Con.(mod) | Compl Comp2 Total
CHARACTERISTIC ‘ ‘
s s |kl o5 | £ 5| #| 5| #| %
| rgante |

16-20 yrs old | 14 | 8.3 | 5 |11.1 |14 | 9.5| 13| 7.8| 46 | 8.7
21-25 55 32,7 |15 |33.3 | 70 | 47.6 | 59 | 35.3 {199 |37.8

26-30 53 [31.5 |15 |33.3 | 25 | 17.0 | 44 | 26.3 |137 | 26.0

- 31-40 46 |27.4 | 9 |20.0 |30 | 20,4 | 43 | 25.7 128 |24.3

41 and over 0 |00 | 1] 22| 8| 54| 8| 48|17] 3.2

‘ an't‘Knowf (0) = (1) - (0) - (1) - (2) -

TOTAL 168 |99.9 |45 | 99.9 [147 | 09,9 |167 | 99.9 [527 [100.0

| Bace ]

White 19 |13 | 4| 8.7 |20 | 13.6 | 3¢ | 20.2| 77 | 14.6
Black 141 |83.9 |40 | 87.0 {119 | 81.0 |125 | 74.4 [425 | 0.3

Hispanic | 7 laz2| 1| 22| 8] 54| 8| 2.8] 24| a5

~Asian o foofolool o] oo| 1| .6 1| .2

Nafive,Amérfcanv 1] .6 |1 ;?,z 0 | 0.0 of 0.0 2 .4

“ Other Lo loolo| ol o] 0o of 00| of o0

:;#ﬁDcn't Know _ k‘ﬁ(O) - (0)«‘K§Eii}‘0)f ‘f (0)‘g ’4 ; (%) -
;X B T T - T . T R 5

| ToTAL 168 100.0 |46 100.1 |147 [100.0 [168 |100.0 |529 |100.0
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Table 3B. Démographic Characteristics: Chicago
(Continued)
Exp. (mod) Corr. (mod) Compl Comp2 | Total
CHARACTERISTIC ‘ ~
#| % | #] s | #] 5| #| 5| #]| =
Marital Status

Married 25 | 14.9 | 10 {22.2 | 27 | 18.4 | 34 |20.4 | 96 | 18.2
Divorced/Separated 19 11.3 ) 2 4.4 |15 | 10.2 18 10.8 | 54 | 10.2
Widowed 0] 00| 2| 4.4 1 g 2| 12| s .9
Single 124 | 73.8 | 31 |68.9 |104 | 70.7 |113 | 67.7 |372 | 70.6
Don't Know | - jw| - fo - |lw| - @] -

TOTAL 168 [100.0 | 45 | 99.9 |147 |100.0 |167 [100.1 |527 | 99.9
Sex ;

Male 155 | 92.3 | 33 | 71.7 |140 | 95.2 |156 | 92.9 |484 | 91.5
Female 13| 77|13 |283| 7| 48|12 | 71|45 | 8.5
Don't Know ] - [0 = | -~ || - |l =
 TOTAL 168 1100.0 | 46 [100.0 |147 |100.0 |168 |100.0 520 |100.0

i | B
0-8 years 7 ) 42| 4| 89|11 | 7.6)11 | 6.6 |33] 6.3 |
9-11 years 38.7 | 26 | 57.8 | 81 | 56.3 | 79 | 47.3 |251 | 47.9
H.S. Grad (or GRC?, 45.2 | 9 |20.0 | 45 | 31.3 | 59 |35.3 |189 | 36,1

More than H.S. 20 [11.9 | 6 {133 | 7| 4.9 18 | 10.8 |51 | 9.7

Donttknow | @ ~ || - [®| - |{w@| - |®f -
TOTAL 168 100.0 | 45 [100.0 |144 |100.1 |167 [100.0 |524 |100.0
MEAN 113 | 10.7 107. .| 1.0 | 110
R i y e i

4
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TABLE 3C

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: SAN DIEGO

Exp. (mod) Con}(hod)v{ Compl Comp2 Total

CHARACTERISTIC ,
bl o5 | #) % | #| 5 |#]| 5| #| 3
16-20 yrs old 191143 | 5 |16.1 | 7| 9.2 |8 |13.3]39] 13.0
21-25 39 | 20.3 | 7 |22.6 |22 |28.9 |17 | 28.3 | &5 | 28.3
26-30 39| 29.3 | 8 | 25.8 |20 |26.3 |16 | 26.7 | 83 | 27.7
31-40 27| 20.3 |10 |32.3 |22 |28.9 |12 | 20.0| 71 | 23.7
41 and over 9| 6.8 | 1| 3.2 |5 | 6.6 | 7|11.7]22] 7.3
Don't Know @ - (O] - | i - [ G| -
TOTAL 133 |100.0 |31 [100.0 |76 |99.9 |60 |100.0 [300 |100.0

. Race
White 62 | 45.3 |20 |64.5 |33 |43.4 |31 | 50.8 |146 | 47.9
Black 48 | 35.0 | 6 |19.4 [30 |39.5 |20 | 32.8 |104 | 34.1
" Hispanic. 24 1175 | 5 | 16.1 (11 |14.5 | 8] 13.1 | 48 | 15.7 |
Asfan ol 00| o0f o0 |1]|13]|0f 00| 1| .3
Native Amsrican 1| Jfoflo0o o] oofof o0 1| .3
Other . 2| u5 0] 00 | 1| 13| 2| 33| 5| 16
Don't Know o - | - || - [ -]w -
TOTAL 137 [100.0 |31 |100.0 |76 [100.0 | 61 |100.0 |305 | 99.9
A
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Table 3C. Demographic Characteristics: San Diego
(Continued)

TABLE 3D
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: BOSTON

S

Exp. {mod) | Con. (mod)|  Compl Comp2

CHARACTERISTIC

#

%

#

%

Marital Status
Married 16
Divorced/Separated | 39

 Widowed | 1
Single ~ | 81

11.7
28.5

7

Donft Know (0) -

59.1

10

13
(0

132.3
1 25.8

0.0
41,9

19

47

(1) -

10.7
25.3
1.3
62.7

10
17

34

16.4
27.9

0.0
55.7

| -

(D)

83

175

14.5
27.3

7
57.6

TOTAL | 137

100.0

31

1100.0

1 75

100.0

61 {100.0

304

100.1

Sex
Male ' 110

Don't Know

Female b

80.3

L] -

19.7

25

) |

19.4

1 80.6

64

11

(1) o

85.3
14,7

45 | 75.0
15 | 25.0
| -

244
59
(2)

80.5
19,5

TOTAL 1137

100.0

100.0

75

100.0

60 (100.0

303

100.0

Education

" .9-11 years 31
H.S. Grad (or GED) | 72

~ Don't Know (5

0-8 years ' 3

More than H.S. 26'

23.5
54,5
19.7
|

2.3

(1

3.3
40.0

1 20.0

36.7 |

27
33

11
(2

4.1
36.5
44.6
14.9
) -

21 | 36.8

21 3.5

26 | 45.6

8 | 14.0

| -

91
142
51

a2l .

3,1
31.1
s
17.4

TOTAL  |132

100.0

30

100.0

74

1100.1

57 | 99.9

293

100.1

MEAN

11.9

11.7

11.5

i 11‘_36

11.7

i

S B R RN e B it

CHARACTERISTIC

Experimental

Control

Total

# .

%

#

%

16-20 yrs old
21-25
26-30
31-40

41 and over

. Don't Know

20

89
52
46

(2)

22
56
53
29

(0)

13.3
33.9
32.1
17.6

v ,(‘f‘ 3.0

42
145
105
-5

12

(2)

38.3
27.7
19.8

3.2

11.0

TOTAL

214

165

99.9

379

100.0

MEAN

26.5

26.9

Race -

White

 Black ¢
Hispanic

Asian

if

Native Americ;n
Other

Don'tWKnok

110

89
15

o |

50.9
41.2
6.9
.5
S 0.0

-

79
70
15

(0)

47.9

0.0

| 42.4 |
9.1
.6

0.0

189
159
30

0

(0)

49.6
41.7
7.9

0.0

5

CTOTAL

| 216

100.0

-165

100.0

381

£ 100.0
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TABLE 3D. Demographic Characteristics: Bostqn

(Continueé) :

Experimental

Control.

Total

CHARACTERISTIC

#

#

%

Marital Status
Married“
Divorced/Separated
Widowed
Single

Don't Know

- 24

26

164
(0)

11.2
12.1

76.3

31

)

4.2

18.8

1.2

125 | 75.8

57

31

289
(0)

8.2
15.0
8
76.1

“TOTAL

215

1100.1

165 1100.0

380

Sex
Male ‘ i
Female

an't Know

199
17

)

9z.1

g 7,91"

2

151
14
(0)

9

1.5
8.5.

350

31
(0)

. TOTAL

216

1.100.0

165 |100.0

381

-

=3

0-8 years

9-11

H.S. Grad (or GED)
“mﬁimhm$ 

Don’t Know

30
75
80

22

9

14.5

10.6

38.6

57

- (5)

31
54

18

19,4

| 33.8
- 35.6
f.11.3

129
137

61

 TOTAL

207

99.9

160

100.1

MEAN

10.7

%, &0)

10.6 AR |
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: CHICAGO
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TABLE 3

E

 CHARACTERISTIC

- Experimental

Control

# %

# %

Total

it

16-20 yrs old
21-25

26-30

31-40

4] and. over

Don't Know

21 | 7.6
94 |33.9
79 28.5
76 | 27.4
7 | 25
| -

25 10.0
105 | 42.0

58 23.2
52 | 20.8

10 4.0
(1) -

46 8.7
199 37.8

o

137 26.0
128 | 24.3
17 3.2
(2) -

~TOTAL

277 99,9

250, 100.0

527 1100.0

MEAN

;\27,5

26.9

©27.3

it b ettty

' Race

White -
B1a¢k .
Hisﬁéﬁjc ,

-Astan

wis

‘Native American
~ Other . & o

Don't Know -

Q (N

0

s

220 | 79.1

45 | 16.2°
12 | 43 -

R T
0 Q_Q@*

32 | 127
12 | 4.8

af‘ 0 ":-0.0 |
@ | -

"?7 “14.6
425 | 80.3 .
24 | as

S0 ] -

CTOTAL .

— K

278 “l10p.0 ° | 251

|100.0 (529 [160.0

, b o
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TABLE 3E Demographic Chawactéristics: Chicago

{Continued)
CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control Total
# % # % # %
| |
Married 46 | 16.6 50 |20.0 | 96 | 18.2
Divorced/Separated | 31 | 11.2 23 | 9.2 54 | 10.2
‘Widowed 1 4 4 1;6 5 «9
Single 199 | 71.8 173 | 69.2 | 372 | 70.6
Don't Know W |- v | - (2) -
TOTAL 277 |100.0 | 250 |100.0 | 527 | 99.9
- Sex 4
Male 262 | 94,2 | 222 |88.4 | 488 | o1.5
Female 16 | 5.8 29 | 11.6 | 45 8.5
Don't Know (0) - €0). - | ) -
TOTAL - 278 [100.0 | 251 |100.0 | 529 |100.0
- Education Distribution
0-8 years 13 | 47 | 20 | 81 | 33| 6.3
9-11 115 |41.5 | 136 | 55.1 | 251 | 47.9
H.S. Grad (or GED) | 120 |43.3 | 69 | 27.9 | '189 | 36.1
More than H.5. | 20 | 105 | 22 | 8.9 | 51| 9.7
Don't Know (5) - (1) ¢;p~ f6)“~u -
/ ToTAL 277 |100.0 | 247 [100.0 | 524 |100.0 -
MEAN 11.2 10.7 11.0

-19-
TABLE 3F
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: SAN DIEGO
CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control Total
# % # % # | g
Age Distribution
16-20 yrs old 25 | 11.9 14 | 15.6 39 | 13.0
21-25 61 | 29.0 24 | 26.7 85 | 28.3
26-30 63 | 30.0 20 | 22.2 83 | 27.7
31-40 44 | 21.0 27 | 30.0 71 | 23.7
41 and cver 17 8.1 5 5.6 22 7.3
Don't Know (4) - (1) - (5) -
TOTAL 210 |100.0 | .90 |100.1 300 |100.0
MEAN 28.4 28.1 28.3
Race ,
White 94 | 43.9 52 | 57.1 146 | 47.9
Black 80 | 37.4 24 | 26.4 | 104 | 34.1
Hispanic 34 | 15,9 14 | 15,5 48 | 15.7
Asian 1 ) 0 0.0 1 3
Native American 1 | .5 0 | 0.0 1| .3
 Other 4| 1.9 1] 1.1 5 | 1.6
~ Don't Know' ) | - (0) - | -
i TOTAL 214 |100.1 91 {100.1 {305 | 99.9
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TABLE 3F. Demographic Characteristics: San Diego

(Continued)
| Experimental Contr01 Total
' CHARACTERISTIC - ’ _ ,
# % # % # %
Marital Status |
Married ‘ 28 | 13.1 16 |17.8 44 | 14.5
Divorced/Separated- 58 | 27.1 25 | 27.8 83 ’27.3
~ Widowed 1 .5 . 1 | 1.1 2 T
Single 127 | 59.3 48 | 53.3 175 | 57.6
Don't Know (0) - (1) - (L) 7 -
TOTAL 214 {100.0 90 |100.0 | 304 |100.1
Sex A ; |
Male 166 | 77.6 78 | 87.6 | 244 | 80.5
Female 48 | 22.4 11 | 12.4 59 | 19.5
Don't Know 0 | = 2| - ] -
TOTAL 214 |100.0 89 |100.0 | 303 |100.0
Education Distribution| | | o o ;
0-8 years 5 | 2.4 | 4 | 47 9 | 3.1
9-11 52 | 5.1 | 39 | 453 | sv | 3Ll
H.S. Grad (or GED) | 110 | 53.1 32 | 37.2 | 142 | 485
b'.Moreﬂthan H.S. 40 | 19.3 11} 12.8 51 ;7?4 |
Don't Know |l - (5) - lan| -
ToTAL 207 | 99.9 | 86 ?100;0‘ ,,2937[ 100.1
MEAN 119 1.4 11.7
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT

Title of Output: Tables 4A - 4F: Criminal History:

Boston, Chicago, and
San Diego

Brief Description of Contents: Tables 4A - 4C present frequencies, percentages,
and means for the modified experimental group, modified control group,
comparison group 1, comparison group 2, and the total population for a set
of criminal history variablés. For the Boston site, these variables iricluded
age at first arrest, total number of arrests after age 16, and number of
adult arrests for income-producing offenses. The variables analyzed in
Chicago and San Diego were age at first arrest, total number of arrests after
age 16, total number of convictions after age 16, number of adult arrests for
income-producing offenses, number .of adult convictions for income-producing
offenses, number of times incarcerated as an adult, number months incarcerated
five years before most recent (baseline) incarceration, longest number of
months without an arrest, length of most recent sentence, and most recent

»charge. Tables 4D - 4F contain the same information as above for the
experimental and control groups (as originally assigned).

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed :
Calculation of frequencies, percentages, and statistical means.

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: Clients, on the average, were first
: arrested at age 16. The average number of times a client was arrested
“after age 16 was 14 in Boston, 8 in Chicago, and 10 in San Diego. The
- majority of clients had been convicted between one and three times,
averaging, however, between three and four prior convictions. Most clients
had been incarcerated at least two years prior to their baseline prison term.
The most frequent baseline charges were robbery and burglary/breaking and
entering. : z 5 :
Tables 4A - 4C show that, in general, criminal history backgrounds of
clients were comparable across groups for all sites. In Boston, all three
o . avajlable criminal history variables had Tittle variance across the four
. " -groups of clients. In Chicaigo, comparison group 2 clients appear to have had
: a greater past inyolvement in crime than clients in other groups. Comparison
group 2 clients had a larger number of prior arrests and were incarcerated ;
‘ ~«more times than clients in the other groups. In San Diego, comparison group 1
oz clients had slightly more involvement in crime in the past than the other
- . groups of clients.’ Comparison group 1 clients had the largest mean number

- Of prior arrests and were incarcerated more times, on the average, than
~clients in the other groups. .

. are quite comparable for the experimental and control group clients (as they
. Were originally assigned), indicating that the randomization process was
SN successful in forming two comparable groups. . . . . ‘
~ ComputeF-Related Comments : SPSS FREQUENCIES

i i

&

_ Tables 4D - 4F:show that for all sites, these criminal history variables
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TABLE 4A .
CRIMINAL HISTORY: BOSTON
. Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod) Comp1 Total
CHARACTERISTIC -
# z | # % # % .| # %
. Age at First Arrest
6-13 years old 39 | 28.9 | 26 | 32.1 | 34 | 24.5| 99 27.9
14-16 years old 42 | 31.1 | 19 | 23.5 | 44 | 31.7 {105 | 29.6
© 1/ -20 years old 41 | 30.4 | 26 | 32.1| 45 | 32.4 |112 | 31.5
21 or older 13| 9.6 | 10| 12.3 | 16 | 11.5 | 39 | 11.0
Don't Know Qzy o=y @ - | 6] - |28 -
TOTAL 135 |100.0 | 81 {100.0 {139 [100.1 {355 |100.0
MEAN 15.8 16.0 16.4 16.1
Jotal number of
arrests after
age 16 |
1-2 arrests 5| 3.8| 2| 25|11 81] 18/ 5.2
3-5 arrests 17 | 13.0 { 13 | 16.0.| 23 | 16.9 | 53 | 15.2
6-10 arrests 28 | 21.4 | 23 | 28.4 | 35 | 25.7 | 86 | 24.7
11-20 arrests 44 | 33,6 27 | 33.3-| 43 | 31.6 | 114 | 32.8
21 or more arrests | 37.| 28.2 | 16 | 19.8 | 24 | 17.6 | 77 | 22.1
Don't Know (16)] = | @] - | o - {33 -
TOTAL = 131 {100.0 | 81 |100:0 {136 | 99.9'{348 {100.0
MEAN 15.5 |  14.6 12.6

14.5

¥

obtained directly from rap sheets. Con
incarceration information was not available.

If

/7
4

P

Conviction and

NOTE: A1l criminal history 1nformatiohbfor Boston clients was
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TABLE 4A, Criminal History: Boston
(Continued)
Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod C
CHARACTERISTIC (rod) it Total
# 4 # % ¥ % # j:4
Number of adult
arrests for income—
Rroducing offenses
1 arrests 6| 48| 4| 5.1 7| 5.3| 17| 5.1
2 arrests 6 4.8 6 7.6 | 15 | 11.5| 27 8.1
3-4 arrests 16 | 12,8 | 16 | 20.3 | 17 | 13.0] 49 | 14.6
5-8 arrests 48 | 38.4 | 28 | 35.4 | 45 | 34,4 |121 | 36.1
9 or more arrests 49 | 39,2 | 25 | 31.6 | 47 | 35.9 121 | 36.1
‘Don't quw (22) - {(10) - {(14) - | (46) -
TOTAL 125 {100.0 | 79 [100.1 {131 |100.1 | 335 100.1
MEAN 9.5 8.1 7.7 8.5
: i e
i
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TABLE 4B. Criminal History: Chicago
. TABLE 4B (Continued)
CRIMINAL HISTORY: CHICAGO |
| , v | Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod) “Compl Comp2 Total
Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod) | Compl Compz | = Total CHARACTERISTIC ' ,
CHARACTERISTIC ' e ' # | % # % # % # g | » %
# | £ % # g | # % # % ‘
JTotal number of
. | Vit
Age at First Arrest | s gggfig;igns_aftgn
- | 37 | 3.6 | 6 | 14.0 | 25 | 18.0 | 42 | 25,9110 | 22.0 | :

6-13 years old 1 1 conviction 44 | 28,8 |13 [31.0 |40 | 20.2 |34 | 21.9 {131 |26.9
-16 1d 47 | 29.9 | 8 | 18.6 | 54 | 38.8 | 40 | 24.7|149 | 29.7 c , | ;
14-16 years o ! o R R 2 convictions 50 |32.7 |14 |33,3 |33 | 24.1 |52 |33.5 {149 |30.6

-2 62 | 39.5 | 20 | 46.5 | 50 | 36.0 | 59 | 36.4 | 191 | 38.1 | ol |
17-20 years old ) 62 2 3-4 convictions | 37 |24.2 | 9 |21.4 |43 | 31.4 |38 | 24.5 |127 | 26.1
' : | 7. 20.9 | 1 7.2 | 21 | 13.0] 51 | 10.2 |
Fh.or older I B B ° ' | | | 3-8 convictions. 16 1105 f 4 | 9.5 |14 {10.2 |18 |11.6 | 52 |10.7
“Don't K anj{ - | | - |1 @] = | .| - l@] - o | ~ : | |
on now | 2 : 9 or mors 6 | 3.9 | 2 4.8 7 5.1 ]13 8.4 1 28 | 5,7
TOTAL 157 [100.0 | 43 |100.0 {139 1200.0 |162 |100.0] 3501 100.0 Don't Know asyp - jw | - ) -~ [ | - juz2)| -
MEAN 16.2 178 6.1 63 T TOTAL 153 1100.1 |42 100.0 137 |100.0 (155 |99.9 {487 [100.0
Total_number of MEAN 3.0 2.9 3.2 3.9 3.3
an:gs:s after : : ,
1-2 arrests 43 | 27.4 | 18 | 42.9 | 34 | 25.2 | 44 | 27.5|139 | 28.1 “Arresiy. Lo lncowe:
3-5 arrests 59 | 37.6 | 11 | 26.2 | 48 | 35.6 | 49 | 30.6| 167 | 33.8 R o L ‘ S
; , , v o, 1 arrest. 18 | 21.4 110 |29.4 |22 | 26,2 |25 |17.5 | 75 | 21.7
6-10 arrests 30 {19.1 | 9 | 21.4 | 27 | 20.0| 29 | 18.1{ 95 | 19.2 - . o = ' R
( | ] |7 o4 | , 2 arrests | 24 | 28.6 11 132.4 | 14 |.16.7 [37 | 25.9 | 86 | 24.9
11-20 arrests 17 {10.8{ 2| 4.8 | 22 |16.,3 | 22| 13.8| 63 | 12.8 ; b RN SRRV PR EUTRE SETEE RN
w o ool o | IR 374 arrests 191 22.6 | 3 | 8.8 | 21| 25,0 {34 |23.8 | 77 |22.3
21 or more arrests | 8 5.1 2| 4.8 4 3.0 16 | 10.0] 30 | 6.1 ¢} » : 7 gl ‘ ' : A
| | R N N | 5-8 arrests o 14 1167 7 1206 |15 |°17.9 |19 |13.3 | 55 | 15.9
~ Don! ‘ | = o= (12 - @l =16 - | o . L oo bbb
onL Know . - (y A8 i B R 9 or'more arrests | 9.1 10.7 | 3 | 8.8 |12 | 14.3 | 28 |"19.6 } 52 | 15.1 |
TOTAL 157 {100.0 | 42 |100.1 |135 |100%1 | 160 |100.0 | 494 {100.0 Donlt Know @) - a2 - (e - l2s | - fis| - |
MEAN 6.9 s 5.6 ‘ v5.u7 o ‘ 10.6 S W o TQ/TAL/ | 84 ;’-’00'.‘0 ‘34‘ 100.0  ‘.84" 1’00;1.. 143 '100.1 {345 | 99.9
A A48 sae | a7 | 67 | sa
Y i 3 ‘ Py | >
} s o ° 8 | '

Eil

TCaN
S
R
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" TABLE 4B. Criminal History: Chicago
" (Continued)

o Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod)]  Compl Comp2 Total
CHARACTERISTIC TS T T T 7] %
'Eunng:_gf;ndnlt
convictions for
income-producing

| o

1 | 52 | 34.4 |14 | 33.3 | 46 |34.3 | 44 | 20,1 156 | 32.6

2 48 | 31.8 |16 | 38.1 | 35 | 26.1 | 53 |35.1| 152 | 31.8
3-4 33 | 21,9 | 7 16.7 | 36 | 26.9 | 32 | 2.2 108 | 22.6
5-8 13| 8.6 | 4| 9.5]10 | 7.5 13 8.6 40 | 8.4
9 or more 5| 33| 1| 24| 7| 52| 960 22| 46
Don't Know an| - | @] - | - |an| -|Gn| -
TCTAL‘ 151 [100.0 |42 [100.0 |134 [100.0 |151 |100.0| 478 |100.0°
MEAN 2.8 25 | 2.9 3.0‘ 2.9
N )
| lncarcerated as an
adult - o SR | _
1 31 | 20.1 {11 | 26.8 | 28 | 20.7 | 27 | 17.3| 97 | 20.0
2 36 | 23.4 | 9 | 22.0| 29 | 21.5 | 34 | 21.8] 108 | 22.2
3-4 47 30,5 | 10 | 24.4 | 35 | 25,9 | 41 26.3| 133 | 27.4
5-10 20 | 18.8 | 8 | 19.5 | 29 21.5 | 34 | 21.8( 100 | 20.6 .
11 or more . 1| 7.0 | 3| 7.3 ) 14 | 10.4] 20| 12.8] 48| 9.9
~ Don't Know aol - | & - lan| - [ap| - | @] -
TOTAL 154 | 99.9 | 41 |100.0 [135 100.0 | 156 |100.0 486 |100.1
CoMEAN 4.5 44 5.0 6.7 5.3
. . . ' £
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TABLE 4B. Criminal History: Chicago
(Continued)
CHARAGTERTSTTG Exp. (mod)| Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total
o #| % ¥l 3 Fl % #| % #| 3
cerated 5 years
befg.zcg h§§e| iug tﬁl!!l
Q;mdnths 33 | 22,0 | 15 | 35.7 32| 23.7| 22 | 14.8 | 102 21.4
1-3 months 221 1471 2| 4.8) 27200/ 20 | 13.4 71 | 14.9
4-6 months 12 8.0f 4 95| 12| 89| 19| 12.8] 47 | o.9
7-12 months 1| 73| 7| 167 10| 7.4] 18 [12.1] 46 | 9.7
1324 months 131 87| 41 951 18|13.3| 19 | 12.8] 54 | 11.3
25-48 months 2211471 51119 11| 81| 25 | 16.8 | 63 13,2
49 or more months | 37 | 24.7 | 5 | 12,9 | 2= 18.51 26 | 17.4 | 93 | 19.5
Don't Know (18) - (4) - 1(12) L (19) = 1(53) -
TOTAL 150 [100.1 | 42 1100.0 135 | 99.9 | 149 1co.1 476 | 99,9
- MEAN 125.8 17.0 20.3 23.1 22.6
-3 months | 7| 53] 4 3.8 12 |10.3| 11| 8.2 34 8.3
4-6 months'k‘ 22 [16.7] 2 s,gg 10 | 8.6 .14 | 10.4 | 48 11,7
7-12 months 29 | 22,0 | 5 17.2| 31 | 26.7] 31 k23.1 96 | 23.4
13-24 mohtﬁs , 35” 26,5 | 9 |'31.0 21 18.1 ,31, 23.1 | 96 | 23.4
25-489months‘ 20 ‘15.2 5 | 17.2] 26 | 22.4 32 | 25.9 | 83 »20.2,‘ |
49 or more months | 19 | 14.4 4 13.8 1s,f 13.8| 15 | 11.2 | 54 13.1
_ Don't Know, ¢8| - {an| - @y - IREDHS - s | -
T totaL (132 100.1 29 | 99.9 | 116 99.9 (134 | 99.9 [411 [ro0.1 |
MEAN 2.0 | ;27v5»' f2§§5 - 25.0 ‘35.6‘




L S

| | ~28-
TABLE 4B. Criminal History: . Chicago
(Continued)
Exp. (mod)| Con. (mod)|  Compl Comp2 Total
CHARACTERISTIC - ,
gl o2 | #| s | #| s | #| 2| #| =
Léngth_gi_mgit
recent (baseline)
engence !
'1-6 months 4| 26| 0| 0.0 4| 29|12 7.6] 20| 4.1
7-12 months 2| 13| 3] 75| 3| 22| 4| 25| 12| 2.5
13-24 months 26 | 16.8 | 12 | 30.0 | 34 | 25.0 | 42 | 26.6 |114 | 23.3
25-36 months 28 | 31.0 | 8| 20.0 | 48 | 35.3 | 47 | 20.7 {151 | 30.9
37 or more months | 75 | 48.4 | 17.| 42,5 | 47 | 34.6 | 53 |33.5 192 | 39.3
Don't Know an| - {w| - lav| - |ao| - |wo] -
TOTAL |155 [100.1 | 40 |100.1 |136 |100.0 [158 | 99.9 [489 [100.1
MEAN 49.3 42.9 39.9 - 38.0 42.5
Most recent
{baseline) charge ,
" Robbery | 8 | 503 |19 |42.2 |62 (42560 |36.1 (225 | 42.9
~Burglary/Breaking | 44 | 26.3 | 14 31,1,‘ 46 | 31.5 v50' 30.1 |154 | 29.4
& Entering : : i 3
© Larceny/Theft 21| 12,6 | 5 |11.1] 19 | 13.0 | 25 | 15.1 | 70 | 13.4
- (excluding auto) ‘ : ; : :
Auto Theft 4| 24| 3| 67| 6| 41| 7| 42|20 3.8
Arson 0| 00| 0of-00| o 0.0].2
Forgery/Counter- | 4| 2.4 | o | 0.0} 2| 1.4/ 7
feiting A e | |
Stolen Property - | 0| 0.0 1 | 22| 2| 1.4 1
. ’ : ‘ : Y AR v . : : I
Prostitution/Vice | 0| 0.0 1| 2.2 0 0.0 0
~ Nargotics 2l 2| 1] 22] 3| 223
Other 8| 48| 1| 22006 | 41|n|
Don't Know wl - W] - o -|@]
N | SN N
~TOTAL {167 {100.0 | 45 | 99.9 |146 {100.1 |166

FRE R SRR
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TABLE 4C
CRIMINAL HISTORY: SAN DIEGO
( , Exp.ﬁ(mod) Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total
CHARACTERISTIC _
P8 K| % | #] % | 4| 5 | #]| 3
Age at First Arrest
6-13 years old 36 | 26.7 |10 |32.3 |16 | 21.1 |11 | 18.3 | 73 | 24.2
14-16 years old 33 | 24,4 | 9 |29.0 {23 |30.3 [15 |25.0 | 80 | 26.5
17-20 years old 39 | 28.9 | 7 |22.6 |22 | 28.9 |19 |31.7| 87 | 28.8
21 or older 27 1200 | 5 [16.1 |15 | 19.7 |15 | 25.0 | 62 | 20.5
Don't Know @2 - [ - (o - [m] - |3 -
TOTAL 135 1100.0 |31 [100.0 |76 [100.0 | 60 |100.0 [302 |100.0
MEAN 16.8 17.0 17.2 17.4 17.0
Total numbor of
arrests after
agel6
12 arrests 34 | 24,8 |12 [41.4 |20 | 26.7 |13 | 22.8 | 79 | 26.5
' 3-5 arrests 37 | 27.0 | 7 |24.1 |17 | 22,7 |17 | 29.8 | 78 | 26.2
6-10 arrests 26 |19.0 | 4 [13.8° |12 | 16.0 |15 | 26,3 | 57 | 19.1
- 11-20 arrests 25 |18.2 | 3 {103 {15 | 20.0 | 8 | 14.0 | 51 |17.1
21 or more arrests | 15 | 10.9 | 3 |10.3 |11 [ 147 | 4 | 7.0 |33 | 111
Don't Know @ - @ - W] - @l - @ -
o ToTAL 137 | 99.9 |29 |99.9 |75 [100.1 57 | 99.9 |298 {100.0
 MEAN ¢ € 10.2" 9.0 | 13.5 8.0 10,5
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TABLE 4C, Criminal History: San Diego
(Continued)
Exp. {(msd) | Con. (mod)| Compl Comp2 Total
CHARACTERISTIC , “ - —
#1 8 | #] 5 | 8| 8 L #| 5 | #| 3
sonvictions after
age 16 |
1 conviction 39 |29.3 {10 [32.3 | 23 |30.3 |16 |27.1 | 88 | 29.4
2 convictions 28 |21.1 9 {29.0 ;17 | 22.4 | 10 |16.9 | 64 | 21.4
3-4 convictions 32 |24.1 | 7 | 22,6 | 14 {18.4 |19 |32.2 )72 | 24.1
5-8 convictions 18 |13.5 | 2| 6.5 |12 |15.8 | 7 |11.9 |30 | 13.0
9 or more 16 [12.0 | 3 | 9.7 |10 [13.2 | 7 |11.9 | 36 | 12.0
Don't Know w| - o] -~ @] - @] - @] -
TOTAL 133 |100.0 |31 [100.1 | 76 [100.1 | 59 |100.0 |299 [100.0
MEAN 4.3 3.6 4.7 4.0 4.2
arrests for income-
producing offenses
1 arrest 37 | 28.0 | 9 [30.0 |16 | 21.9 | 15 | 27.3 | 77 | 26.6
2 arrests 23 | 17.4 |10 [33.3 |12 | 16.4 | 8 | 14.5 | 53 | 18.3
3-4 arrests 24 |18.2 | 5 |{16.7 |'15 | 20.5 | 17 | 30.9 | 61 | 21.0
\5-8 arrests 23 |17.4 | 2 | 6.7 |11 |15.1 | 7 (12,7 | 43 | 14.8
9 or more arrests | 25 | 18.9 | 4 |13.3 |19 | 26.0 | 8 | 14.5 [ 56 | 19.3 |
Don't Know B - W] - | - jw] - |as] -
TOTAL 132 | 99.9 | 30 [100.0 | 73" | 99.9 | 55 | 99.9 {290 {100.0
OMEAN 50 | a6 | 6.6 5.7 5.5
S Y R N : o
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TABLE 4C. Criminal History: San Diego
(Continued)
Exp. (mod)| Con. (mod) Compl - Comp2 Total
CTERISTIC ' v v
CrARA | s % | #| s | #] &8 | #| B | #£| %
Number of adult
convictions for
income-producing
| B
1 56 | 42.4 |13 | 43.3 | 26 | 35.6 |22 | 41.5 | 117 | 40.6
2 28 | 21.2 | 8 | 26,7 | 24 | 32.9 | 9 |17.0] 69 | 24.0
3-4 30 | 22.7 | 5 |16.7 | 10 | 13.7 |16 | 30.2| 61 | 21.2
5-8 {14 1006 | 2| 6.7 | 8|11.0 | 5| 9.4| 29| 10.1
9 or more 4| 30| 2| 67| 5] 68| 1] L9)12]| 42
Don't Know @] - || - | & - @ -jan] -
TOTAL 1132 | 99.9 |30 |100.1 | 73 |100.0 |53 |100.0 | 288 |100.1
MEAN 2.6 2.9 3.0 2.6 2.7
~ Number of times
: I : -
1 28 1211 | 8 | 27.6 | 14 | 19.2 |13 | 22.4 | 63 | 2L.5
2 22 |16.5 | o |31.0 |12 | 16.4 | 7 | 12,1{ 50 | 17.1
344 {26 |19.5 | 3 | 103 |14 | 19.2 [15 | 25.9| 58 | 19.8
5-10 32 | 24.1 | 6 |20.7 |19 | 26,0 |14 | 241 | 71 | 24.2
11 or'more 25 | 18.8 © 3 | 10.3 =14;; 19.2 | 9 15,5 | 51 | 17.4
~ Donit Know @l - @ - @] - & - jan) -
COTOTAL 133. |10050.} 29 | 99.9 | 73 100.0 |58 |100.0 | 293 {100.0 | |
. MEAN : - 7.3 5.1 906 ' 5.7 7.3 N
: B ; ‘(;*’A .. \‘iy ‘ . E: o
=3 O‘\ ’/
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TABLE 4C. Criminal History: San Diego
(Continued)
Exper Control Compl Comp2 Total
CHARACTERISTIC ;
#los | #] % | #| = | #] 5| #| %
coratod & vears
before baseline term
0 months 28 | 21,1 | 3| 9.7 |12 15.8 |11 | 18.0| 54 |17.9
1-3 months 23173 | 6| 19.4 | 6| 7.9 | 9| 14.8] a4 |14.6
4-6 months 13| 9.8 | 8| 25.8 |18 | 23.7 | 7| 105 46 |15.3
7-12 months 231173 | 3| 9.7 | 8| 10.5 |13 | 21.3| 47 | 15.6
© 13-24 months 23173 | 2| 6.5 | 9| 11.8 | 6| 9.8{ 40 |13.3
25-48 months 12| 6.0 | 2| 6.5 12| 15.8 | 6| 15.8| 32 | 10.6
49 or more months | 11 8.3 | 7 | 22.6 | 11 | 14.5 9 | 14.8| 38 |12.6
Don't Know w| -t - o - e -] w| -
TOTAL 133 |100.1 |31 |100.2 | 76 [100.0 | 61 {100.0 [301 | g9.9
MEAN 15.4 211 20.8 18.0 17.9
0 months ; o 71| 2| 67| 3| 41| 7 1z 2
1-3 months 18| 14.3 | 5 |16.7 | 18| 24,3 | 3| 5.2 24
4-6 months 19} 15.0 | 6 |20.0| 6| 81| 3| 5.2/ 34
7-12 months 22| 175 | 2| 6.7 |15 203 | o 155/ 48 |
13-24 months 19| 15,1 | 7 |23.3 |13 17.6 | 13 | 22.4| 52
 25-48 months 7|13 4l13.3| 6 s o 155 36
49 or more months | 22 | 17.5.| 4 | 13.3 | 13| 17.6 | 14 | 24.1] 53
. Don't Know (11)‘  - b o= pe s ey ,LT" (17j”‘“““””ﬂﬁ”
TOTAL 126 |100.1 | 30 100.0«'374”\100;1 58 100.0| 288
MEAN 244 | 2406 | 24,0 30.8, 25.6

TABLE 4C. Criminal History: San Diego -33-
(Continued)
Exp. (mod
' CHARACTERISTIC p._(mod) an' (mod) | Come? conpZ Total
# % # % # % # % # %
Length of most
recent (baseline)
sentence
1-6 months 37 | 27.8 11 | 36.7 |[26 | 34.7 12 | 20.7 | 86 | 29.1
7-12 months 32 | 24.1 2 6.7 121 | 28.0 18 31.0‘ 73 | 24,7
13=24 months 28 | 21.1 8 | 26,7 8 10.7 15 25.9 | 59 | 19.9
25-36 months 12 9.0 3 10.0 9 | 12,0 6 | 10.3 | 30 | 10.1
37 or more months 24 | 18.0 6 | 20,0 |11 | 14.7 71 12.1 | 48 | 16.2
Don't Know (4) - (1 - (1) - (3) - (9) -
TOTAL 133 [100.0 |30 ‘100.1 75 1100.1 |58 |100.0 |296 iO0.0
MEAN | 22-6 2506 20-4 : 21.9 2202
{baseline) charge
‘Robbery | 31 | 23.5 3 10.7 |18 24.7 81 13.6 { 60 | 20.5
Burglary/Breaking | 23 | 17.4 7 ' e
Entarine , -, ,25.0 13 | 17.8 ‘11 18.6 | 54 18.5
Larceny/Theft 3 | 6.8 |6 8. |l
(exc]uding auto) | 21,4 | 6 8.2 6 | 10.2 | 27 9.2
Auto Theft 430 |1 36 | 1] 14 |3] s o 3.
Forgery/Counter~- | 12 9.1 : ' ;. ‘
foriing 5 17.9 5 6f8 6 10.2 28f‘ 9.6
~ Fraud 4130 ol 00 | 1| 1.4 1] 7] 6] 2.1
EmbezzTemen? ' 1 .8 0 0.0 |1 1.4 1 1.7 3 1 C
£7olen Property 1398 |0 0.0 |1| 1.4 2] 3.4]16]| 5.5
Prostitution/Vice { 0 | 0.0 0| 0.0‘ 2 27 | 1] 1] 3 1.0
Naractics. 12 | 9.1 | 1| 3.6 (13| 178 | 7| 11.9 | 33| 11.3
' Other S i '23  17.4 |5 | 17.9 12| 16.4 |13 22.0 53| 18.2
on't Know (5) | - ey - @ - a3 -
L ﬂOTAL © |32 |99.9 128 1100.1 |73 100.0 |59 [190.1 {292 |100.0
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TABLE 4D .
CRIMINAL HISTORY: BOSTON

CHARACTERISTIC Experimenta] Control Total
# % # | % # %
Age_at First Arrest
6-13 years old 56 | 27.9 43 | 27.9 99 | 27.9
14-16 years old 59 | 20.4 | 46 | 29.9 | 105 | 29.6
17-20 years old 62 30.8 - 50 32.5 112 -31.5
21 or older 24 | 11.9 | 15 9.7 39 | 11.0
Don't Know as)| -4 | an | - | e | -
I 1) : |
- 4 | .
TOTAL 201 |100/0 | 154 |100.0 | 355 | 100.0
MEAN 16.2 16.0 16.1
Jotal number of
arrests after age 16 ,
1-2 arrests 3| 66/ 5| 3.3°| 18| 5.2
3-5 arrests 29 | 14.7 24 | 15.9 | 53 | 15.2
6-10 arrests 41 | 20.8 | 45 | 20.8 | 86 | 24.7
11-20 arrests 67 | 34.0 | 47 | 311 | 114 | 32.8
21 or more arrests | 47 | 23.9 | 30 [ 19.9 | 77 | ‘z22.1
Pont% Know (19) - (14) - 33) | 4
TOTAL . 197 | 100.0 | 151 |100.0 | 348 | 100.0
MEAN 14,7 13.4 145

* NOTE: A11 criminal history‘infofmation for Boston clients wés -
obtained directly from rap sheets. Conviction and.

incarceration information was not available.

-35-
TABLE 4D, CRIMINAL HISTORY: BOSTON j
~(Continued)
CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control Total
‘ |
# % # % # %
Number of adult
arrests for income-
producing offenses |
1 arrest 11 5.9 6 4.1 17 5.1 1
2 arres?s 16 8.6 11 7.4 27 8.1
3-4 arréSts 24 12.8 25 16,9 49 14.6
.5=8 arrests 63 33.7 58 39.2 121 36,1
9 or more arrests 73 39.0 48 32.4 121 36.1
- Don't Know 29y - an{ - (46) -
‘TOTAL‘ 187 1100.0 | 148 | 100.0; 335 100;0
7 MEAN 9.1 7.7 8.5
\\\\\
4
g i
-
o .
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TABLE 4E

CRIMINAL HISTORY: ' CHICAGO

Experimental Control Total
CHARACTERISTIC
# % # % # %
6-13 years old 59 | 22,7 51 | 21.2 110 | 22.0
14-16 years old 79 | 30.4 70 | 29.0 149 | 29.7
17-20 years old 99 | 38.1 92 | 38.2 191 |38.1
21 or older 23 | 8.8 28 | 11.6 | 51 |10.2
Don't Know (18) - (10) - (28) -
TOTAL 260 |100.0 241 {10€.0 501 | 100.0
- B B '/[r/ N
| . '//,
MEAN 16.4 16.3 16.3
T .
-iﬂgﬂiﬂ”m%fﬂiif i6 y‘
1-2 arrests 67 | 6.0 | 72 | 30.4 | 139 ‘28.1:
3-5 arrests 94 | 36.6 73 /30.8 167 33.8
' 6~10 arrests 51 | 19.8 4 | 18.6 | 95 | 19.2
| | | s
11-20 arrests 29 | 113 |- 34 | 143 | 63 12
‘ ' ‘ 6.1
21 or more arrests 16 6.2’ 14 | 5.9 | 30
Don't Know (21) - - (14)’ - (35) -
TOTAL 257 {100.0 | 237 [100.0 | 494 |100.0
 MEAN ,:sfo ’7.9 850 i
a

TABLE 4E.

CRIMINAL HISTORY: CHICAGO
(Continued)
CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Controil Total
" R # [ x #| 3
Jotal number of con-
victions after age 16
1 conviction 65 26.0 66 27.8 131 26.9
2 convictions 8L | 324 | 68 | 28.7 | 149 | 30.6
3-4 convictions 66 26.4 61 25.7 127 26.1
- S8convictions | 25 | 100 | 27 | 114 52 | 10.7
9 or more con- 13 5.2 |c 15 6.3 | 28 5.7
victions ' i
Don't Know @8 - asn | oo (42) -
- TOTAL 250 [100.0 | 237 | 99,0 | 47 100.0
| ‘)} B & .
MEAN ' 3.2 5.4 3.3
arrests for income-
producin offenses . ,
1 arrest 2 (176 | a1 |53 | s | g
2 arrests “4 1217 | a2 | 26 | 88 | 240
3-4 arrests - 38 | 8.9 | 39 | 21.0 77 | 22.3
5-8 arrests 277 [0 | 28 | 150 | oss | s
Sormorearrests | 22 | 13.8 | 30 | 16,1 52 | 15,1
Don't Know (119 | - 65) | - | s -
- TOTAL 159 1100.0 | 185 |100.1 | 345 | eg.9
. MEAN 5.6 53 5.4
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“TABLE 4E. CRIMINAL HISTORY: CHICAGO

(Continued)

CHARACTERISTIC

Experimehta1'

Control

¥ %

# %

- 5=-8
9 or more

Don't Know i

76 30.6

84 | 33,9

57 | 23.0

19 | 7.7
12 | 4.8
N N E

80 34.8

68 | 29.6

51 | 22.2

21 9.1

10 | 4.3 |

(2 |-

156
152
‘108

40
22

(51)

32.6

| 22.6

4,6

31.8

804 B

CTOTAL !

248 {100.0

230 00.0

478

100.0

3-4
8=10
vllfor,more‘~zy;,v

Don't Know

48 | 18.9
\;56  22.0
78 | 30.7
*a51 g 20.1
21 | 8.3

(24 | -

49 | 21.1

52 | 22.4

55 | 23.7

49 21.1

27 |16

as | -

97

1" 108

133
100
48
2

MEAN | 2.9 2.8 2.9

22.2

-39~

TABLE 4E. CRIMINAL HISTORY: CHICAGO

(Continued)

CHARACTERISTIC

- Experimental

Control

Total

£ | %

# 2

Number months incar-
baseline term
; Oymonths
- 1-3 mbnths
" 4-6 months
7j12 months
13-24 months.
25-48 monfhs ‘
49 of‘more monthS‘

‘ Doh't Know

corated 5 vears before

48 | 10.4
a1 | 16.5

22 | 8.9
3 | 9.3

51 20.6
(30) | -

30 | 13.2
25 | 11.0
23 | 10.1
31 | 13.6

23 | 10.1
42 | 18.4

(23) -

| 54 23.7

102 | 21.4
71 | 14.9
47 | 9.9
46 | 9.7
54 | 11.3

03 | 19.5
(53) -

63 | 13.2

COTOTAL

248  1100.1

228 1100.1

476 99.9

 MEAN

23,9

211

22.6

20.0 |

27.4

20.6

9.9

TOTAL

254 1100.0

232 ]99.9

486

100.1

 MEAN

4,9

- 5.3

months without arrest
1-3 monthé
«4;6:months
 “7-12 months
13-24 months
‘72§-48,months
o 49‘or méfe monfhs 

~ Don't Know

12 | 5.5

46 | 20,9
55 | 25.0

| 40 |18.2

33 | 15.0

34 | 15.5

43 | 225

| (60 | -

22 | 1.5
u | 73
50 | 26.2.
by s

21 | 110
Sy =

- 34.] 8.3

Jawe | -

48 | 11.7
9% | 2.4 |
96 | 3.4
vrasi ~2o;z ;
54 | 13.1

TOTAL
% o {l) 5

220 |100.1 |

191 * |100.0

411 [100.1

o MEAN

263

248

;;.2556
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TABLE 4E. CRIMINAL HISTORY: CHICAGO
(Continued)
CHARACTERISTIC  Experimental Contro1 Total .
‘ # % # % # %
Length of most
1-6 months 10 ] 3.9 | 10| 43 | 20 | a1
7-12 months 6 | 2.3 6 | 2.6 12 | 2.5
13-24 months 54 | 21.0° | 60 |25.9 | 114 | 23.3
© 25-36 months 82 | 31.9 69 | 20.7 | 151 | 30.9
37 or more months 105 40.9 87 37.5 192 B 39.3
ponttknow | D] - |an | - | @ | -
TOTAL 257 |100.0 | 232 [100.0 | 489 |100.1
OMEAN 44.8 40.0 42.5
Robbery | 118 | 42.9 io7 43.0 225 | 42.9
Burglary/Breaking & | 81 | 20.5 | 73 | 20.3 154 | 20.4
Entering : : B
Larceny/Theft 41 | 14.9 20 1116 | 70 "13.4
(exc]uding auto) . ‘
Auto Theft 11 | 4.0 9. | 3.6 20 | 3.8
Ahson‘ e -0 O;O :2 ;9 2 : .4,’
Forgery/Counfer;k 5v  1.8 8 3.2 13 kk 2.5
feiting B wet | %
Sto1eh Property . | 1 ‘.4 3 ’1.2’k 4 bk.8 %
Prostitution/Vice | 0 | 0.0 1| w1 .2
Nafcdtics s 4 | L5 5 | 2.0 9 _x;;.7'
- Other 14 51 12 48 | 26| 5.0
. Bon't'Know ; (3) e (Z)f‘ s '~(5) -
- - R I CERE 7Vl e i :'7ﬁ |
TOTAL |7 100.%;/ 29 | 99.9 | 524 ;100.1‘\,
j ]

o

-4]-
TABLE 4F
CRIMINAL HISTORY: SAN DIEGO
imental Control Total
CHARACTERISTIC Experimenta
#ol % # % # %
Age at First Arrest
6-13 years old 53 [25.1 | 20 |22.0 | 73 |24.2
14-16 years old 52 {2406 | 28 | 30.8 80 | 26.5
17-20 years old 60 |28.4 | 27 | 29.7 | 87 |28.8
21 or older 46 | 21.8 16 | 17.6 62 | 20.5
Don't Know (3) - | - (3) -
TOTAL {211 |99.9 | o1 [100.1 | 302 | 100.0
MEAN 7.1 16.9 17.0
after age 16 ; . | |
© 1-2 arrests 54 | 25.5 25 | 29.1 | 79 | 26.5
3-5 arrests 53 |25.0 | 25 | 20.1 | 78 | 26.2
© 6-10 arrests 41 |19.3 .| 16 | 18.6 57 [ 19.1 |
e ) p ) . - S ‘

11-20 arrests 41 |19.3  [-10 | 1.6 | 51 | 17.1 .
‘21 or fiore arrests 23 | 10.8 ‘ %0 11,6 33 Al.1
Don't Kndw @ | - e o= | -
©ToTAL 212 | 99.9 86 {100.0 . | 298 | 100.0
MEAN 105 | 103 10.5

‘ ) . ' &
V 4
; ,
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| TABLE 4F. CRIMINAL HISTORY: SAN DIEGO
g (Continued) :
CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Controy Total
, ol #| % # %
Total number of con~ |
victions after age 16 i
1 conviction 63 |30.0 | 25 |28.1 | 8 | 20.4
2 convictions 43 | 20.5 21 | 2.6 64 | 21.4
3-4 #onvictions ‘ 49 | 23.3 23 25,8 72 24,1
' 5-8 convictions 27 - 1-12.9 12 " 13;5 : 39 13.0
9 or more con- 28 | 13.3 8 | 9.0 36 | 12.0
victions ;
Don't Know (4) - (2) - (6) -
 TOTAL 210 |100.0 | 89 |100.0 | 299 |100.0
 MEAN 4.5 3.6 .2
: ST
arrests for income-
larrest | 54 | 263 |23 |21 | 77| 2606 |
2 arrests 32 |15.6 |21 |247 | 53 | 183
3-4 arrests 43 | 2100 |18 | 212 | 61 | 21,0
5-8 arrests 33 | 16,1 | 10 |18 | 43 | 148
 9ormorearrests | 43 |21.0 |13 |153 | 56 | 19.3
Don't Know | - ] - | an|
TOTAL 205 |100.0 | &5{/{100.1 | 200 |100.0°
o 4 ‘ |
o O A N
- MEAN 5.9 ‘45 5.5

i

SRy
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TABLE 4F, CRIMINAL HISTORY: |
(Continued) . S EIEG0 ’
CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control Total
g | g # g
offenses
, 84 | 41.2 33 | 39.3 117 | 40.6
- e
| 47 |'23.0 22 | 26.2 69 | 24.0
3-4 42 | 20.6 19 | 22.6 61 | 21.2
. | ‘ ‘ , |4
8 22 | 10.8. 7 8.3 23 | 10.1
;v? or more 9 | 4.4 3 ,3;6 12 | 4,2
Don't Know a | - | o oo an
TOTAL 204 1100.0 84 |100.0 288 100.1
1 MEAN ', 2.8 2.7 2.7
Number of times
dncarcerated as an
| adult T
1 @ o1 | 6
1 4 1211 1 19 | 226 | 63 | 215
2 B - o g , |
| 31 | 14.8 19 | 22.6 50 | 17.1
3-4 R i T B o
-4 431 20,6 15 | 17.9 58 | 19.8
., ;o : 50 | 23.9 21 |525.0 | 71 | 24.2
| ;1 or more 4 1196 | 10 |19 | o5 "1f%4 |
 Don't Know - | - Jan |
TOTAL 209, 11000 Q\>84‘  100;0 f293> 100;0
MEAN g o T
A 7.2 7.5 7.3
‘)l : ‘ \1?‘ v
g 7. / - “ |
o i g ’
e O :
. N : //// i ) .
for
A A - - o o e S 1) AN vt et
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(Continued)
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. TABLE 4F. CRIMINAL HISTORY: SAN DIEGO

CHARACTERISTIC

Experimental

Control

TotaT

,

#

%

Number months incar-
cerated 5 yoars before
baseline temm

.O months -

1-3 months

4-5 months |

7-12 months

13—24 months

25-48 months

49 or more months.

Don't Know

42

32 |

24
33
33

20
26
(4)

20.0
15.2
11.4
15.7
15.7

9.5

12,4 -

12
12
22
14

12
12

- (0)

13.2
13,2

15.4
7.7

13.2

24,2

13.2

54

32

44
46
47

1 40

38

~(4>‘

17.9
14.6
‘15.3
15.6
13.3
10.6
‘12.6

TOTAL

210

99.9
[

,100 1

| 301

99.9

MEAN

17.6

18.4

17.9

© 1 7-12 months

A *, D '
ff"ff§1~??rhﬂ¥—?f |
‘,O months

1-3 months

» 4=6 months °

~13=-24 months
25-48,montqs
49 or more months

Don't Know

13
31
24
32
33
29
38
(14) |

6.5
15.5

2.0

1\600

/"“/

16.5
14,5

/16;0 L

" 13
' 10 
I 16
19

15

3) |

9.1

14.8

1.4
18,2

8.0

\
21.6

17.0

44

34

18

52

36 .

53

an |

)

~

7.3
15.3

{11.8

16.7
18.1

18.4

TOTAL

| 200

100.0

88

100.1

1288

- 001

)

“MEAN

- 26,

1

24.4

5.6

TABLE 4F. CRIMINAL HISTORY:

{Continued)

-~ =4he
SAN DIEGO

Experimental

Control

Total

CHARACTERISTIC

.

% £ | %

T of e
recent (baseline)
saentence

1-6 months

7-12 months

13-24 months
25-36 months

'37 or more months

Don't Know

59
51
40
20
36
(8)

28.6
24.8

19.4

9.7

17.5

27
22
19
10
12
(1)

130.0

24.4
21.1
11.1
13.3

86
73
59
30
48

(9)

29.1
24,7
19.9
10.1
16,2

~ TOTAL

206

100.0

91

99.9

296

100.0

% ' —

MEAN

g

22.2

| 22.2

222

charge
‘jRobberi :

" Burglary/Breaking &
~ Entering

‘Lérceny/Théfiv
+ Lexcluding auto)

‘Auto Theft

Forgery/Counter% ;5‘
feiting

Fraué
Embeé%ﬁementi , ;t
;Stpién:PrépertY,>
‘Prostituffén/V1ce 

e Ngrcotics-p

~ Other

: Don?tquow

45
37

18

(5)

L wi

‘17.7

| 3.3
1 8.1

| 1.4
- 6.7

'16.7

215

; §.5‘_

2.4

14,
12,0 |-

15

17

11

v

o NGO -

18 i'
(8) |

10.8

2.4

S

1133

‘,imé‘ys |
b‘p;k'j
2.4

1 0.0
9.6

21.7°

&0’

" 54

|16

33

(13)

| 20,5

27

. .;’2,} X

53

13

18.5

9.2

| 96 |

1.0
5.5
1.0

‘. llo3 ol

18.2°

i

o TOTAL L

209

'99.8.

583

~ froo.o°

292

100.0
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT

Title of Output: Tables 5A - 5F: Employment History: Boston, Chicago; and

San D1£g0

Brief Description of Contents: Tables 5A - 5C present fréquencies, percentages,

and means for the modified experimental group, modified control group,
comparison group 1, comparison group 2, and the total population for a set.
of employment history variables. These variables include the client's

past employment status, employment status at the time of arrest, the number
of months unemployed before baseline incarceration, weekly wage at last
job, number months at last job, and the number of months at the longest

job ever held. Tables 5D - 5F present the same information as above for
the experimental and control groups (as originally assigned).

" Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed:

Calculation of frequencies, percentages, and statistical means.

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: Approximately 90 percent of all

clients have at some point in their lifetimes been employed. A little
more than one-third were working at the time of arrest. Of the clients
working at the time arrested, the majority earned wages less than $200

a week. In Boston, the average weekly wage was $166.20. Chicago clients
averaged earnings of $175.34 a week, while San Diego clients averaged
$203.50 per week. In Boston and San Diego, approximately 25 percent

of the clients earned less than $120 a week, while in Chicago, 15 percent
of the clients earned less than $120 per week. Between 21 percent and
30 percent of the clients were working at their last job . for more than
one year. The average number of months at the longest job ever held was
20 months in Boston and in Chicago, and 27 months in San Diego.

In Tables 5A - 5C, slight variations are evident across groups for
the various variables. However, no consistent or discernible patterns
are evident. For example, in Chicago, experimental modified clients
had the highest mean weekly wage at their last job, control modified clients
averaged the Tongest number of months at their last job, while comparison
group 2 clients had the largestpercentage of clients working at the time
of arrest. - ‘ o o o ,

Tables 5D - 5F indicate 1ittle variance across the experimental and
control groups for all variables in all three sites.

\\ B e

Data Source: Form C N

Computer-Related Comments: SPSS FREQUENCIES
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TABLE 5 A

'EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: BOSTON

Exp. (mod) | Con. {(mod)| Compl T
CHARACTERISTIC (mod) P i
# % # % # % # %
Has_client ever
krm:ke.dl
Yes 137 { 93.8 | 86 | 97.7 |131 | 90.3 | 354 |93.4
No 9 6.2 | 2] 231141 9.7| 25 | 6.6
Don't Know m! - {wl - 1wl -1 @) -
TOTAL 146 |100.0 | 88 [100.0 |145 |100.0 |379 hoo.0
Working at time
arrested?

Yes 44 | 31.0 |36 |40.9 | 43 |30.1 [123 {33.0
No 98 | 69.0 |52 |59.1 {100 | 69.9 {250 |67.0
Don't Know sy - ] - @] - | @] -

TOTAL 142 |100.0 | 88 [100.0 {143 [100.0 {373 {100.0

IF WORKING AT TIME

ARRESTED: ‘

Nugber Months

Unemployed Before

Current Incarceration
0 months 46 |34.8 ;37 |44.0 | 43 |34.7 |126 | 37.1
1-6 months 44 |33.3 |29 |34.5 |35 | 28.2 108 | 31.8
7-12 months 22 |16.7 |12 |14.3 | 23 |18.5 | 57 | 16.8
13 or more months 20 {15.2 | 6 | 7.1 | 23 |18.5 | 49 | 14.4
Don't Know 1 asy| - (5) - (21) - (an| -
TOTAL . 132 [100.0 |84 |99.9 |124 | 99.9 [340 |100.1

' MEAN 7.8 | 64 9.0 7.9
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TABLE 5A. Employment History: Boston
(Continued)
Exp. (mod) | Con.{mod) | Compl Total
CHARACTERISTIC
¢ 3 £ g #| | #1| =
Weekly Wage Last Job
$1-120 39| 29,1 | 26 | 31.3| 31 | 24.2 | 96 |27.8
$121-160 39 | 29.1 | 23 | 27.7 | 52 | 40.6 |114 |33.0
$161-230 35 | 26,1 | 23 | 27.71 32 | 5.0 | 90 |26.1
$231 or more 21 | 15.7 | 11 | 13.3] 13 | 10.2 | 45 |13.0
Don't Know @ - 1w -t - lan| -
TOTAL 134 1100.0 | 83 |100.0 128 [100.0 |345 |99.9
MEAN 149.90 149,80 148.50 166,20
, |
last job ‘ ,
1-2 months 26 | 19.0 |17 | 19.8 | 24 | 18.6 | 67 |19.0
3-4 months 25 | 18.2 |26 [30.2 | 29 | 22.5 | 80 |22.7
5-6 months 29 {21.2 1 8] 9.3| 18| 14.0] 55 [15.6
7-12 months 24 {17.5 |17 | 19.8 | 33 | 25.6 | 74 |21.0
13-24 months 27 119.7 | 6 | 7.0 17 | 13.2) 50 |14.2
25 or more months 6 | 4.4 {12 |14.0| 8| 6.2 26 | 7.4
Don't Know W - (o -l - |w] -
TOTAL 137 {100.0 |86 [100.1 {129.100.1 {352 |99.9
MEAN 10,1 12.5 9.0 | 103

e
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TABLE 5A. Employment History: Boston
(Continued) :
Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod) | Compl Total
CHARACTERISTIC
o # % # % # % # %
Months 2t longest
Job
1-6 months 33 | 24.6 | 25 | 29.1 | 34 | 26.4 | 92 | 26.4
7-12 months 30 {22.4 ] 20 | 23.3 | 32 | 24.8 | 82 | 23.5
'13-24 months 43 | 32,1 18 | 20.9 | 33 | 25.6 | 94 | 26.9
25-36 months 13| 9.7 |13 [ 15.1| 15 | 11.6 | 41 | 11.7
37-48 months 6 | 45| 3| 3.5| 6| 4.7] 15| 4.3
49 or more months - 9| 67| 7| 81| 9| 7.0| 25| 7.2
Don't Know 4 - Wl - @ - | -
TOTAL 134 {100.0 | 86 |100.0 |129 |100.1 |349 [100.0
MEAN 19.8 20.7 20.7 20.4

e

» '
Nl
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TABLE 58
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: CHICAGO
’ Exp. (mod) | Con.(mod)| Compl Comp2- Total
CHARACTERISTIC |
#l o5 | #)] %) #] 5| #]| 5| #]| % i
worked? 5
Yes 147 |88.0 | 38 | 84.4 |120 | 82.2| 140 | 83.8 | 445 | 84.8 i
No 20 |12.0 | 7 |15.6| 26 |17.8| 27 | 16.2| 80 |15.2 ]
Don't Know w| - (| -lw| -] w| -|w| - 4
‘ |
TOTAL | 167 f100.0 | 45 |100.0 | 146 [100.0 | 167 [100.0 {525 |100.0 |
Morkian at i1 ?
arrested? § 1
Yes 62 {36.9 | 11 | 24.4| 43 | 20.3| 63 |37.7 179 | 34.0 [
No 106 | 63.1 | 34 | 75.6 [104 | 70.7 | 104 | 62.3 | 348 | 66.0 .
Don't Know | - [w|] -] -| | -| @ - .
TOTAL 168 [100.0 | 45 |100.0 [ 147 [100.0 | 167 |100.0 |527 (100.0 T
: : 3 )
IF WORKING AT TIME
ARRESTED:
Number Months
‘Unesployed Before
Curreni Incarceration
" 0 months 61 |42.4 | 11 | 29.7| 42 |35.6| 62 | 45.6|176 | 40.5
1-6 months 35 | 24,3 | 12 |32.4| 26 | 22.0| 32 |23.5 105 | 24.1
7-12 months 20 {13.9{ 3| 8.1 23 |19.5| 19 | 14.0| 65 | 14.9
13 or more months | 28 | 19.4 | 11 | 29,7t 27 | 22,9 23 16.9| 89 | 20.5
Don't Know 2| - | - el - || -] -
TR ' s B ;
TOTAL 144 [100.0 | 37 | 99.p {118 {100.0 { 136 {100.0 | 435 |100.0
MEAN 1 | 40 14,5 11.0 12.2
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TABLE 5B. Employment History: Chicago
(Continued) ' ~
Exp. (mod Con. d
CHARAGTERISTIC p. (mod) (mod)] Compl Comp2 Total
| . #| 3 #l 3 ¥l = #| 3 # %
$1-120 22 | 15.4 | 8| 22.2 | 19 | 16.2] 16 | 12.4| 65 15,3
$121-160 31 | 2.7 | 8| 22.2 | 34 | 29.1| 41 | 31.8| 114 | 26.8
$161-230 48 | 33.6 | 11| 30.6 | 32 | 27.4] 35 | 27.1] 126 | 29.6
$231 or more 42 | 20.4 | 9| 25.0 | 32 | 27.4| 37 | 28.7| 120 | 28.2
Don't Know G -~ j® - @ =@ -|en| -
TOTAL 143 1100.1 |36 |100,0 {117 {100.1| 129 {100.0/ 425 | 99.9
MEAN 190.07 170.58 163,53 172.09 175.34
B unnngr_nnnihs_it,
Jﬂﬁt_iﬂh
1-2 months .21 {144 | 3) 83| 9| 7.6| 22| 16.7] 55 | 12.7
3-4 months 24 (16,4 | 4| 11.1 |19 | 16.0] 13 | 9.8] 60 | 13.9
5-6 months 26 |17.8 | 4| 11,1 |17 | 14.3| 18 | 13.6| 65 | 15.0
© 7-12 months 38 | 26.0 |10 | 17.8 | 39 | 32.8] 34 | 25.8/ 121 27.9
13-24 months 20 | 13.7 |11 | 30.6 | 11 | 9.2| 26 | 19.7] 68 | 15.7 1
25 or more months 17 | 11.6 4t 11.1 | 24 | 20.2| 19| 14.4] 64 14.8
Don't. Know @) - @ - @ -] @ -]|uae iy
CTOTAL 1146 |99.9 |36 |100.0 |119 |100.1| 132 |100.0] 433 |100.0 |
 MEAN 11.5 152 | 13.8 1.7 12.5
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" Table 5B. Employment History: Chicago
(Continued)
Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod) Compl Corzp2 Total
RACTERISTIC ' — , SR ‘
CHARE ' # % # % # % | # % # %
Months at longest
dob |
1-6 months 33 | 22.8| 5 |13.5| 18 |15.1 | 18 | 13.1 | 74 | 16.9
7-12 months 42 | 29.0 | 12 32.4 35 | 29,4 | 40 | 29.2 |129 | 29.5
13-24 months 32 | 22.1| 9 | 24.3| 17 {143 | 36 | 26.3 | 94 ”21.5
'25-36 months 21 | 14.5 | 7 | 18.9| 27 |22.7| 19 | 13.9 | 74 | 16.9
37-48 months 7| 48{ 0| 00| 10/ 8.4 12| 8.8| 29} 6.6
49 or more months | 10 | 6.9 | 4 |10.8| 12 |10.1| 12| 8.8 | 38 | 8.7
Don't Know @ - @ -| @ -] w -lan| -
TOTAL - . | 145 {100.1 | 37 | 99.9 | 119 |{100.0 | 137 |100.1 {438 [100.1
MEAN 18.4 | 20.2 20,7 20,5 19.8
%
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TABLE 5C
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: SAN DIEGO
: Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total
CHARACTERISTIC
# s | #| s | #| s| #| | #| 3
Has client ever
xorked? : , |
Yes 132 | 96.4 | 31 [100.0| 70 | 92.1| 55 | 90.2{ 288 | 94.4
No 5| 3.6 of o0 6| 7.91 6| 9.8/ 17 | 5.6
* Don't Know | -l -]l -] -| ] -
TOTAL | 137 |100.0 | 31 |100.0| 76 |100.0| 61 |100.0] 305 [100.0
RN
arrested? |
© Yes 60 | 43.8| 8 | 25.8| 27 | 35.5| 22 | 37.3| 117 | 38.6
No 77 | s6.2 | 23 | 74.2| 49 | 64.5 | 37 | 62.7| 186 | 61.4
Don't Know | -l -l -]@ -| @ -
TOTAL 1137 100.0 | 31 200.0 | 76 [100.0 | 59 |100.0| 303 [100.0
IF WORKING AT TIME
 ARRESTED:
e
Current_Incarceration | I
0 months 53 |41.1| 8 | 27.6| 26 | 37.7 | 19 | 40.4| 106 | 38.7
1-6 months 40 |31.0 | 7 | 281 21 | 30.4 | 12| 25.5| 80 | 29.2
. 7-12 months 21 {163 [ 10 | 3451 9 |13.0] 7] 14.9) 47 |17.2
13 or more months | 15 |11.6 | 4 {13.8| 13 |18.8| 9| 19.2] a1 |15.0 |
_ Don't Know G - | - |®] - | @ -|and -
TOTAL 129 100.0 | 29 [100.0 | 69 | 99.9 | 47 | ‘99.9] 274 |100.1 |
o MEAN 7.6 0.8 | 104 | 9. 9.0
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TABLE 5C. Employment History: San Diego
(Continued) : Tabie 5C. Employment History: San Diego
. (Continued)
Exp. {(mod)| Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total
CHARACTERISTIC - - ,
; . : Exp. (mod Con. (mod Compl
# ‘% # % # % # g # 4 CHARACTERISTIC p. (mod) (mod) | mp Comp2 Total
‘ #| % Fl % # % #| % #l %
Heekly Wage Last Job
| ‘ . | om o Months at longest
$1-120 27 {211 | 5 |17.2 | 17 | 26.6 | 14 | 27.5 | 63 | 23.2 lob ey
$121-160 32 | 25.0 | 9 |31.0 | 16 | 25.0 | 11 | 21.6 | 68 | 25.0 1-5 months 24 | 18.2| 7| 22.6| 14 | 20.0| 10 | 18.9| 55 | 10.2
$161-230 35 273 | 5 |17.2 | 13 | 20.3 | 12 | 23.5 | 65 | 23.9 7-12 months 27 | 205 | 7| 22.6| 16 | 22.9| 12 | 22.6 | 62 | 21.7
$231 or more 34 | 26.6 [10 | 34,5 | 18 | 28.1 | 14 | 27.5 | 76 | 27.9 13-24 months 31|25 5| 160] 11| 15.7] 11 | 20.8] 58 | 20.3
Don't Know (4) - | (2) - (6) - (3) =~ | (15) - 25-36 months 17 s12.9 2 6.5 15 | 21.4 8 | 15.1] 42 | 14.7
| | , | | 37-48 mont | .
TOTAL 128 [100.0 |29 |99.9 | 64 [100.0 [ 51 |100.1 (272 [100.0 months M| 83 61940 5 kT 6113 28| 9.8
e - - 49 or more months 22 | 16.7 4 1 12.9 9 | 12.9 6 | 11.3| 41 14.3
MEAN 197.94 213.59 193.86 223.82 203.50 Don't Know | - ol - lwl - w - (2}
Mumber months at TOTAL 132 [100.1 | 31 |10 '
g | | , 00.1 | 70 1100.0 | 53 1100.0 | 286 |100.0
1~2 months 34 | 26,0 | 7 [22.6 |13 |18.6] 9] 17.0| 63 | 22.1 MEAN 2.8 26,4 26,8 27.3 26.9
3-4 months 17 | 13.0 | 5 |16.1 | 14 | 20,0 | 11 | 20.8 | 47 | 16.5 o ; — -
5-6 months 21 | 16,0 | 4 {129 | 13 | 18.6 | 9 | 17.0 | 47 | 16.5
7-12 months 28 | 21.4 | 5 [16.1 |14 | 20.0] 9| 17.0 56 | 19.6
13-24 months 17 [ 13.0 | 4 |12.9 | 8 |11.4| 8 |15.1 37 | 13.0
25 or more months 14 | 10.7 6 | 19.4 8 | 11.4 7 1+13.2 135 | 12.3
Don*t Know 0y = 0] - (0) - (2) - (2) -
 TOTAL 131 [100.1 |31 [100.0 | 70 (100.0 '53, 100.1 |285 1100.0 x
| | - ' } ‘ o \‘\ h
MEAN 12.4 14,9 12.7 13.0 12.9 ‘”\ -
’ //‘r‘; : ‘x\\ ! Ea 3

/.
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TABLE 5D

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: BOSTON

CHARACTERISTIC -

Control

Experimental

Total

#

.

#

.

Has client
worked?

Yes

" No

Dont't Know

200 -

15

(1)

93.0

7.0

154

10

(L

93.9
| 6.1

354

- 25

(2)

93.4

6.6 :

TOTAL

215

100.0

164

100.0

379

100.0

Working at time
arrested?

" Yes

NQ’

 Don't Know

62
147

7!

29.7
70.3

61

103
(1)

37.2

123

- 250
(8)

1 33.0

67.0

~ TOTAL

209 .

100,0

164

100.0

373

100.0

IF WORKING AT TIME
ARRESTED:

Unemployed Before

Qu::gnt_lngazsgnﬁtinnvk

-0 months. -
1-6 months

7-12 months

13 ‘or more months

-Doh't‘Know

64
61
34

i
1@

33.2

31.6

17.6

17.6
R

62

B
o1
® |

32.0
115.6

42.2

10,2

126

| 108

57 |
49
(16 |

31.8
16.8
14.4

37.1

"~ TOTAL

193

~1100.0

147

1100.0

340

MEAN

7.9

7.9

7.9

A
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TABLE 50 Employment History: Boston

{Continued)

CHARACTERISTIC

Experimenta]‘

Control

Total

#o| %

#

%

Meekly Wage Last Job
.f$l-126
- $121-160

f$161-230

$231 or more

’Don't Know

54 | 27.8
64 | 33.0
47 | 24.2
29 | 14.9
| -

42
50

- 43

16
(4)

27.8

33,1

28.5
10.6

96
114
90

45

(11)

27.8
33.0
26.1

13.0 -

 TOTAL

194 | 99.9

151

100.0

345

199.9

MEAN

168.7

163.1 -

166.2

i

5t

12 months

L 3-4'mohths ‘

| 5-6 months
7-12 months
13-24'm0hths 

Don't Know

25 or more months

37 |18.7
38 | 19.2

37 |18.7

40 | 20.2
37 |18.7

3) | -

30
42

18

34
13

217 ‘

(1)

19,5

27.5

11.7
22,1
8.4

11.0

67

80
55

74

50

26

4)

19.0
| 22.7

21.0
14.2
7.4

15,6

: TOTAL

198 [100.0

154

100.2

352

. MEAN

9.8 .

10.8

103

B

Sk maie

N PG
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. 1 S TABLE 5E

S 4 S © EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: CHICAGO
i  IABLE 5D. Employment History: Boston . | : T R | FONE ‘
%" i ~ (Continued) : i , - ' : |

CHARACTERISTIC | Experimental |  Controf Total
™ ~ Control Total | ’
‘Experimenta1 ,

- « L 0 ' 3; . ‘ s ST #
CHARACTERISTIC - B | |

% # | = # g
, a g # %
4 ;A # .

e 3 ‘ Has client ever
. e SN ® 3 o worked?

. - E Y L g | i@ » -

B} Months at longest - , , i

- | dob

| ; 46 ‘
1-6 months 4 S

22. . | 82 | 23.5
7~12 months ; 44 22.6 38 | ‘24.7 8

| ves 237 | 85.9 | 208 |83.5 | 445 | 84.8
23;6 46 | 29.9 92 | 26.4

No | 39 |11 | a1 [16.5 | 80 | 15.2
Don't Know @| - | @&

- (4) -
| ex laze | 30 | o4 | 26.9 |
13-24 months = 64 | 32.8 30 19.5 “

| 7 TOTAL o 276 |100.0 | 249 | 100.0
‘ 21 | 10.8 |v 20 | 13.0
i : 25-36 months e , i

525 |100.0

‘ | k o
L 37-48 months . B ‘Zs 7$2 .

' s | 2 | 13 | 8.4 25 | 7. yf“‘“1?9-33~11na
49 or more months 12 6.2

o (1) b -

Yes . 99 | 35.7 | 80 | 32.0 | i79 | 34.0
4§: Don't Know i

No B 178 | 64.3 1170 | 8.0 348 | 66.0

‘i GTaL e 195 \100‘1 154 |100.0 | 349 |100.0 . Don't Know

(1) N e - (2)

' | H ' | - - 20.4
MEAN U - 19.9 B \ 21.0 .

- TOTAL - | 2717 {100.9 250 |100.0 | 527 {100.0

IF-WORKING AT TIME
ARRESTED: |
; , L B
| gﬂ"“lfxgﬂ—ﬂﬂfﬂffﬁl :

b}

0 moéfhs | o5 | a4 | -0 : ygg.q;%f“lia\v"@ﬁisfifi
l6momths . | 59 | 254 | 45 22,7 [ 105" | 21
Telzmonths | 35 |15 | 5o |4 | 68 | 14,9

13 ormbremonths | 42 | 8.1 : (.47 |22 | 80 °| 20,5
N

o ;

CDonttknow | e | - LT | - fuam | -

£

e e
CToTAL - | 22 |100.0 | 203 |100.1 .| %35 |100.0

B . ’ : . - ‘ ; ! ". o /| ' . | ' 7, g
o = ’ o ‘ : P : ‘ e B o
oy S S :

S OMEMN

[eX

i

;;;;;

5
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TABLE 5E. Employment History: Chicago
(Continued)
CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control Total‘
# % # % # %
Meekly Wage Last Job
$1-120 34 | 15.0 31 | 15.6 65 | 15.3
$121-160 52 | 23.0 | 62 | 31.2 |114 |26.8
$161-230 73 | 32.3 53 | 26.6 | 126 | 29.6
$231 or wore 67 | 29.6 | 53 | 26.6 | 120 | 28.2
Don't Know as | - an | - (24) | -
TOTAL 226 | 99.9 | 199 |100.0 |425 |o99.9
MEAN 184.87 164.82 175.34
|
last job
1-2 months 32 | 13.7 23 | 11.5 55 | 12.7
3-4 months 34 | 14.6 26 | 13.0 60 |13.9
5-6 months 34 | 14.6 31 | 15.5 65 | 15.0
7-12 months 64 |27.5 | 57 | 28.5 121 |27.9
13-24 months 32 (13.7 36 | 18.0 | 68 |[15.7
25 ormore months | 37 |15.9 | 27 |13.5 | 64 |14.8
Don't Know %) | - (10) | - 16) | =
TOTAL | 3 f100.0 | 200 |100.0, [433 [100.0
MEAN 12,9 12,1 12,5
, N v
e A v
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Table 5E. Employment History: Chicago
(Continued)
) Experimental Contro1 Tota]
CHARACTERISTIC xperim
# % | % # %
Months at_longest
Jdob |
'1~6 months 41 | 17.6 33 | 16.1 74 | 16.9
7-12 months 61 | 26.2 68 |33.2 129 | 29.5
13-24 months 54 | 23.2 40 | 19.5 94 | 21.5
“25-36 riionths 42 | 18.0 32 | 15.6 74 | 16.9
37-48 months 16 6.9 13 6.3 29 6.6
49 or.more months 19 8.2 ["19 9.3 38 8.7
Don't Know e - (5) | = an | -
TOTAL 233 {100.1 205 {100.0  [438 |100.1
MEAN 20,4 19.2 19.8
= ’:

L B A S e T LR T T
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TABLE 5F : :
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: SAN DIEGO

' CHARACTERISTIC | Experimental Control Total
| # g # % F | %
Has client ever
worked?
Yes 205 | 95.8 83 |91.2 | 288 | 94.4
No 9 4,2 8 8.8 17. | 5.6
Don't Know ] - w0 | - ) | -
TOTAL 214 [100.0 91 |100.0 | 305 |100.0
Horking at time
arrested?

Yes 86 | 40.4 31 | 34.4 | 117 | 38.6
No 127 | 59.6 | 59 |/65.6 | 186 | 61.4
Don't Know (1) - (L - (2) -

TOTAL 213 |100.0 | 90 |100.0 | 303 |100.0
IF WORKING AT TIME
ARRESTED:
| o
Unemploved Before
Current Incarcerakion
0 months 77 | 39.5 29 | 36.7 | 106 | 38.7
1-6 months 61 | 313 | 19 | 24.1 | 80 | 20.2
7-12 months 28 | 144 | 19 | 261 | 47 | 17.2
13 or more;months 29 | 14,9 12  : 15.2 41 15,0.
Dbn't Know k(lO) L @ | - | oas i
- TOTAL 195 |100.1 | 79 |100.1 | 274 |100.1
MEAN 8.9 9.4 9.0

15 -

i )
g .
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TABLE 5F. Emp]oymént History: San Diego

(Continued)
CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control Total
‘ # % # % # %
Meekly Wage Last Job
$1-120 47 | 24.4 16 | 20.3 63 | 23.2
$121-160 44 | 22.8 24 | 30.4 68 | 25.0
$161-230 50 | 25.9 15 | 19.0 65 | 23.9
$231 or more 52 | 26.9 24 | 30.4 76 | 27.9
- Don't Know (12) - (3) - (15) -
TOTAL 193 {100.0 79 |100.1 | 272 |100.0
MEAN 197.65 217,78 203,50
W i
Jast job
1-2 months 46 | 22.7 17 | 207 | 63 | 22.1
3-4 months 30 | 14.8 17 | 20.7 47 | 16.5
5-6 months 36 | 17.7 11 | 13.4 | 47 |16.5
7-12 months 43 | 21,2 13 | 15.9 56 | 19.6
13-24 months 27 ] 13.3 10 | 12.2 37 | 13.0
25 or more months 21 | 10,3 14 | 17.1 | 35 | 12.3
Don't Know |- S @ | -
OTOTAL 203 |100.0 | 82 [100.0 | 285 |100.0
MEAN 12,3 4.2 ° 12.9
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Table 5F. Employment History: ' San ﬁiego

(Continued)
CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control ‘Total
' # | 3 # % # g
Months_at longest
Jeb . |
 1-6 months 36 | 17.6 19 | 23.2 55 | 19.2
7-12 months 47 | 23.0 15 | 18.3 62 | 21.7
13=24 months 44 | 21.6 14 | 17.1 58 | 20.3
25-36 months 31 | 15.2 11 | 13.4 42 | 14.7
37-48 months 15 | 7.4 13 | 15.9 28 | 9.8
49 or more months 31 15.2 10 | 12.2 41 14.3
Dontt Know (1) - (1) - (2) -
TOTAL 204 |100.0 82 |100.1 286 |100.0
MEAN 26.7 27.3 26.9

II.

PROGRAM PHASE

Ly
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT

T1t1e of Qutput: Tables 6A - 6C: Type of Program Placement by Group:
Boston, Ch1cago and San D1ego

Brief Descr1pt1on of Contents: Frequenc1es and percentages are presented for

the experimental and control groups indicating the type of placement
‘clients received by the programs. The types of placement 1nc1uded an
unsubsidized job, skill training or public service work, general training
and/or education, a job and skill training, a job and genera1 training

and/or education, and skill training and general training and/or education. -

Comments Related to Statistica1fMéthodoIogy Employed:

~ Calculation of percentages and statistical means.

H‘qh]Tths and Po11cy—Re1evant Findings: In all three sites, a greater o

percentage of experimental group clients were placed compared to
control group c11ents Th1s is part1cu1ar1y evident 1n Ch1cago and
San Diego.

Sixty-three percent of the Boston site study part1c1pants were
placed; 40 percent of the Chicago participants were placed and 56
percent of the San Diego participants were placed. Of the clients
that were placed, 92 percent of the Boston clients were placed in
unsubsidized jobs, while 90 percent of the placed Chicago clients
received unsubsidized jobs, and 83" percent of the placed San D1ego
clients received unsubs1d1zed jobs. ‘ ‘

2

S

Computer-Related Comments : SPSS FREQUENCIES
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TABLE 6A
TYPE OF PROGRAM PLACEMENT BY GROUP: BOSTON
TYPE OF PLACEMENT Experimgntaj Control ~Total
SO | # % # % ¥ %
‘No placement 68 | 31.5 73 | 45.1 141 | 37.3
Unsubsidized Job 136 | 63.0 82 | s0.6 |218 | 57.7
Ski11 training/ 6 | 28 | o | 00 | 6| 1.6
public service '
Job
General training 6 | 2.8 3 | L9 o | 2.4
and/or education ' ‘
Job and skill 0 0.0 0.1 0.0 o | 0.0
training '
~Job and general o | 0.0 | o 0.0 o | 0.0
- -%raining and/or S o
, education'
$ki11 training and o | 0.0 0 | 0.0 o | 0.0
. general training ‘ o : : :
or education »
Other o |00 | 4] 25 | 2| 11
| Don't Know | - o] - @ | -
- TOTAL 216 |100.1 | 162 [100.1 378 {100.1

.

(:
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TABLE 6B

ACEMENT BY GROUP: CHICAGO

TYPE OF PLACEMENT Experimental Control Total-
# | % £ 5 | #| 3
No placement 110 | 39.6 | 206 | 82.1 | 316 | 59.7
Unsubsidized Job 150 | 54.0 41 | 163 | 191 | 36.1
Skill training/ 13| 4.7 4 | 1.6 17 | 3.2
public service ‘ ’
job
General training 5 1.8 0 0.0 5 0.9
and/or education : ‘
Job and skill 0 | 0.0 o | 0.0 o | 0.0
training :
Job and genera] o | 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
training and/or ~ o
© . education
~Skill training and 0 | 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
general training ' - o
or education
Other 0 0.0 0 | 0.0 0| 0.0
Don't Know (0) - (0) = | -
TOTAL 278 | 99.9 | 251 [100.0 |520 | 99.9
y i
:
5} o ;‘;
' kR
. |
© |
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TABLE 6C

TYPE OF PROGRAM PLACEMENT BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO

TbtaT

TYPE OF PLACEMENT Experimental .Control
| # % # % # %
No placement 77 | 36.0 58 | 63.7 135 | 44.3
‘Unsubsidized Job 114 | 53.3 27 | 29.7 141 | 46.2
Ski11 training/ 13 6.1 3 3.3 16 5.2
public service » . ‘
- job
‘I General training 4 1.9 2 2.2 6 2.0
~and/or education »
Job and skill o | 0.0 o | 0.0 o | 0.0
training
Job and general 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 | 0.3
- training and/or
education
Ski1l training and 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.3
~ general training
or education
Other 4 | 1.9 1| 1. 5 | 1.6
Don't Know (0 | - o | - o | -
CTOTAL 214 (100.2 | 91 (100.0 | 305 | 99.9
i y
S :
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o | ) ‘ TABLE 7A |
SUMMARY QF ANALYSIS OUTPU{ TYPE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY GROUP: BOSTON
Title of Output: Tables 7A - 7F Type of Services Received by Group:
Poston, chicago, and San Diego ' : : o Exp. (mod)| ¢ (mod) c
: , : : ' ' Xp. {mo oit. (Mo Jomp 1 Total
Brief Description of Contents: Tables 7A - 7C present frequencies and CHARACTERISTIC" 4 g |
: percentages of the specific types of program services and referral , ‘ # % # ® | # %
agency services received by modified experimental group clients, modified :
control group clients, comparison group 1 clients, comparison group 2 ‘Program Services
clients, and the total population. Program services were divided into o ; ‘
16 specific. categories, such as orientation, job counseling, job placement Orientation 145 | 98.6 | 88 |100.
and housing assistance, and referral agency services were dividided : : 0144 1100.0 1377 199.5
into 20 specific categories. = 5 Lo Screening and 99 | 67.3| 85 | 96.6 8
Tables 7D - 7F present the same information as above for the Evaluation ' 0118 | 81.9 1302 172.3
experimental and control group clients, as they were originally assigned. . R »
o Needs Assessment 141 } 95,9 |86 | 97.7 1139 | 96.5 {366 |96.6
Remedial/Adult 1 o7 1 1.1
Education 3 e R
Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed: Job Readiness | 107 |72.8 | 65 | 73.9 | 67 | 46,5} 239 |62.1
~Calculation of percentages. | Interpersonal 40 |27.2| 4| a5] 11| 7.6 s55|14.5
_ Skills 1t '
Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: Although both program and referral . Skil1s Training 6 | 41| 2| 23| 2] 1.4] 10{ 2.6
~agency services were available to clients, most of the services received : , : *
by the clients were those that were provided directly by the programs. Job Counseling | 96 |65.3 | 66 | 75.0 | 46 | 31.9 | 208 |54.9
‘The most frequent services provided by the programs-~in all the sites-- o L ' , A
were orientation, needs assessment, screening and evaluation, job Job Development 107 | 72.8 | 75 | 85.2 | 47 | 32.6 | 229 [60.4
counseling, and job development. e , o ‘ : ‘ S : . o )
Referral agency services appeared to be most heavily utilized in Job Placement 88 |59.9 | 70 | 79.5 ] 35 | 24.3 | 193 {50.9
Boston, while only several Chicago and San Diego clients received e s | - v ‘ .
referral agency 'services. : : : ‘Emergency Cash | 68 146.3 | 10 | 11.4 | 19 13.2 97 125.6 .
Housing - 4| 27| o) o0 5| 35| 9] 2.4
Legal Counseling 0|l 00l 0] 0.0f 1 .7 1| .3
Family Counseling | @ | 0.0| o | 0.0| o] 0.0| o] 0.0
‘Other Counseling 138 93,9 | 11 |12.5, ;93» 43,8 | 212 |55.9
\ » ' S - JUREE IERUTY S R ' R o
| ” &Qﬁotﬁer Service 21 14,3 | 9 |10.2 “15 1044 | 45 119
5 //;7{»
3 Q

e

72

L

wy

“Computer-Re1ated CQmménts:l

~ Data Source;y Form G

$PSS FREQUENCIES

Cah -
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“TABLE 7B

TABLE 7A. Type of Services Received by Group: = Boston ,
- | ; TYPE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY GROUP: CHICAGO

(Continued)

Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod)|  Compl | Total

CHARACTERISTIC 5 P P p p PR B Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total

CHARACTERISTIC ; , )
AR #1 % | # 4 # % # - % # %

| Services

| | |  Program Seryices
Vocational Testing | 0 | 0.0 | 0 { 0.0 | 2 |14 2 | .5 ’

Orfentation | 150 | 89.3 | 41 |89.1]134 |o1.2 | 0 | 0.0{325 | 61.9

: - Needs Assessment | 94 163.9- | 9 10,2 |32 ]22.1 |135 |35.5 ~ Screening and 160 | 97.6 | 41 |89.1|112 |76.2 | 0 | 0.0|313 | 59.6
3 ‘ ‘ ' e Evaluation 1 :
Remedial/Adult 0 {007} 0 (00| 0 |00 0} 0.0 o ] 1 1 v |
Educatiqn : ~ Needs Assessment | 154 | 93,9 43; 93.5 117 79.6 0 0.0} 314 | 59.8
: Job Readiness 11 10,9 | 0 | 0.0 | 1 7117 | 4.5 Remedial/Adult | 72 | 43.9 |17 |37.0| 45 ({31.3 | o | 0.0{135 | 25.7
. Education , ,

Interpersonal 32 |218 |24 [27.3 |16 [11.0 | 72 |18.9

) S . Skills Job Readiness 152 | 92,7 |35 |76.1 |13 |83.7 | 0 | 0.0]310 | 59.0

Skills Training 1| 7 0.0 0.0 1| .3

Interpersonal 62 137.2 |10 |21.7| 8 | 5.4 | o | 0.0 79 | 15.0
~Job Counseling - ' 53 |36.1 - 6,8 4,1 | 65 |17.1 : e » g } R
| ~Skills Training | 21 |12.8 | 5 |10.9 | 62 |42.2 | 0 | 0.0| 88 | 16.8

Job Placement 37 |25.2 0.0 4.1} 43 |11.3

Job Counseling 157 | 95.7 |44 |95.7 |116 |78.9 0 | 0.0{317 | 60.4

Job Development | 30 |20.4 3.4 | 4.1 | 39 |10.3

S < O o SR o W -

Job Development | 158 | 96.3. |42 |91.3 {103 |76.1 | O | 0.0 (303 | 57.7 |

0.0 2.8 |10 | 2.6

- Emergency Cash ; 6 4.1

i Job Placement  |149 |90.9 |44 [05.7 |88 |59.9 | 0 | 0.0|281 |53.5

et

Welfare . 17| 4.8 g 8 {21

Emergency Cash  |..8 | 4.9 2 [ 43| 1| .2 | 0 |00 11| 21

Housing | 34 |:m.1 2.3 4.8 |43 [11.3

Lt | | | " Housing 0l oo | 1|22 5] 3.4 0.0 6 [° 1.1
‘Legal Services R 0 | 0.0 - 0.0 0,0 |0 0.0 Housing. natl S ' ' ' S

Lagal Counseling | 0 | 0.0 0.0 | 6 | 4.1 0.0 6| 1.1

Family Counseling 0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0| 0.0 uUH

O o6 o0 N O O W o o o

“0.0| 5 | 3.4 0.0 13| 2.5

o

. ' 'Fémiﬂx;Coun§eling ' ?8';“;4.9‘

Drug Abuse  .° 3.| 2.0 BRI B
. Other Counseling | 38 |23.2

s loo 1 | 7] 4|12
Treatment !

|17.4 | 50 |34.0 0.0 96 | 18.3 |

o o ©o o o

> ® o o

A1°°h°1’T"°atﬁeﬂt‘ |7 f 4.8 | 0 | 0.0 3 | 21|10 | 2.6 1 ‘Other Service | 23 14:6 : 8.7 | 4 | 2.7 0.0-| 31| 5.9

A=
-

i3

| el . Mental Health © | 2 | 1.4 | 1 |11 |2 |14 5|13
e L ' Treatment N EREOE S o e ‘ ;

#

oy
i
B

e}
G

/|15.9 127 |33.4.. |

,TV\ B

Other Counseling ~ | 98" |66.7 | 6°| 6.8
Room and Board = - ° | 1 | .7 |53 |60.2 |32 |22.11 86 |22.5

| Other Service | 16 |10.9°| 3 | 3.4 |19 [13.1 |38 |10.0

o o
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TABLE 7B. Type of Services Received by Gﬁoﬁp: Chicago
(Continued) :
Exp. {mod) |Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total
CHARACTERISTIC ,
#F 0% # % # 5 | # % £ | %
ggiiigg;TAaencx
Vocational Testing] 3 (1.8 0 | 0.0 0 | 0.0 { 0 ) 0.0} 3 .6
Nesds Ascessment 4 | 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 .8
Remedial/Adult 1 61 0]o0f{ otloo| o0} o00] 1 .2
Education -
Job Readiness 1 .6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2
Interpersonal 2 (1.2 0 |o0] 0 ]o00]| 0} o00] 2| .4
Skills
Skills Training 3 |1.8{ 1|22} 0|00} 01} 0.0 4 .8
Job Counseling 2 1.2 07 0.0 1 .7 0 0.0 3 .6
Job Placement o lool o lool 1] 7] o0loo] 1| .2
Job Development o o0 000} 1 Jiofjoo| 1| .2
Emergency Cash 1| 6|1 |22|0fo0]0]o00o| 2| .4
Welfare o 00| 000} 1 | 7} 0]} 00} 1 .2
Housing o {oo| o oo| 1] 7]ofoo} 1] .2 |
Legal Services 0 |o.0| 000} 2|1s]o}o00]| 2 .4
Family Cbunse]ing o |o0.0 0| 0.0 1 gloloo| 1] .2
Drug Abuse 1| 6| ofoo| ofoo] o] o0 R
| Treatmgnt | o 1 1 | o
. Alcohol Treatmeﬁt 0o .| 0.0 | o ”/0;0 | 0100} 0j00] 0}o00F
Menta1 Health 0 'o.o ‘1'6"Ton6‘ 1} {0 ]o00} 1 .2
Treatment : R I . |
Other Counseling 1 | .60 o0] 0oloofo|oo| 1] .2
Room and Board 0 0.0 | 0 | 0.0 | 0 0.0 | 0|00 o 00
Other Service ‘;3 1.8 . d” 0.0°| 0 ;‘0;6 JO‘ ,'d;Ov 3 ".6

~75<
TABLE 7C
TYPE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO
CHARKCTRRISTIO Exp. {(mod) ’Coh. (mod) Compl Comp2 | Total
#l % | #| 5| #| 5 | #] 5| #]| =
Program_ Services
Orientation 127 | 93.0 | 28 |90.3 | 70 | 946 | 0| 0.0]225 | 74.3
Screening and 96 |70.1 | 19 |[61.3 | 66 | 89.2 0 0.0 181 | 59.7
Evaluation
Needs Assessment |119 |86.9 | 22 |71.0 | 67 [90.5 | o | 0.0] 208 | 68.6
Remedial/Adult 5 36| 3[97| 0fo00]ol 0.0 8| 26
Education
Job Readiness 47 343 | 7 |22.6 | 10 |13.5 | o | 0.0] 64 | 21.1
Interpersonél 28 | 20.4 3 ‘9.7 2 2.7 0 0.0| 33 | 10.9
Skills '
Skills Training 9 6.6 | 1|3.2] 2| 27| 0] 0.0l 12] 4.0
Job Counseling 115 |83.9 |24 |77.4 | 48 |649 | o | 0.0 187 | 61,7
Job Development  |108 |78.8 |17 [54.8 | 31 {41.9 | o | 0.0 156 51.5
Job Placement 94 |68.6 |20 |64.5 | 16 |21.6 | 0o | 0.0 130 | 42.9
Emergency Cash 40 |29.2 | 8 |25.8 | 27 |36.5 | 0| 0.0 75 24.8
Housing 30 [21.9 | 4 |12.9 | 19 |25.7 | 0| o0.0] 53| 17.5
Legal Caunseling | 13 | 9.5 | 4 [12.9 | 7| 9.5 [ 0| 0.0 2| 7.0
Family Cqunseiing,: 16 |11.7 | 6 |19.4 | 4| 5.4 | 0] 0.0f 26| 8.6
Other Counseling | 85 |62.0 |13 a9 | 20 {54.1 | 0 | o0.0|138 45;54
Other Service 51 |37.2 11’?z35,5v 31 |41.9 | 0| .o g3 30.7

Ny
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TABLE 7C. Type of Serviéés,Received by Group: San Diego
{Continued)
Exp. (mod) { Con. (med)| Compl Comp2 Total
CHARACTERISTIC
# 1 0% | % # | % # | % F | %
Services
Vocational Testing| 1 74 1 (32| 1|13| 0 (00| 3 |1l.0
Needs Assessment 3 122|0 00|00 00| 0 |00 3 |10
Remedial/Adult 1 7] o] oeol o |00l o oo 1 .3
Education ’ ;
~ Job Readiness 1| 7| 265 0}o00] 0 {00 3 |1.0
Interpersonal 1 .7 0| 0.0} 0 | 0.0 0 0.0 { 1 .3
o Skills : ;
Skills Training 1 o7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .3
Job Counseling 5 {360} 00}0/ 00| o0 |00| S5 |16
Job Placement 4 {29 0]loo|1l13]o0 ko,o | 5 |18
Job Development 5 (3.6 0] 00| 0 00| 0 00|35 |16
Emergency Cash 1| 70000 }oo]o ool 1| .3
Welfare 6 | a4 | 2| 65| ¢ 53| 0 | 00|12 |3.9
Housing 7 151 1  3.2 5 66| 0 |00]|13 |43
Legal Services o {oo]o|loolo]oo|olool|l o]oo
Family Counseling | 2 | 1.5 {50 | 0.0 | 0 | 0.0 | 0 | 0.0 2 o7
Drug Abuse 5 |36 0] 00| 4/|53] 0l o00]| s 3.0
Treatment - :
Alcohol Treatment | 3 | 2.2 | o | 0.0 | 5| 66| 0 |00]| 8 |26
Mental Health 2 |ws]oloo|1]13]o0]o00| 3]0
Treatment ‘ T o 1
Other Counseling | 1 | .7 | 0| 0.0 | 0| 0.0 0] 0.0 1| 3
Room and Board 1| a0 oo|oloo]o]ool 1] .3
Other Service 5 s | 1] 32 1| 13 o | od| 7. 2.3

S s
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TABLE 7D
TYPE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY GROUP: BOSTON
CHARACTERISTIC Experimental | Control Tota]
v # % ¢ % # %
Program Services
Orientation 213 {99.1 | 164 |100.0 | 377 | 99.5
Screening and 147 | 68.4 | 155 |{ 94.5 | 302 | 72.3
Evaluation
Needs Assessment 204 94.9 162 98.8 366 96.6
Remedial/Adult S .5 1 .6 2 .5
Education :
Job Readiness 137 |63.7 | 102 | 622 | 230 | 63.1
Interpersonal 48 22.3 7 4.3 55 | 14.5
‘Skills
Skills Training 8 3.7 2 1.2 10 2.6
Job Counseling 118 55.3 89 54.3 208 54.9
Job Development 130 | 60.5 99 | 60.4 | 220 | 60.4
Job Placement 101 |47.0 | o2 |s6.1 | 193 | 50.9
Emergency Cash 86 40.0 11 6.7 a7 25.6
Hous1ng 9 | 4.2 o | 00 | 9| 24
Legal Counseling 1 5 0] 0.0 | 1 .3
Family Counseling | 0 | d.0 fo'i 0.0 o | 0.0
Other Counseling 197 |o16 | 15 | 9.1 | 212 | ss.0
Other Service 33 |155 | 12 | 7.3 | 45 | 109

5l
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TABLE 7D, Type of Services Received by Group: Boston
(Continued)
 GHARACTERISTIC Experiwenta] . Control Total
# % # % 1 %
Srvices o
Yocational Testing 2 .9 0 0.0 2 «5
Needs Assessment | 122 | 56.5 13 | 7.9 | 135 |35.5
Remedial/Adult o | 0.0 0 | 0.0 0o | 0.0
Education
Job Readiness 17 7.9 0 0.0 17 4.5
Interpersonal 36 | 16.7 36 | 22.0 72 | 18.9
Skills | ~
Skills Training 1 .5 0 | 0.0 1 k.3
Job Counseling 58 | 26.9 7 | a3 65 |17.1
Job Placement 42 »19.4  1 .6 43 11.3
Job Development 36 | 16.7 3 | 1.8 39 | 10.3
Emergency Cash 10 4;6 0 0.0 10 | 2;6
Welfare 8 3.7 0 0.0 8 2.1
Housing 39 |18.1 4 | 2. 43 | 11.3
Legal Services 0 | 0.0 0 | 0.0 o | 0.0
Family Counseling o | 0.0 o | 6.0 o | 0.0
" Drug Abuse 4 | 1.9 0.0 4 | 1.1
Treatment : .
Alcohol Treatment 10 | 4.6 0.0 0 | 2.6
Mental Health 3 |14 2 | s | 13
}‘ Treatment S ARl : :
Other Counssling | 120 |55.6 43 | 127 |33.4
Room and Board" | 3 | 1.4 83 50.61? 86 .zzgéu
Other_sérvicé 28 (13,0 | 10 |61 | 38 |10.0

-79-
TABLE 7E
TYPE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY GROUP: CHICAGO |
|
| Experimental Control Total E
CHARACTERISTIC
| # % # % # % \
Progran Services ’\
Orientation 195 |71.2 |130 |51.8 | 325 |61.9 ‘
Screening and 198 |72.3 |115 |[45.8 | 313 | 59.6 |
Evaluation ’ - |
Needs Assessment 197 71.9 | 117 | 46.6 314 | 59.8
Remedial/Adult 95 | 34,7 40 |15.9 | 135 | 25.7
Education 1 ' o
Job Readiness 182 66.4 128 [ 51.0 310 ‘59}0
Interpersonal 64 | 23.4 15 6.0 79 | 15.0
Skills | |
Skills Training 42 153 | 46 [18.3 | &8 | 16.8
Job qunsé]ing 197|719 | 120 47.8 | 317 | 60.4
Job Development 191 |69.7 |12 |44.6 | 303 |57.7
Job Placement 177 ' |64.6 104 |41.4 | 281 | 53.5 W
‘Emebgency‘Cash ’-  9 3.3 2 .8 1 2.1 >}.
Housing ‘5 | 1.8 1 .4 6 1.1 | f
_Legal Counseling | 6 | 2.2 0o | 0.0 6 | 1.1
- Family Counseling 13 ' ‘447', 0 O.C 13 2.5
ther‘Cqunséling, 52 |19.0 44 | 17.5 % | 18;3
 Other Service 27 | 9.9 4 | 1.6 31 | 5.9 .
: S N L
L / i
- i
) ;
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TABLE7E . Type of Services Received by Group:
(Continued)

-80-

Chicago

CHARACTERISTIC

Experimental

Control

Total

#

%

# %

Referral Agency
Services ,

Vocational Testing

~ Needs Assessment

Remedial/Adult
Education

Job Readiness

Interpersonal
Skills

Skills Training

Job Counseling

-Job Placement

- Job Development

Emergency Cash

We1fare

‘Housing

Legal Services
Family Counseling

Drug Abuse
Treatment

Alcohol Treatment

~ Mental Health .

: Treatment
Other Counseling
Room and Board

Other Servicé '

0.0

1.1
1.5
4

4
0)4' "
0.0

© o o

fan

-3

0 9 0.0

0 0.0

0 0.0
0 0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

[

o 0.0

1 o | 0.0

0.0

.4 :

0.0 -

] 0.0

W

.6
)

12'

w2

.4

.8

4

1 .2

4
.2

.2
.

o2

2

0.0

.2
| '02 -

O.o )
.6

)

g
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, TABLE 7F
" TYPE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY GROUP:

SAN DIEGO

CHARACTERISTIC

Experimental

Control

Total

. 4

%

# %

Program Services

Orientation

Screening and
Evaluation

Needs Assesshent

Remedial/Adult
Education

Job Readiness

- Interpersonal

Skills
Skills Training

| Job”Counse11hg-

, Job Development

Job Placement

Emergency Cash

Hpusihg\ v

Legal Counseling
Family'Cbunse1fngv

Other Counseling

Other Seryice ==

o

171
137

161

. 56
29

11

147
128
108
62
45

19

W’le
113
73

80.7
64.6

75.9

2.4

54
44

40

22

47

28

13

25,
20 .

59.3

51.6
3.3

4.4

1.1

V24,2
14.3

20.0

48.4

8.8

44,0

30.8

8.8 |
5.5
8.8
75

225
181

208

64
33

| 12
| 187
156
130
75
53
24
26
138

74.3
68.6

2.6

21.1
10.9

4.0
61,7

42,9

1 17.5

7.9
8.6

“" 30,7

59.7

51,5

24,8

45.5

‘5:3’

i
t
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-
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TABLE 7F .  Type of Services Received by Group: San biégo

v,

(Continued) -
CHARAéTERISTIC Experimental Control Total
| o | % RS
Srvices
 Vocational Testing 2 .9 | 1 1.1 3 1.0
Neeés Assessment 3 1.4 - o | 0.0 3 1.o
_Reggd1a1/Adu1t 1| s | o |oo .
Education : '
Job Readiness 1 5| 2 2.2 3‘ 1.0
Ingzg$$;sona1 | 1 5 d O.b | 1 |
k | ; 3
: Ski1ls Training 1 S0 0.0 i ) 3
qu Counseling 5 2.37 0 | 0.0 5 1’6
Job Placement 4 {19 | 1 |11 ; 1.6f
~Job Development 5 | 2.3 | 0 0;0 5 1,6
Emergéncinash 1 5 0 0.0 1 ;'R,
,WéTfare R 4.2 | 3 | 3.3 12 | 3.9
Housing 9 | 4.2 4 | 4.4 13 |4 3'
Legal Services o oo | o 6,0 0 ‘o.o
Family Couns@]ing | 2 9 10 - 6;0 : ‘2 f;’
| PT#%eﬁiﬁiit 9 |42 | o |oo 9 |30 |
Alcohol Trgatment . 4k © 1.9 | 4 4.4 8 ; élsyk;
MegﬁaT'HeaIth' . 3 | 1.4 0 :"kO‘;’ 3 o
reatment : v . o ? 49
'Othér;Counseiiné o1 s ]o 0.0 ' A
Roqm»and'Board | tal 5 1o |oo ‘ig G3
Otber Servies. | 5 23 |2 |22 | 7 2.3"'
o '%kkb ‘

i
3o
=
,
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT

Title of Output: Tables 8A - 8F: Progfam Completion Rate and Attendance:

Boston, chicagdo, and San Diego
Briekaescri tion of Contents: Frequencies, percentages, and means are
presented on program attendance and completion rates. Tables 8A - 8C
present information of the modified experimental group, modified control
d the total population,

group, comparison group 1, comparison group 2, an
while Tables 8D - 8F present this data for the experimental and control

groups clients, as they were originally assigned.

Comments Related to statistical Methodology Employed :
""" f percentages and statistical means.

" gaTeuTation of

- clients had compara

Tables 8A - 8C show that attendance
=7q program completion rates were comparable and quite high for the modified

experimental and modified control groups. Comparison group 1 clients had
poorer‘program'attendance and_comp?etion records, while comparison group 2

tlients had received no services. v ;
Boston, experimental and control group

Tables 8D - 8F show that in (
ble attendance and program completion rates. In Chicago

and San Diego, experimental group clients had higher program completion
rates and attendance records than control group clients. '

n@ﬁjAh1i hts and Policy-Relevant Findings:

3

/ &

F@ibUEN@JEs e
DI o o

" Computer-Related (onments: = SPSS
‘Data Source: Fdrm(G EA e ‘

‘ il o . . b - s o
: B . . e 5 . L B ;
! = ' :
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b TABLE 8A |
: PROGRAM COMPLETION RATE AND ATTENDANCE: BOSTON
: B Exp. (mod)| Con. (mod)| Compl Total
CHARACTERISTIC ~
: #| % | #| = ] %5 | #| 3
3
Attendance
Excellent = 0 72| 49.0 | 69 | 78.4 | 18 | 12.6 |159 | 42.1
) Good =1 39 1 26,5 | 16 [18.2] 10 | 7.0 65 | 17.2
Fair = 2 171116 0 0.0] 33 |23.1| 50 | 13.2
Poor =3 19 1129 3| 3.4 82 |57.3 (104 | 27.5
3 Don't Know (0) - (L} - (2) - (3) -
TOTAL 147 [100.0 | 88 [100.0 {143 [100.0 |378 |100.0
» MEAN .9 .3 2.2 1.3
Completicn Rate ,
0% 3 21 0o 00l 4| 28| 7 1.8
) |
1-24% 2 L4 2| 2333|2209/ 37]| o.8
25-49% 2| 14| 0] 00 9| 6.2)11] 2.0
50-74% 131 9.0 1| 1.1} 47 |32.4] 61 |16.1
75-99% 2| La4°3 | 3.3|34 23,4/ 39 |10.3
100% 124 | 84.9 | 82 | 93.2 | 18 | 12.4 |224 | 59.1
Don't Know W =W - o] - @] -
o “TOTAL 146 1100.2 | 88 |-99.9+1145 |100.1 |379 |100.0
5 ' — ' u
S MEAN el.7 | 970 52,8 78.0
5‘ . : . ) g a
N
¥ o uﬁ
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TABLE 8B _
PROGRAM. COMPLETION RATE AND ATTENDANCE: CHICAGO

: Exp. {(mod)| Con.(mod) Compl Comp2 Total
CHARACTERISTIC p - p p p - - - , -
Atiendance |

Excellent = 0 45 |27.8 | 8 {18.2 | 6 | 4.1 © | 0.0 59 | 16.8
~ Good =1 113 |69.8 |33 | 75.0 |77 |53.11 o | 0.0 223 |63.5
Fair =2 3119 1] 23| 9| 6.2 0| 0.0 13| 3.7
Poor =3 1 6 | 2| 4.5 |53 |36.6] 0 | 0.0 56 |16.0
Don't Know/NA | - @ - |@| - wussy| - 178y -
TOTAL 162 [100.1 |44 |100.0 |145 |100.0| o0 | 0.0 351 [100.0
MEAN .7 .9 1.8 1.2 1.2
Completion_Rate
| 0% 1 6 | 1| 2.6 | 5| 5.3!168 |100.0 |175 | 38.0
1-24% o | 0.0 0 0.0 | 3| 3.2] 0 0.0 | 3 .7
25-49% 0| 00| 1| 26| 3] 3.2} 0| 0.0 2 .9
50~74% 2| L2 |0 00| 1| L1l 0| 0.0/ 3 .6
75-99% 2 | 1.2 'o 0.0 4 1| 11| o} 0.0| 3 .6
100% 154 | 96.9 |37 94.3 | 81 “és.zf 0 “0.0:4273 59.1
Don't Know (9| - (7| = 53| = (0) - [ (69) ~v;f
 TOTAL 159 |99.9 |39 [100.1 | 94 |100.1 |168 |100.0 460 | 99.9
L MEAN . - 98,7 95,5 | 89.0 0.0 | 608
Uk ///\ S N . i B Conl ’ .I: o
) ‘ \) N . r
: : . 4 2] a
iy . s
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TABLE 8C L TABLE 8D |
PROGRAM COMPLETION RATE AND ATTENDANCE: SAN DIEGO { b PROGRAM COMPLETION RATE AND ATTENDANCE: BOSTON
Exp. {(mod) | Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total i ; Experimental Control Total
CHARACTERISTIC A4 b CHARACTERISTIC
# % # % # % # % # % o # % # % # %
) . v
: -
Excellent = 0 82 |{61.2 {19 |65.5 | 7| 9.5 | 0 | 0.0 |108 | 45.6 T Excellent 82 | 38.1 77 | 47.2 159 | 42.1
Good = 1 38 {28.4 | 8 [27.6 |10 [13.5 | 0 | 0.0 56 | 23.6 1 Good 43 | 20.0 22 | 13.5 65 | 17.2
Fair =2 12 | 9.0 | 1 | 3.4 |17 230 0| 0030|127 i Fair z7 | 12.6 | 2 |41 | 50 ) 13.2
! " o
Poor =3 2| 15| 1 | 3.4 {40 |54.1 | O | 0.0 | 43 | 18.1 : f*é s Poor 63 | 29.3 41 | 25.2 104 | 27.5
Don't Know/NA (3) - (2) - (2) - 1(61) - - 1(68) - i Dontt Know ‘ (1) - (2) - (3) -
TOTAL : 134 [100.1 |29 |99.9 |74 {100.1 | 0 | 0.0 |237 |100.0 TOTAL 215 {100.0 163 |100.0 378 | 100.0
MEAN | 5 5 2.2 0.0 1.0 MEAN . 13 1.2 1.3
0% 2| L5 | 2| 65 | 3| 41 |61 |100.0 | 68 | 226 @ 7 | 3.3 o | 0.0 71 1.8
1-24% 1 7 | 17] 3.2 |33 |44.7 | 0 | 0.0 35 | 11.6 1-24% o 14 4.5 23 | 14.0 37 9.8
25-49% 21,51 |32 4| 55| 0] 00| 7] 2.3 25-49% 9 4.1 2 1.2 11 2.9
50-74% 1 7|1 (3.2 4| 55| 01| 00| 6] 2.0 50-74% 41 | 19.2 20 | 12.2 61 | 16.1
75-99% 2| 1.4 |0 00| 3| 41| 000 5| 17 75-99% o | 4.2 | 30 | 18.3 39 | 10.3
100% 127 | 941 |26 |83.9 | 27| 365 | 0| 0.0 |180 | 59.8 100 - & | 135 | 62.8 8o | 54.3 | 224 | 59.1
Don't Know (2) - Q) | = ()} = | (0) - (4) - Don't Know () - (1 J&"- (2) -
TOTAL | 135 | 99.9 |31 |100.0 | 74 (100.2 | 61 {100.0 {301 |100.0 TOTAL 215 |100.1 164 |100.0 379 | 100.0
MEAN | 96,3 | 86.6 #1.6 | 0.0 60.4 CMEM 78.8 77.1 78.0
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TABLE 8E
PROGRAM COMPLETION RATE AND ATTENDANCE: CHICAGO
CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control Total
# | = # % # %
Attendance
Excellent 49 23.4 10 7.0 59 16.8
Good 136 | 65.1 87 |61.3 | 223 | 63.5
Fair 7 3.3 6 4.2 13 3.7
Poor 17 8.1 39 | 27.5 56 | 16.0
Don't Know (69) - (109) | = (178) | -
TOTAL 209 {99.9 |142 |100.0 | 351 [100.0
MEAN 1.0 1.5 1.2
0% 63 |24.4 |112 |55.4 | 175 | 38.0
1-24% 3 | 1.2 o | o.0 3 .7
25-49% 3 |12 | 1| 4 .9
50-74% 3 |12z | o |00 | 3 .6
75-99% 2 | .8 1 5| 3 .6
100% 184 | 71.3 88 |43.6 | 272 | 59.1
Don't Know 20 | - |wn | - || -
TOTAL 258 |100.1 | 202 |100.0 | 460 | 99.9
MEAN 73.1 4.2 - 60,4

—T———_——i%
-89~
TABLE 8F |
PROGRAM COMPLETION RATE AND ATTENDANCE: SAN DIEGO
e ' Experimental Control . Total
CHARACTERISTIC » v
# % # % # %
Attendance
Excellent 89 | 49.4 19 | 33.3 | 108 |45.6
Good 44 | 24.4 12 | 21.1 56 | 23.6
Fair 24 | 13.3 6 | 10.5 30 | 12.7
Poor 22 | 12.8 20 |35.1° | 43 |18.1
Don't Know (35 | - (33) | - 68) | -
~ TOTAL 180 | 99.9 | 57 |[100.0 | 237 |100.0
© MEAN .9 1.4 1.0
0% | 33 | 15.7 35 | 38.5 68 | 22.6 |
1-24% 19 | 9.1 | 16 |17.6 | 35 |11.6
25-49% 5 | 2.4 2 | 2.2 7 | 2.3
50-74% 4 | 19 2 1 2.2 6 | 2.0 R
75-99% 5 | 2.5 0 | 0.0 5 | 1
1008 144 686 | 36 | 39.6 | 180 | 59.8 :
 Don't Know @ | - | @) - | @) - i
TOTAL 216 [100.2 | 91 [100.4 | 301 |100.0
CMEAN 73.0 42.6 | 60.4

19
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT R | T e
TitTe of OQutput: Tables 9A - 9C: Status by Follow-Up Period by Group: ﬁ
Boston, Chicago, and San Diego , ' ‘ |
Brief Description of Contents: Frequencies and percentages of modified ?
experimental and modified control group clients are presented for ;
client status at 30, 90, and 180 days after program placement. The :
categories of status include: employed, in skill training or public o
service, in general training or education, unemployed, incarcerated, i -
other, or don't know. 0o
é ab
Comments Related to Statistical Methodalogy Employed : ? )
Calculation of percentages. } [ 1
Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: Over the six-month follow-up : 3'
period, empToyment rates, in general, declined, while incarceration - SR
‘rates increased. Employment rates did not significantly differ o &
be tween experimental and control group clients. ’ ‘ -
? : . ( i . o i ' . .
’ ; X , a |
. ) % : ku, \\
N m e S e
Computer-Related Comments :’ SPSS FREQUENCIES , RN |
Data Source: Form H--30, 90, and 180 days o S R

3

TR R
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| " TABLE 9A
; STATUS BY FOLLOW-UP PERIOD BY GROUP: BOSTON
B ,, ,
] EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL
gf CHARACTERISTIC .30 days 90 days | 180 days || 30 days | 90 days | 180 days
I , ,
U # % | # % # % L os | # % 2
? Employed 9 | 68.6 | 71 | 52.6 | 50 | 41.0 || 56 [ 66.7 | 33 | 52.4 | 19 | 45.2
! In skill training or 51 36| 2] 15| 2} 16 1| 1.2 0o} 0.0/ 0] 0.0
~public service ' |
: 1 [ ) ‘ ‘ .
In general training 5 3.6 3 2.2 1 1 0.8 2 2.4 4 6.3 2 4.8
or education ‘
| Unemployed 24 | 17.1 | 39 | 28.9 | 38| 31.1 || 19 | 22.6 | 16 | 25.4 | 12 | 28.6
Incarcerated 10| 7.1 |18{13.3|28|23.0f 5| 6.0 8127 6 |143
© Other 0] 0.0 2| 1.5( 3| 2.5 "‘ 1| 12| 2| 3.2| 3| 72
o Don't Know @) - |fan] - j@e| - || - @] - |un| -
e TOTAL 140 1100.0 {135 [100.0 [122 {100.0 ﬂ84100.1 63 [100.0( 42 [100.0
S . 2 '\‘
_ o -
X = s
. k. - - - - . o

...'[6..

L
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TABLE 9B

STATUS BY FOLLOW-UP PERIOD BY GROUP:

CHICAGO

* CHARACTERISTIC

" EXPERIMENTAL

CONTROL

. 30 déys

90 days

180 days

30 days

90 days

180 days

#

%

#

e»%‘

# B

,%'

‘ 0“

Status

Emp1oyed

In skill training or

public service

" In general training
or education

Unemp1dyed:‘k
InCarcerated_
Other

~ Don't Know

92

a7

(11)

58.6

3.8

5.11

29.9

1.9

. 62

60

1 28

42.5

4.8

4.8

.1

a1}

2.7

- 43

10

52

150y |

36.4

4.2

8.5

44.1
‘5.9

0.8

30

"71.4

2 . 4 e
2.4

21.4 |

’~ :2 .’4:‘ l

. 0.0

17

15

1 @]

41.5

2.4

2.4

36.6

B 9‘8

12

11

| 16) |

41.4

3.4

. TOTAL

157

99.9.

‘146

100.0

120

1 99.9~

99.9

41a

29

)

&
- A
i

=26
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" STATUS BY FOLLOW-UP

TABLE

9C

PERIOD BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO

SRR e,

CHARACTERISTIC

EXPERTMENTAL

CONTROL

30

dayé

90

days:

180 days

90 days

180

days

#

#

%

#:z

%

#

30'da§s

%

o

"

#

o
70

- Skatus

?rEmp16yed

In skill training or
- public service

‘In general training
or education

~ Unemployed
; Incarceratéd
Other

Donit Know

91

25

1oy

40
j

66.9

E 4.4

3.7

18.4.

2.9

3.7

59

42

12

1(13)

o) 47.6

2.4
3.2

33.9
9.7

3.2

40

37

16,

1(35)

39,2

4.9

1.0

36.3 ||

15.7

~2.9

21

(2)

70.0

6'7

16.7

0.0,
- 0.0

13

46.4

0.0
3.6

42.9

3.6

16

(8]

64.0

0.0
0.0

28.0

4.0

4.0

TOTAL

1136

100.0

124

1100.0

102

100.0

30

100.1

1100.1

25

5
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS QUTPUT

Title of Output: Tables 10A - 10C: Time from Program Entry to Placement
by Group: Boston, Chicago, and San Diego

Brief Description of Contents: For clients that were piaced by the programs,
frequencies and percentages are presented for the length of time it
took for a program to place a client from the client's program entry
date. These data are presented for the modified experimental group,
modified control group, and the total population.

3 - Comments Related to Statistjca] Methodology Employed :
Calculation of percentages. ' Cn

, Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: Of the clients that were placed in
3 Boston and San Diego, the majority weré placed in less than one month,
' whereas in Chicagoy the time from program entry to placement was, on the
average, two months. \ : '

Computer-Related Comments: SPSS FREQUENCIES

Data Source:f'FormﬂG »

s
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| TABLE 10A »
TIME FROM PROGRAM ENTRY TO PLACEMENT BY GROUP: BOSTON
Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Total
LAG TIME
# % # % # %
No Tag 2 1.4 1 1.1 3 1.3
1-14 days | 44 | 30.8 24 | 27.6 68 | 29.6
15 days - 1 month 52 | 36.4 31 | 35.6 83 | 36.1
'>1 month - 2 months 30 | 21,0 | 26 |20.9 | 56 | 24.3
>2 months - 4 months 13 | 9.1 5 | 5.7 18 | 7.8
>4 months = 6 months 1 7 0 | 0.0 1| .4
>6' months - 8 months 1 7 0 | 0.0 1 .4
Don't Know (0) (0) (0)
TOTAL 143 |100.1 87 | 99.9 | 230 | 99.9
MODE: 16 days
.
0 : ’ Cﬁ | &
o e

X
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.y e
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TABLE '10B

TIME FROM PROGRAM ENTRY TO PLACEMENT BY GROUP: CHICAGO

o “Exp. (mod) ‘FCon.‘(mod) Total
LAG TIME ‘; R
o % # % # %
No 1ag 6 | 3.6 o | 0.0 6 | 2.9
1-14 days 18 | 10,9 7 | 15.6 25 | 11.9
15 days - 1 month 24 14.5 5 | 11.1 29 | 13.8
>1 month - 2 months 34 | 20.6 9 | 20.0 43 | 20.5
'>2 months - 4 months - 37 22.4 | 11 | 24.4 48 | 22.9
>4 months - 6 méhths 16 9.7 6 | 13.3 22 | 105
>6 months - 8 months 18 | 10.9 s | 1.1 | 23 | 11.0
- >8 months - 10 months 3 1.8 1] 2.2 4 ‘1.9
510 months - 12 months s | 2.4 1| 2.2 5 | 2.4
>12 months - 16 months 5 | 3.0 0 | 0.0 5 | 2.4
Don't Kriow (0) ) (0)
TOTAL 165 | 99.8 45 | 99.9 210 |100.2

MODE: 2 months

[

q

=
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TABLE 10C
TIME FROM PROGRAM ENTRY TO PLACEMENT BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO
Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Total
LAG TIME .
# % # % # %
No Tag 14 | 10.1 4 | 14.3 18 | 10.8
1-14 days 33 | 23.7 10 | 35.7 43 | 25.7
15 days - 1 month 41 | 29.5 6 | 21.4 47 | 28.1
>1 month = 2 months 78 | 20.1 5 17.9 33 | 19.8
>2 months - 4 months 12 8.6 3 10.7 15 9.0
" >4 months - 6 months 4 2.9 0 0.0 4 | 2.4
>6 months - 8 months 3 2.2 0 | 0.0 3 1.8
>8 months -~ 10 months 4 1.9 0 0.0 4 1.4
Don't Know (0) (0) (0)
TOTAL 139 |100.0 28 {100.0 167 {100.0
MODE: 18 days
. o
SRR
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS QUTPUT

Title bf Qutput: Table 11: Summary of Hours Worked and Wage Levels |
for Clients Placed in Unsubs1dlzed Jobs

~ Brief Description of COntents. Table 11 presents frequencies, percentages,
and significance test results for employment information of clients
that were placed by the programs. Specifically, the mean number of hours
worked and weekly wages earned are reported for the 30-, 90-, and 180-day
follow-up periods for the modified experimental group and theé modified
control group.

Comments Related to Statustwcal Methodology Employed
T-tests, calculat1on of statistical means and percentages

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: There were no statistically significant

differences in the mean hours worked per week or weekly wages between
the modified experimental group and modified control group clients at any
of the follow-up per1ods for all program sites.

A

Computer-Related Comments: SPSS FREQUENCIES - TEST IR

‘Data_Source: Form H - 30 90 and 180 days

@

el

R s R Lo
e g i g

)
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TABLE 11
SUMMARY OF HOURS WORKED AND WAGE LEVELS
FOR CLIENTS PLACED IN UNSUBSIDIZED JOBS

.01 | F ;}»

‘ T-TEST.
‘CHARACTERISTIQ " Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) T-Value | Prob.
Hours Worked per

. week (mean)

30 day follow-up 38.5 38.4 .10 .92
' 90-day follow-up 38.2 37.8 24 | .8

180wday follow-up |  38.8 30.7 - .53 | .60

- Weekly Wages | |
(mean) n _ v ;
30-day follow-up | 163,57 164,23 - .09 .92
90-day follow-up | 161.65 | 161.14 | .06 | .96
 180-day follow-up 721 | 1es.62 51| .61
,gu;g@gg
HdurskWorked psr
- week (mean) i |

éovday follow=up | | 39.6' | : ‘40.9“ | -7 44
© 90-day follow-up | 39.7 | 40,0 -2z | .83

lBO-day fo11ow-up“ B 38.9 ﬁ‘f' k 40.0 ""-73;v 47
" Weekly Wages | L | |
(mean) : ‘ P g , ; :

30~day fo110w-up £ ' 186.86 | 1e.es |35 | .72

90-day fo11ow—up ';'f- ;90.72 i -‘170.47 ‘,j'& 1.18 | .24
Y 180~day f0110w~up_‘  “"198,97‘j'1 l147,92:' "',2’71‘ ’
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Table 11. Summary of Hours Worked and Wage Levels

(Continued)
T-TEST
CHARACTERISTIC -
' Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) T-Value{ Prob,
SAN _DIEGO
Hours Worked per
week (mean)
30-day follow=-up 36.4 37.1 - .43 .67
90-day follow-up 36,7 34.4 .81 42
180-day follow-up 37.8 36.2 .48 .64
Weekly Wages '
(mean) o o
30-day follow-up 151.03 145.38 42 | .67
90-day follow-up 152.85 143.33 .46 | .65
180-day follow-up 179.94 150.54 1.54 | .13

o g st g e i i i e i s g o

NS s e e
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS QUTPUT

Title of Qutput: Tables 12A - 12C: Post-Release Placement Exper1ence

by Group: Boston, Chicago, and San Dwego

Brief Description of Contents: Frequencies, percentages, and means are

presented for placed experimental group and placed control group clients
for variables describing the clients' placement experience at the

30-, 90-, and 180-day follow-ups. Data are presented for the number

of hours worked per week, weekly gross wages, hourly wages, client
satisfaction with p]acement, employer satisfaction with client, and

the number of jobs held during the most recent follow-up period.

)

”Cbmments Re1eted to Statistical Methodology Employed:

Calculation of percentages and statistical means.

Highf?ﬁhts and Policy-Relevant Findings: Clients that were placed inte

‘unsubsidized jobs typically worked 40 hours per week. Hourly wages

in all three sites averaged between $4.00 and $5.00 per hour. In

Chicago and San Diego, the majority of placed clients--both

modified exper1menta1 and modified control group clients--were in the same
p]acement as in the previous reporting period, i.e., the majority

stayed in the same placement. In San Diego, this held for the 30- and
90-day follow-ups, while at the 180-day fo]low-up, more than half of

the piaced clients were in a different placement than at the time of the

90-day follow-up. In Boston, however, only at the 30-day fo]]ow-up

were more than half of the placed clients at the same job as in the
previous reporting period (which in this case is the placement date).
Furthermore, this re1at1onsh1p held only for mod1f1ed exper1menta]

group clients.

Although a h1gh percentage of data were not available regard1ng

‘client satisfaction with placement”and emp]oyer satisfaction with the

client, both measures for all sites resulted in mean responses rang1ng

~from “somewhat sat1sf1ed“ to "very sat1sf1ed "

S

 Computer-Related Comments : 5Pss ?REQUENCIES

Data Source: Form G Form H--30 90, and 180 days




| TABLE 12A S
POST-RELEASE PLACEMENT EXPERIENCE BY GROUP: BOSTON

EXPERIMENTAL (mod)

- CONTROL (mod)

B empmrinde vt e L i

CHARACTERISTIC

30 days

190 days

180-

days

30

days

90 days

180 days

2

.

#

%

#

%

m#'

%

#

%

#

| %

1-39 hours

40 hours

~More than 40_hours'j

Don't Knbw, 

Not Emp]oyed

20
80

| 36)

5) |

19.2

76.9

3.8

14

57

L)

78|

19,2
78,1

2.7

41

(29)

(68) |

| 16.0

82,0

2.0

49

(6)

(24)

14.0

| 86-0

0.0

1(53)

27

|

18.2
81.8

0.0

177.8 L

16,7 |

5.6 -

TOTAL

104

99,9

73

100.0

50

{100.0

57 [100.0

33

100.0

 MEAN

- 37.8

37.5

38.3

38,0

37,2




TABLE 12A Post-Release Placement

{Continued)

kExperience by Group: Boston

CHARACTERISTIC

EXPERIMENTAL (mod)

CONTROL (mod)

30 days

90 days

30 days

.90 days

180vdays

#1 %

#| %

I

180 days*
#| %

#1 %

# %

- $1-120
‘“5121-160{
 $161-230 t

Moné than $2301
: Don'f K&oﬁ»l

Not Empryed

nggklx;srgss;:agsi ~

13 | 13.4

45 | 46.4
'32] 33.0

71 7.2

(10| -

9 | 13.2

29 | 42.6 |

27 | 39.7
3| 4.4

(20) -

15 | 319

5 10.6

6| 12.8

@] -

21 | 44,7

4| 7.7
22| 42.3

23 | a4.2 |
3 5.8

@) -

2| 6.9

14 | 48.3

12 | 41.4

(29| -

1} 6.3

50.0
| 37.5

— _O\'m

0| -

| 6.3

~TOTAL

97 [100.0

68 | 99.9

47 10050

52 |100.0

29 |100.0

16 [100.1

MEAN

162,10

158.57

' 170.32

163.65.

160.34

165.96

| Hourly Wage

L

MEAN < ¢

4,21

4'. 16

4,40 ]

5 4,14

4.57
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TABLE 12A Post-Release Placement Experience by Group: Boston

{Continued)

CHARACTERISTIC

EXPERIMENTAL (mod)

CONTROL (mod)

‘180 days

30 days |

90 days

”30 days
#| 3

90 days
# %8| #| %

#| %

180 days
# 1 2

- yith placesent -
4 = Very Satisfied

Somewhat
Satisfied

3

(]

Somewhat

N
i

Don't Knbw e

] .

i

Dissatisfied =

Very Dissatisfiédb

36 | 38.7
47 | 50.5

(54)| -

‘10 | 10.8

31 | 50.5| 20 |50.0

7|113] 3| 7.5

85)|, - [(108)| -

22 | 35.5| 16 | 40.0

2| 32|« 1| 2.5

25 | 51.0

o : 0-0 1’:

24 | 49,0

10 |37.0
14 | 5L.9

60)| -

2  ; 7.41 I8

1] 3.7

4 | 28.6 |

7 {50.0

o TOTAL

(o] .

93 1100.0

62 100.5| 40 |100.0

59 1100.0

‘27 ]100.0°

et o et e L

MEAN

3.3

3.3 | 3.4
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TABLE 127 Post-Release

Placement Exper1ence by Groupé Boston
- {Continued) ; o -

"/EXPERIMENTAL (mod)

'CONTROL  (mod)

CHARACTERISTIC | 30 days | 90 days | 180 days || 30 days | 90 days | 186 days |
s #| s o 3| #| s | #| 3| #| 3 \
----- ‘with client | T
| | 4 = Very Satisfied | 52 |74.3| 33 | 71.7| 23 | 79.3 || 27 | 60.0 | 10 [38.5 | 4 |33.3 | .
iR | -3 = Somewhat 15 {214 12| 261 6 {20717 |37.8) 14 |53.8| 7 |s83 |
e Satisfied 1 : ‘ , : o SRR I ‘ i
2 = Somewhat & 1| 1.4 1| 22/ o ooff o] 00f 2] 77| 1] 8.3 S o
~ Dissatisfied I ER IR ; S R i S R AT
1 = Very Dissatisfied | 2| 2.9 o].0.0] o o0l 1| 22| ol 00| o} 0.0 [ SR
Don't Know (77) | - fo0)| - fus| - fje)f - les)] - joo| - | N
“totau. | 70.{100.0| 46 [100.0{ 25 |100.0 || 45 [100.0 [ 26 |100.0 | 12 | 99.9 |
” MEAN 37 o 37 0 38l 36 | c33 7] 3.2
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TABLE 12A Post-Release Placement Experience by Group: ‘Boston

(Continued)

%

CHARACTERISTIC

EXPERIMENTAL (mod)

CONTROL (mod)

30 dayé

90 days

180 days

30 days

90 days

180 days

¥l %

# %

# %

# 4

Lk
mumjmﬁ_n
reporting period?

Same
Different

Don't Know

95 | 54.6
79 | 45.4

42)] -

77 | 46,5

67 | 53.5

(72) -

39 |31.7

84 |68.3

(93) -

52 |38.5
83 |61.5

(30) -

27 | 23.9
86 |76.1

(52) -

15 | 15.8
80 |84.2
(70) | =

TOTAL

1164 |100.9

144 |100.0

123 [100.0

135 [100.0

113 [100.0

95 100 .76

2
.3

Domt-'Ks‘!ow

o1

807 37.4

123°] 57.5

0| 0.0

105 | 50.2

96 | 45.9

=

Gy )

127 | 64.5

61 | 31.0

8 | 4.

11 .5

0| 0.0

RS

81 | 50.0
73 | 45.1

I¢

90 | 65.2

41 | 29.7

27) -

94 | 80.3
3 2.6

48)| -

20 | 17.1

=

TOTAL

| 214 {100.0

209 | 99.9

1162 (100.0

138 | 99.9

117 |100.0

MEAN

G0

.54

RE-1
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TABLE 12B

POSTFRELEASE PLACEMENT EXPERIENCE BY GROUP: CHICAGO

CHARACTERISTIC

EXPERIMENTAL (mbd)

“CONTROL (mod)

30 days

90 days

- 180 days

30 days

90 days

#| %

£ %

C#| %

180 days
¢ =

o P

1-39 ‘hours

40 hoiirs

More than 40 hours
Don't Know

| Not Employed

84

()|
1 (60)

- 90.3

2.2

7.5 |

8| 11.9

56 | 83.6

(15)| -

SEY

3| 4.5

4| 7.8
46..v90;2
A} 2.0
(52) | -
(65>m’;,-»

30 {100.0

@ -

{1€12)| =

1 2a3] -

ol 0.0

0| 0.0
(13)| .

18 |{100.0

leey| - |
lant - .

 TOTAL

93

67 {100.0

51 {100.0

| 18 |100.0

12 {100.0

MEAN.

39.0
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TABLE 12B PostrRe]easeAP1acement Experience by Group: Chicago

(Continued)

CHARACTERISTIC

EXPERIMENTAL (mod)

CONTROL (mod)

30 days

90 days

180 days

30 days

90 days

180 days

# %

# %

# %

¥ %

$1-120
$121-160
$161-230

More than $230
Don't Know |

Not Employed

Wookly gross wages

38 | 41.3

30 | 32.6

(6) -
(60)}. =~

8 | 12.1

26 | 39.4

21 |31.8
11 | 16.7
asy| -
(715)| -

5 | 10.4
18 | 37.5

(55)| -~
(65)| =

15 |31.3
10 | 20.8

19 | 63.3
5 | 16.7
5 | 16.7
2| -
an| -

3 18.8
(15) -
(28] -

10 | 62.5
2 | 12.5

10 | 83.3
2 | 16.7
o] o.0

(26)| =

an| -

" TOTAL

92 1100.0

66 |100.0

48 |100.0

30 {100.0

16 |100.1

12 {100.0

- MEAN

183,70

183.96

193.54

179,27

166.06

147.92

Hourly.Wege
MEAN

4,72

4,78

5.15

4,50

4,15

o
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TABLE 12B Post-Re]eése Placement Experience by Group: Chicago

;(COntinued)

®

CHARACTERISTIC

EXPERIMENTAL (mod)

CONTROL (mod)

30 days

90 days

180 days

30 days

90 days

180 days

#| 2

# 1 3

# %

# %

# | %

Don't Know

. Client _satisfaction
with placement
4 = Very Satisfied

3 = Somewhat
© satisfied

2 = Somewhat
Dissatisfied

1 = Very Dissatisfied

23 | 25.0

65 | 70.7

(66)| =

20 | 29.9

(90) | -

28 | 60.9

17 | 37.0 |

(122); =~

26 | 92.9

ey | -

17 1100.0

38)] -

4 ]33.3

8 |66.7

0l 0.0

TOTAL

92 {100.1

67 |100.1

47 |100.1

28 {100.1

17 |100.0

.12 |100.0

MEAN

3.2

3,3

" 3 e3

3.0

3.0

| 3.3
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TABLE 12B  Post-Release Placement Experience by Group: Chicago
(Continued) " : : :

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) CONTROL (mod)

o SOt

. RNt e St

. LR sl e e e G

CHARACTERISTIC

30 days

90 days

. 180 days

30 days

90 days

180 days -

# %

EREE

| %

# %

= Very Satisfied

=
i}

w
i

Somewhat
Satisfied

N
no

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

1

Very D1ssat1sf1ed

Don't Know

28 | 52.8

(105) | -

22 | 41.5

(128) | -

-15 | 51.7

12 | 41.4

10 | 58.8
5 | 29.4

2 |11.8 || «

(1513 | -

1] 16.7

(38) | -

5 |83.3

4 100,0

0 0.0

2 1100.0

20y | -

TOTAL

53 {100.0

29 1100.0°

17 {100.0

6 [100.0

' 4 [100.0

2 |100.0

O MEAN

3.3

3.4

3.3

3.2

| 3.0

4.0

i
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TABLE 12B  Post-Release Placement Exberiencé by Group: Chicago

(Continued)

CHARACTERISTIC

EXPERIMENTAL ' (mod)

CONTROL (mod )

180 days

30 days 90 days

30 days

90 days

180 days

#] % # % #l %

# %

%

Was_placepent the same
35_1n_thﬂ_nrﬂxigu§ ‘
, Igngrting-ﬂﬂﬂiﬂdl,
‘Same )
~Different

Don't Know -

94 | 89.5] 53 | 70.7| 37 |64.9
11 | 10.5| 22 | 29.3| 20 |35.1
(53) - | (82) - ](111) -

12)| -

31 | 96.9.

14 | 713.7
5 | 26.3

(36) - 1(18)

'57.1
42,9

TOTAL

105 {100.0| 75 |100.0| 57 [100.0

32 |100.0

19 {100.0 | 13

100.0

Don't Know

15| 9.6| 49 |35.3] 51 |43.2

139 | 88.5| 80 |57.6| 60 | 50.8

3| 19| 0] 7.2 7| 5.9
0] 0.0f o] 0.0 o] 0.0

S| - |as| - 6o| -

40 | 93,0
1 ! 2.3 "

) -

‘10 | 23.81}

13 | - | @]

29 | 69.0 | 16"

© TOTAL

| 157 {100.0 | 139 [100.1] 118 | 99.9

43 |100.0

42 | 99.9 | 27

MEAN -

92 | a2 | .63

.98

b 2
B . Lie ma® inn:
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TABLE 12C

" POST-RELEASE PLACEMENT EXPERIENCE BY QROUP:’ SAN DIEGO :

EXPERIMENTAL (mod)

CONTROL (mod)

CHARACTERISTIC ’,

. 90 days | 180 days

30 days

90 days

180 days

#| % | #| %

#

%

#

%

#

%

; S Hnuns.lnrked_nﬂr;lﬁék‘
o 1—39’hours“ 1 , 23

40 hours | 66
More than 40 holrs 1 2

i

~Don't Know - . v (9)': -

~ Not Employed 37| -

11

(23) |

(79)

8.1

29.7
62.2

15 |71.4
1| 4.8

(3) | =

(8),‘, ;

(5)

(20)

33.3

| 66.7

0.0

(9)
(28)

25.0

75.0

0.0

oo ol L

37

g

100.0

21 .}100.0

12

100:0

_ MEAN

37.2° -
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TABLE 12C Post-Release Placement

(Continued)

Experience by Group: San Diego

" CHARACTERISTIC

EXPERIMENTAL = (mod)

CONTROL (mod)

30 days

90 days

180 days

30 days

.80 days

180 days

#1 %

IR

# %

# %

# %

- Heekly gross wagas
- $1-120
$121-160
$161-230
More than $230°
Don't Know

Not Employed

22 | 24.2
46 | 50.5°
|16 176
PR RS

9] -

anl -

‘15 | 27.3

23 | 41.8
13 | 23.6

(14) -
(69)| -

9 | 25,7
11 |31.4

9 | 25.7

6 |17.1

(25) | . -

(79) | -

4 119.0

13 |61.9
4 |19.0

3| -

(8) -

3 | 25.0
6 | 50.0
3 | 25.0
0| 0.0

5y -
(200 -

2 | 18.2

6 | 54.5

3] 27.3

am| -

(28) -

o| 0.0

TOTAL:

91 |100.0

55 1100.0

35 | 99.9

21 99;9

12 {100.0

11 [100.0

MEAN °

 150.76

154,22

17194

145,38

143.33

'MEAN

,;4.14“

4,26

3.98

4,26

~E€TI-
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TABLE 12C Post-Release Placement Experi

(Continued)

@
"‘.

ence by Group: San Diego

CHARACTERISTIC

i

- EXPERIMENTAL (mod)

CONTROL  (mod)

v,30 déys

90 days

180 days

30 days

90'days

180 days

.

# | %

#| %

¥

%

# .4

with placement
= Very Satisfied

ol
il

Somewhat
Satisfied

w
"

T

Somewhat:
- Dissatisfied

N
[

1

Don't Know

18| 18.6

12| 12.4

Very Dissatisfied

65 | 67.0

2| 2
40y . -

22 |37.9
30 |51.7

6 }10.3

0 0.0
73) | -

18 | 45.0

3| 7

ol 0.0

laa| -

19 | 47.5

12

(9

1 34.8
- 52.2

13.0

0.0
|-

(17

| 61.5

15.4

23.1 |

0.0

8 |53.3
6 | 40.0

o0 | 0.0

’bf[f

TOTAL o

97 1100.1

58 |99.9

40 1100.0

23

100.0

13

L
B

100.0

15 [100.0

" MEAN -

3,0

3.3

3.4

3.2

3.5

b
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TABLEIZC Post-Release Placement Experiénce by Group: San Diego
(Continued) : ; ‘ B

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) : CONTROL (mod)

CHARACTERISTIC ' 30 day# 90 days 180 days 30 days 90 days 180 days
#1 k # % # % #1 % ¥ % # %

~
o]

MNP NS

88.9 | 6 |85.7

]

B ] 4 Ve;y‘Satisf1ed‘ 34 |54.8 | 28 |68.3 | 20 |74.1 |12 | 63
| 3 = Somewhat | 23 {371 | 8 {19.5] 5 [18.5 | 6 | 31. 11110 1 {143
- Satisfied o ‘ v : : ST

Somewhat. 3 | 48| 2| 49| 1 3721} 53] 0o o00] 000

Dissatisfied : g ‘ ’

=N
I

A5

1= Very Dissatisfied | 2 | 3.2 | 3| 73| 1 |37l 0| 00| 0] 0.0| 0| 0.0

Don't Know sy - jeo ] - ey | o~ jan] - || - le2] -

ey : TotrA. | 62 |99.9 | 41 [100.0 | 27 poo.1 ||19 |200.0 | S [100.0 | 7 [100.0

MEAN . ] 3.4 | 35 | 3.6 3.6 3.9 | 3.9

N
N E

R e i gt e
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TABLE 12C Post-Release Placement Exberience by Group: San Diego
(Continued) . v

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) o CONTROL  (mod )

CHARACTERIST‘IC , 30 d"ays 90 days 180 days 30 days 90 days | 180 days

) os | o#| s | #] sl #| 5| #] 5 | #]| s

as in the previous N ~ B : ‘
, | e | |

Same S 96 | 93.2 | 49 |69.0 {30 | 46.9 || 21 | 84.0 | 11 | 52.4 |11 |31.4
Different | 7| 6.8| 22 |31.0 {34 | 53.1| 4 |16.0| 10 | 47.6 |24 | 68.6
Don't know  fao3| - |an| - [eo| - k2| - [@n| - |es] -

TOTAL - |103 [100.0 | 71 [100.0 | 64 [100.0 {f 25 [100.0 | 21 |100.0 |35 |100.0
during reporting
period? - v ‘ | .

R . 6 | 4.5 30 23.4 | 57 | 46.0 || 3 10,0 | 12 { 37.5 | 26 | 61.9

=911~

o - |121 | 90.3 | 84 |65.6 | 55 | 44.4 || 25 | 83.3 | 20 | 62.5 | 16 | 38.1 i LR
2z = | 7| s52|13|wz|w] 81l 2] 67| of 0o o] 0o
3. | of ool ofoo| 2| 1.6{ 0of 00| o] 0o o] oo

P | ojoo| 1| 8| o) ool ofoof o 0ol o] 00
Don't Know e - jae] - |an| - @ - e ] - o] -

TOTAL 134 [100.0 |128 [100.0 |124 |100.1 || 30 |100.0 | 32 [100.0 |42 100.0

MEAN | 100 | .89 | s |l .7 | w62 | 38 |

o




_ﬂ' o Data Source: Form C; Fbrm H"30,

-117-

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS QUTPUT

Title of Output: Tables 13A - 13C: Post-Release Emp]oyment Status by History
of Drug or Alcchol Use: Bostony Chicago, and San Diego

Brief Description of Contents: Téb]es 13A - 13C present'a crosstabulation:
of employment status of clients at the 30-, 90-, and 180-day follow-up
by past drug use history. In addition, t=test results are presented.

 GComments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed:

" T-tests and calculation of percentages.

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: Overall, employment status was
ot significantly different for clients with past drug use histories
 from clients that had not used drugs in the past. One exception to
this finding was a significantly higher percentage of drug users :
=-being employed in Boston at the time of the 30- and 90-day follow-ups
than non-drug users. S : o

n.

Computer-Related Comnents: SPSS FREQUENCIES, T-TEST

,904/253*180 dayséy
“C/ o : ‘1,:

i 22 . - N rewa et -
s m s i n e a2 mie s e d R eme B it m e i e e s

-118-

|  TABLE 13A
POST-RELEASE EMPLOYMENT STATUS BY HISTORY OF DRUG OR ALCOHOL USE: BOSTON

FOLLOW-UP PERIODS Past use No past use _T-TEST

of drugs of drugs T-Value| Prob.
?ofTﬁifﬂﬁd at #0~day' | | 47.6 | 35.5 2.35 | .02
?os?glgzsd at 90-day B 25.5 e | .os
"ingﬁleEd at 180-day | f 25.2 195 | 19| .2

)

2%
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o TABLE 138
POST-RELEASE EMPLOYMENT STATUS BY HISTORY OF DRUG OR ALCOHOL USE: CHICAGO

o RS L

TABLE 13C
POST-RELEASE EMPLOYMENT STATUS BY HISTORY OF DRUG OR ALCOHOL USE: SAN DIEGO

‘i;:l;.»,;%\ o : . . . v S .

FOLLOW-UP PERIODS

Past use

 No'past use

 T-TEST

of drugs -

of drugs

T=Value

Prob.

% Employed at 30-day
Follow=Up

% Employed at 90-day~~.

Foj1ow-up

% Employed at 180-day

Follow=up

18.9

11.1

8.5

24.8
17.1

12,3

1.30
-1.67

.20
.10

«13

"o

v

FOLLOW=-UP PERIODS

Past use
of drugs

No past use

- of drugs

T-TEST

T=-Value

Prob.

% Employed at 30-day
Follow=Up. -

‘% Employed at 90-day
Follow=-up

v%kEmPTQyéa at 180-day
Follow-up

38.6-
24.0

19.2

36.0
26,7

- 24.4

46

- 052

-1.02

.64
.60

.31

i

o

6
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II1. POST-PROGRAM PHASE
-
& ’ e
o V

i

”Commnnts Re1ated to Stat1st1cal Methodo1ogy Emp]oyed

Calculatjon of percentages. .

Ny
ir

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: A total of 1215 rap sheets were

vequested. for this study: 381 in Bosten, 529 in Chicago, and 305 in
San .Diego. Overall, 91 percent of the requests were met. In Boston,
93 ‘percent. of requested rap sheets were received, while in both Chicago

o and San D1ego, 90 percent of the requested rap sheets werea rece1ved
= | : ;
/’) . n ’ o . b
i o |
o %c : § I R - Al
: i ‘ (‘ . o )
o o v o ’
; : e R e
o 'f,’ o ¢ . .; V : O S z S o
7 L, s SR T B i s Q
Computer-Related Comments : Not Applicable . 1 o
ER : = L * i = -
Data Source" rap sheats LB g e
b ’ [ ! g o

- E/.
=122-
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT
 Title of Qutput: Table 14: NIJ Long-Term Follow-Up Data Acquisition Rates

Brief Description 0f Contents Table 14 presents the number of clients in

_each group for whom long-term data (i.e., rap sheets) were requested.

The number of rap ‘sheets requested the number rece1ved and the

_ percentage rere1ved are reported ‘

el ek B e e
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TABLE 14 in "1

NIJ LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP DATA ACQUISITION RATES
‘ SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT

A A L g,

Title of Qutput: Tables 15A - 15 I: Long-Term Recidivism Rates by Group:

e

BOSTON* :
| Exp. {(mod) Con. (mod) ~ Comparison TOTAL i Boston, Chicago, and San Diege
Requested 147 89 145 381 U Brief Description of Contents: Tables 15 A - 15C present the mean arrest
S ‘ i ' S rates for the modified experimental group, modified control group,
Received 135 81 139 355 \ comparison group 1 and comparison group 2. For San Diego, the mean
: ' ‘ , number of months sentenced is reported, while for Chicago, the mean
% Received | 91.8% ‘ 91.0% 95.9% ; 93.2% number of months sentenced as well as mean number of months incarcerated
- : are reported. Analysis of variance significance test results are also
i provided. Arrest rates are categorized into three groups: arrests for
| all offenses, arrests for income-producing offenses, and arrests for
SAN DIEGO* (Includes contaminated cases.) : Part I offenses. Tables 15D - 15F provide the above recidivism informa-
. tion for clients who were placed versus clients who were not placed by
Comparison the programs, while Tables 156 - 151 present data for experimental and
Some No A _ control group clients, as they were originally assigned.
| Exp.. (mod) Con. (mod)| Serv | Serv | Total TOTAL :
Requested 137 31 76 61 137 305 ‘
~ . - ‘ Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed:
Received , : — T . . '
ecelve ’ 123 2 %9 55 121 276 Analysis of variance, t-tests, and calculation of percentages.
% Received . 89.8% j90.3% 90.8% | 90.2% | 90.5% 90.5%
| | Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: Tables 15A - 15C indicate that in
v o , Boston and San Diego, there was 1ittle variance across groups for mean
CHICAGO** : arrest rates in all three categories. In Chicago, however, significant
Comparison differences were found on the mean arrest rates for all offenses.
: Some No . Comparison group 1 clients were found to have higher arrest rates than
Exp. (mod) ~ Con. (mod)| Serv Serv | Total TOTAL § 4 each of the other groups. As indicated in Table E, clients that were
' : : " not placed by the programs were found to have significantly higher
Requested 168 46 147 | 168 315 529 arrest rates in all three arrest categories. Chicago clients not placed
7 ‘ , also received longer sentences and served more time during the follow-up
Recaived | 152 40 132 152 284 476 period. Significant differences were not found in Boston or San Diego.
% Recaived 90.5 87.0% 89.8 ,90'5 90.2 90.0 (NOTE: Arrest rates were calculated by diVidihg the number of arrests -
during the long-term follow-up period by the length of the long-term
: ~follow-up period--which was 20.5 months in Boston, 22.5 months in ,
TOTAL - ALL SITES Chicago, and 19 months' in San Diego--and multiplying that figure by 100.)
Exp. (mod) Con. {mod) ~ Comparison TOTAL | |
Requested | 452 - 166 507 1215
Received =~ 410 e | 547 ) 1106
% Received | 90.78 8o.8% | - oles | ol.0%
i :~§f§§°;:ége data- " Computer-Related Comments: SPSS FREQUENCIES, ANOVA, T-TEST
| o o ‘Data Source: Rap sheets , N ”
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TABLE 15A

LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY GROUP: BOSTON

. ” ANOVA
RECIDIVISM Exp. Con. - .
MEASURES (mod) (mod) Compariaon] . R .
Mean Arrest Rates 5
For A1l Offenses 7.1 6.1 7.8 1.07 | .34 .
For Income- 4.8 4.0 5.4 1.01 | .37 i
Producing Offenses . : ?
For Part I 3.7 3.5 4.9 1.83 | .16 2
Offenses , ; o 5

Arrest rates were calculated by divfding‘the number of arrests during

the follow-up period by the length of the long-term period (which for

Boston was 20.5 months) and multiplying that number. by 100.

T L,

Arrest rates were calculated by dividing the number of arrests during

” the follow-up period by the length of the long-term period (which for
Chicago was 22.5 months) and mu1t1p1y1ng that number by 100.

~126-
TABLE 158 |
LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY. GROUP: CHICAGO
RECIDIVISM Exp. - Con. Compar= Compar- ANOYA
MEASURES . (mod) (mod) ison 1 ison 2 F P
Mean Arrest Rates
For A11 Offenses 5.9 5.6 9.2 8.4 3.60 | .01
For Income- 4.0 3.7 5.9 5.4 1.57 | .20
Producing Offenses
For Part I 3.7 3.6 | 5.7 5.1 1.84 | .14
Offenses - ’ ‘ » ' v
Mean Number Months | 17.2 7.6 | 23.6 30.0 1.01 | .39
Sentenced B
Mean Number Months .9 1.2 2.5 1.9 | 416 .01
Served :
*
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TABLE 15C ‘ ,
LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO
RECIDIVISM Exp Con Com b ANGYA
, , . . : par- Compar-
MEASURES (mod) { (mod) ison 1 ison 2 F P
Mean Arrest Rates
For A1l Offenses 5.2 5.6 6.9 ‘5.8 77 | 51
For Income~ 3.4 3.2 »
Producing Offenses +6 2 70 o
For Part I 1.9 2.8 |
For Part ; 8 2.7 2.7 .81 .49
Mean Number Months | 8.7 12.9 8.5 '
‘ - 9-3 .26 .86 .

Arrest rates were calculated by dividin '

g ‘the number of arrests durin
the follow-up period by the length of the long~term period (which fog
San Diego was 19 months) and multiplying that number by 100. E
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TABLE 15D .
LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY PLACEMENT STATUS: BOSTON
' T-TEST
RECIDIVISM , ,
MEASURES P1aced Not Placed |T-Value | Prob.
Mean Arrest Rates”
For Al11 Offenses 6.7 7.8 -1.41 .26
For Income= 4.5 5.4 -1.15 | .25
Producing Offenses
For Part I 3.6 4.9 ~1.78 .08
Of fenses

* Arrest rates were calculat
during the follow-up perio
period (which for Boston w

that number by 100.

edkby dividing the number of arrests
d by the length of the long=term
as 20.5 months) and multiplying
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‘ ~ TABLE 15E . R TABLE 15F
LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY PLACEMENT STATUS: CHICAGO LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY PLACEMENT STATUS: SAN DIEGO
’ ; . T e ) -
RECIDIVISM 1 e » JESL RECIDIVISM o T T=iEst
MEASURES P1aced Not Placed |T-Value| Prob. | MEASURES P1aced Not Placed |T-Value| Prob.
- Mean Arrest Rates | | , Mean Arrest Rates
For A1l Offenses 5.8 8.8 ~3.40 .00 For A1l Offenses '5,3 ’ 6.4 ~1.26 .21
For Income- | 3.9 5.6 -2.25 | .02 For Income- 3.4 4.4 | -1.48 14
Producing Offenses e v ‘ ' Producing Offenses ~ |
 ForPartI | 3.6 5.4 -2.45 | .02 For Papt T 259 = 122 | .22
Offenses _ c : Of fenses : :
Mean Number Months 15.2 | 26.9 | -1.64 | .10 Mean Number Months | 9.5 | 8.8 24 | .81
Mean Kumber Months | 1.0 2.2 -3.58 | .00 ‘ |
! Arrest rafes‘were ca]cu]ated'by'dividingifhe number -of arrests
 during the follow-up period by the length of the long-term
Er , period (which for San Diego was 19 months) and multiplying
Arrest rates were calculated by dividing the number of arrests that number by 100. : R, '
during the follow-up period by the length of the long-term : R
period (which for Chicago was 22.5 months) and multiplying
that number by 100, g ‘ S R
o ‘ &

B Y
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TABLE 15G TABLE 1SH
LONG—TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY GROUP BOSTON LONG—TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY GROUP: CHICAGO
' . =TE : e -
RECIDIVISM | b | R 'RECIDIVISM T=3E3T
MEASURES - Experimental Control T-Value | Prob. MEASURES Experimental Control T-Value | Prob
Mean Arrest Rates* Mean Arrest Rates*
For AT] Offenses 7.8 6.2 1.74 | .08 For A1l Offenses 7.0 8.2 -1.25 .21
For Income- 5.5 4,0 1;99 .05 For Income- = 4.9 5.0 = .20 .84
Producing Offenses ‘ B Producing Offenses '
For Part I 4.4 3.7 1.10 | .27 ~ For Part I 4.7 4.7 - .02 | .99
Of fenses ‘ S Offenses :
Mean Number Months 19.2 | 25.5 - .80 | .43
Sents I ; , |
Arrest rates were calculated by dividing the number of arrests - Moan Number Months 1.6 1.9 - .72 .47
“during the follow-up period by the length of the Tong-term > Served : -
period (which for Boston was 20.5 months) and mu1t1p1y1ng ‘
that number by 100
Arrest rates wére'ca1cu1ated by'dividing‘the number of arrests
during the follow-up period by the length of the long-term
period {which for Chicago was 22.5 months) and mu1tip1y1ng

‘ =

that number by 100.
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TABLE 151 SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT

LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO

Title of Qutput: '~.Tab1e5'16A - 161: Long-Term Follow-Up FreqUehciés of Arrest:
Boston, Chicago, and San Diego ‘ :

+

| ‘ T-TEST e | -
,Raéﬂgﬁﬁég“ o B ' Brief Description of Contents: Tables 16A - 161 present frequencies of
» Experimental | Control T-Value | Prob. —arrest for all groups.

M ! g t Ral * ' » |
For A1l Offenses 5. 5.9 - .21 | .84
For Income- 3.9 | 3.7 .24 ‘.81
Producing Offenses ‘ ' : :
ForPart I | 2.2 2.9 -1.17 | .24
Offenses ~ o

‘Mean Number Months | 8.0 11.8 | -.99 | .32 |
Sentenced , , , : ~ , | o o ‘ -
' ‘ Comments Related to Statistica1 Methodo]ogy,Emploxed:

Calculation of statistical mean.

Arrest rates were calculated by dividing the number of arrests
during the follow=-up period by the length of the long-term
period (which for San Diego was 19 months) and multiplying
that number by 100. ' S

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings:. Comparison group members had
“~ higher arrest means than modified experimental or modified control
i group members in all three sites. Thirty-eight percent of the Boston
. clients had no rearrests during the follow-up period, while 33 percent
of Chicago clients and 43 percent of San Diego clients had no rearrests.
For offenders who were rearrested, most were rearrested only once.

J , Déta Source: 'Raﬁféheeﬁg‘;

B

N
I S
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 Computer-Related Comments: SPSS FREQUENCIES
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TABLE 16A . :
FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: BOSTON

Exper.

Compar-

S

* ARREST RATES (mod) Con. (mod) | Jeon 1 TOTAL
‘ K| 8 | #| 3 #l % #l %
Jotal Arrests
 No Arrests | 47 |34.8 | 34 42,0 | 55 |30.9 | 136 | 38.4
1 Arrest 36 | 26.7 | 22 |27.2 | 25 |18.1 | 83 | 23.4
2 Arrests 18 |13.3 | 13 [16.0 | 23 | 16.7 | 54 | 15.3
3 Arrests 20 | 14.8 6 | 7.4 | 16 | 11.6 | 42 | 11.9
4 Arrests 9 67 | 1| 12| 75117 48
5 Arrests 3 | 2.2 2|25 | 5| 3.6 | 10| 2.8
6 Arrests 107 1)1z af 29| 6] 1.7
7 Arrests 1| 0.7 1} 12| 1})07) 3] 0.8
8 Arrests 0] o0 | 1]|12]| 1] 07| 2| 06
9 Arrests 0|00 | ofoo | 1] o7] 1| 03
Don't Know 12 - 8 - 7 - 27 -
TOTAL 135 {99.9 | 81 [99.9 |138 |100.0 | 354 |100.0
MEAN 1.45 1,25 1.59 1.46
/
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Table 16A. Ldng-TermﬁFo]low-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Boston

{Continued)

Exper.

Compar=

/ARREST RATES (mod) Con. (mod) | o0R%Y TOTAL

# % # % # g | # %
Income-Prodycing
Arrests

No Arrests |70 |51.9 | 49 | 69.5 | 70 |50.7 | 189 53.4
1 Arrest 26 | 19.3 |16 | 19.8 | 27 [19.6 | 69 | 19.5
2 Arrests 20 | 14.8 9 11,1 |21 |15.2 | 50 | 14.1
3 Arrests 13 196 (2§ 255 110 | 7.2 25 ] 7.1
4 Arrests 3 2.2 2 2.5 4 2.9 9 2.5
5 Arrests 2| 1.5 1] 1.2 1| 0.7 4| 1.1
6 Arrests 107 | 1) 12| 2] 1.4 &l 11
7 Arrests 0 [ 0.0 0] 0.0 ‘2 1.4 2 0.6
8 Arrests ofloo | 1] 12| 1]o07]| 2| os
Don't Know 12| - 8| - | 7| - | 2| -
TOTAL 135 [100.0 | 81 {100.0 {138 | 99.8 | 354 |100.0

;,;yEAN _ .98 .83 1.12 1.00
P /‘/ E

4
o
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| Table 16A.  Long-Term Fo]]ow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Boston

(Continued)
: Exper. con. (mod) Compa;— TOTAL
ARREST RATES (mod) son
' # % # % # % # %
Part I Arrests
No Arrests 77 |57.0 | 45 |55.6 | 76 | 55.1 | 198 | 55.9
1 Arrest 31 |23.001 25 {30.9 | 23 | 16.7 | 79 |22.3
2 Arrests 15 |11.1 3 | 3.7 | 22| 15.9 | 40 | 113
3 Arrests 8 | 5.9 6 7.4 8 5.8 22 6.2
4 Arr"ests‘ 3 2.2 1 1,2 3 2.2 7 2.0
5 Arrests 1 0,7 1 l;.’2 ’2 1.4 4 1.1
6 Arrests 0 | 0.0 0o | 0.0 3| 2.2 3| 0.8
7 Arrests 0 | 0.0 0o | 0,0 1 9.7 1} 0.3
Dontt Know 12 - 8 -7 - 27 -
TOTAL 135 199.9 | 81 100.657 138 |100.0 | 354 | 99.9
MEAN 76 72 ‘ 1.00 i‘--)‘? .84
‘ [
&

- T
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TABLE 16B |
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: CHICAGO
‘ Exper. Con. (mod Compar- Compar-
ARREST RATES (mod) (mod) | ooml ison 2 TOTAL
£l % £l % | % #l % | # | =
Total Arrests
No Arrests | 59 | 39.6 | 15 | 37.5 | 30 | 22.6 | 50 | 34.7 |154 | 33.0
1 Arrest 49 | 32,9 | 15 |37.5 | 36 | 27.1 | 30 | 20.8 {130 | 27.9
2 Arrests 14| 9.4 | 4100 | 23 |17.3 | 29 }20.1] 70| 15.0
3 Arrests 12| 7.4 | 3| 7.5 | 22165 | 11| 7.6 |47 | 101
4 Arrests 6| 4.0 | 1| 2.5 {"13 | 9.8 | 7| 4.9 {27 | 5.8
5 Arrests 6 | 4.0 ol o.0 1] 08| 4] 2.8]11] 2.4
" 6 Arrests 1| 07 o | 0.0 2| 1.5 6 | 4.2 9| 1.9
7 Arrests 1|07 | 2|50 | 1] 08| 4| 28| 8 1.7
8 Arrests o 00| 0o 00 | 2] 15] ol 00 2] 0.4
9 Arrests 0| 00| o oo | 2] o8] 1| o07] 2] o4
10 Arrests 1|07 ofloo | 1|08 1] o07] 3] o6
11 Arrests 1107 )] o oo | ofool| o] 0ol 1] 0.2
16 Arrests 0.1 0.0 0| 0.0 1| 0.8 0| 0.0 1] 0.2
20 Arrests 0| 0.0 0} 0,0 } 0] 0.0} 17 0.7 1§ 0.2
Don't Know 19:¢ = 5 - 15 - 24 - | 63 -
 ToTAL - [149 [100.1 | 40 |100.0 [133 [100.3 | 144 [100.0 |466 |100.0
 MEAN ©1.33 1.25 2.07 1.89

171
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Table 168. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: ‘Chicago Table 16B. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Chicago
- (Continueas ' . (Continued)
Exper. . d Compar- Compar- T Exper. Con. {(mod Compar=- Compar- TOTAL
ARREST RATES (mod) | Con- (mod) | 4 oon1 isqn 2 oTAL ARREST RATES (mod) - (mod)| Feon 1 {son 2
# % # % # % # % | # % : # % # % # % # % | # %
lnsmt&mﬂsing 'W
Arrests ; , \ |
“ | ‘ | No Arrests 79 |53.0 | 24 {60.0 | 53 |39.8 | 81 |56.3 {237 | 50.9
No Arrests 78 | 52.3 | 25 [62.5 | 55 [41.4 | 74 |51.4 |232 | 49.8
| n | N 1 Arrest 43 | 28.9 9 | 22.5 | 42 |31.6 | 26 | 18.1 |120 | 25.8
1 Arrest 44 | 29.5 8 | 20.0 [-38 |28.6 | 35 |24.3 [125 | 26.8 | ' | | | v
| | ‘ | 2 Arrests 17 | 11.4 4 | 10,0 | 18 | 13.5 |17 | 11.8 | 56 | 12.0
2 Arrests 13 ] 87 | 2| 5.0 |18 |13.5 | 16 |11.1] 49 | 10.5
‘ | 3 Arrests 6 | 4.0 1] 2.5 12 | 9.0 8 | 5.6 |27 | 5.8
3 Arrests 6 | 4.0 31 7.5 | 13| 9.8 5| 3.5 27| 5.8 |
| | | 1. 4 Arrests | 1| 0.7} o} 0.0} 3| 2.3 4| 2.8| 8| 1.7
4 Arrests 4| 2.7 ol 0.0 41 3.0 4| 2.8|12] 2.6 | |
. | ' ‘ | 5 Arrests 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 o | 0.0 1{ 07| 1] 0.2
5 Arrests 1] 07| 0}loo0o | 0] oo ]| 21| 1.4 3] 0.6 B | ) |
' | ' 6 Arrests 1| 0.7 2| 5.0 2| 1.5 4| 2.8| 9| 1.9
6 Arrests ol 0.0 2| 5.0 1| o.8 4| 2.8 7] 1.5 | , |
| | | - 7 Arrests 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 1| 07} 1] 0.2
7 Arrests 1| 0.7 o| 0.0 1| 0.8 2] 1.4 4| 0.9 : .
: : ’ i 8 Arrests - 1 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.2
8 Arrests 1| 0.7 0o 0.0 0| 0.0 ol o.of 1| 0.2 ] |
1 | | | | 9 Arrests 0| 0.0 o| 0.0 | 1] 0.8 0} 00} 1} 0.2
9 Arrests 0] 0.0 | o] 0.0 1] 0.8 11 07| 21| 0.4 i | |
| | | i 10 Arrests 11071 0] oo]| 1|08 | o] 00| 2] 0.4
10 Arrests 1 0.7 0 0.0 | 1 1 0.8 0 0.0 2 0.4 : ‘
| | | g 11 Arrests ‘ol 00| 0ojo0o0]| o) o0 | o] 07] 1] 0.2
15 Al"r‘ests 0 0.0 O 0.0 | 1 0.8 0 Ooo : 1 002 ' ) § . . " . :
| & 15 Arrests 0| 0.0 ol oo 1| 08 | o0ofo00] 1} 0.2
19 Arrests o 0.0 0| 0.0 o 0.0 1| 07| 11| 0.2 3 | | o . » ~ |
| S ' 19 Arrests 0| 0.0 o | 0.0 0| 00 | 1] 07} 1] 0.2
Donttknow 19| - | 5| - |15 | - [24] - |es| - i
‘ ; +— Don't Know 19 - 5 - 15| - 24 - | 63 -
TOTAL 149 [100.0 | 40 [100.0 {133 [100.3 |144 |100.1 |466 [100.0 e T T | 1
- L . . s toTAL . |149 [100.1 | 40 {100.0 {133 |100.1 |144 |100.2" |466 | 99.9
MEAN .90 .82 132 1.21 1.1 e . | B L
- o : ~ MEAN .83 80 1429 / 1‘515 1.06
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TABLE 16C
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: SAN DIEGO
: Exper. Compar- Compar- OTA
ARREST RATES (mod) Con. (mod) ion 1 ison 2 TOTAL
#| % #1 % Flo% # 2 | # | %
Tutal Arpest
No Arrests | 55 | 45.5 | 15 |53.6 | 29 |42.0 | 18 | 34.6 |117 |43.3
1 Arrest 38 [31.4 | 5 [17.9 | 18 [26.1 | 21 | 40.4 | 82 |30.4
2 Arrests 15 | 12.4 | 4 |14.3 | 8 |11.6 8 | 15.4 | 35 | 13.0
3 Arrests 8| 6.6 1|36 | 5| 7.2 3| 5.8f/171 6.3
4 Arrests 2 1.7 2 7.1 5 7.2 0 0.0 9 3.3
5 Arrests 1| 0.8 | 0 0.0 2| 4.3 1{ 1.9] 5| 1.9
6 Arrests 0. 0.0 1| 3.6 1] 1.4 1] 1.9 3| 1.1
7 Arrests 2| 1.7 0] 0.0 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 2| 0.7
Don't Know 16| - 3| - 7 - 9| -3 | -
TOTAL 121 |100.1 | 28 |100.1 | 69 | 99.8 | 52 |100.0 {270 [100.0
~ MEAN .98 1.07 1.30 1.10 1.10

. LT
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Téb1e 160} Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: San Diego
(Continued) /
Exper. C {" Compar- Compar-
on. (mod P par TOTA
ARREST RATES (mod) (mod)l  feon 1 _ison 2 .
' # % # % # % # % | # %
Income-Producing
Arrests

No Arrests 76 | 62.8 | 20 | 71.4 | 38 |55.1 | 25 | 48.1 {159 | 58.9
1 Arrest 25 | 20.7 4 | 14,3 | 14 | 20.3 | 18 | 34.6 | 61 | 22.6
2 Arrests 11 | 9.1 2 | 7.1} 11 }15.9 6 | 11.5 | 30 [11.1
3 Arrests 7 5.8 1 3.6 2 2.9 1 1.9 1 11 | 4.1
4 Arvests 41 0.8 0] 0.0 | 31| 4.3 1| 1.9] 5 | 1.9
5 Arrests 0] oo} ofjoo| 000 | 1] 19| 1] 0.
6 Arrests 1{08 | 1|36 | 1|14 0o} 00] 31} 1.1
Don't Know 16 - 3 - 7 - 9 - 35 -
~ TOTAL - l121 [00.0 | 28 |100.0 | 69 |99.9 52 | 99.9 |270 {100.1

MEAN .64 .61 .87 .81 .73
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Table 16C. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: San Diego
(Continued) N '
Exper. , Compar- Compar- T
ARREST RATES nod)’ | Con- (mod) | Goon ison 2 Sy
#| % #1 % #| % #| %] #| %
- Part I Arrests
No Arrests | 91 | 75.2 | 19 | 67.9 | 46 | 66.7 | 32 | 61.5 [188 69.6
l1Arrest | 22| 18.2 | 7 |25.0 | 13| 18.8 | 14 | 26.9| 56 | 20.7
2 Arrests 4| 3.3 0| o.0 8| 11.6 5| 9.6{ 17| 6.4
3 Arrests 3| 2.5 1] 3.6 1] 1.4 1| 1.9 6] 0.4
4 Arrests 0 0.0 | o 0.0 1| 1.4 {0} 0.0 1| o0.2
5 Arrests 1| 0.8 1| 3.6 0] 0.0 0| 0.0] 2] 0.7
Don't Know 16 - 3 - 7. - 9 - 35 -
TOTAL {121 {100.0 | 28 |100.1 | 69 | 99.9 | 52 | 99.9 |270 | 99.9
MEAN .36 .54 .52 .52'

.45
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TABLE 16D

LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: BOSTON

ARREST RATES Placed. Not Placed TOTAL
| # % # % # %

Jotal Arrests

" No Arrests 81 | 37.5 | s5 |30.9 | 136 |38.4
1 Arrest 58 | 26.9 | 25 | 18.1 83 | 23.4
2 Arrests 31 | 14.4 | 23 |16.7 | 54 | 15.3
3 Arrests 26 | 12.0 16 | 11.6 | 42 | 11.9
4 Arrests 10 4.6 7 5.1 17 4.8
5 Arrests 5 | 2.3 5 3.6 10 2.8
6 Arrests 2 | 0.9 4 | 2.9 6 | 1.7
7 Arrests 2 | 09 | 1 | 07 3 | 0.8
8 Arrests 1| o5 1 | 0.7 2 | 0.6
9 Arrests | o | 0.0 1 | 0.7 1 | 0.3
Don't Know 20 - 7 - 27 -

TOTAL 216 [100.0 [138 [100.0 | 354 |100.0
©MEAN | 1.38 1.59 1.46

B ki
\
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Table 160. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: . Boston

(Continued)

;g -145-
S, '
? Table 16D. _LongéTéEm Follow-Up FreqUencies of Arresﬁ: ‘Boston
ﬁ (Continued) '
= ARREST RATES Placed Not Placed _TOTAL_
< | Flos | 4| s t %
‘ Income-Producing
Arrests
No Arrests 119 | 55.1 | 70 | 50.7 | 189 | 53.4
1 Arrest 42 | 19.4 | 27 | 19.6 | 69 | 19.5
2 Arrests 29 | 134 | 2 | 15.2 50 | 141
3 Arrests 15 | 6.9 | 10| 7.2 25| 70
4 Arrests | 5 2.3 4 2.9 9 yz.sh
5 Arrests 3| 14 | o1 . 4 | 1.1
6 Arrests 2 0.9 2 1.4 4 11
7 Arrests 0 | 0.0 2 | 1.4 2 | 0.6
8 Arrests 1| 0.5 1} o7 | 2| o6
Don't Know 20 - 7 - 27 -
TOTAL 216 | 99.9. {138 | 99.8 | 354 |100.0
 MEAN .93 Lz '1.00 |

p TOTAL
ARREST RATES :’P1aced Not 1acgd A
’ # % # % # %
 Part I Offense
Arrests :
"No Arrests 122 | 56.5 | 76 | 55.1 | 198 | 55.9
1 Arrest 56 | 25.9 23 | 16.7 79 | 22.3
2 Arrests 18 8.3 22 | 15.9 | 40 | 11.3
'3 Arrests 14 | 6.5 8 | 5.8 | 22 | 6.2
‘4 Arrests 4 1.9 3 2.2 7 2.0
5 Arrests 2.1 0.9 2 1.4 4 1.1
6 Arrests o | 0.0 3 | 2.2 3 0.8
7 Arrests 0 | 0.0 1 | 0.7 1 | 0.3 |
Don't Know 20 | - 7 - 27 - :
TOTAL 216 |100.0 | 138 |100.0 |354 | 99.9 :
MEAN 74 1.00 .84 .
; ) i
8 o - .i
. 3 |
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Table 16E. Long—Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Chicago
(Continued) o

- -147-
| T ~ TABLE 16E
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST:  CHICAGO
\ - ‘
i ARREST RATES ’ P1aced; _ Npt D1§ced TOTAL
oy | # % | s # :
il“l‘i T A .
No Arrests 74 1 39.2 | 80 | 28.9 | 154 | 33.0
) 1 Arrest 64 | 33.9 | 66 | 22.8 | 130 | 27.9
2 Arrests 18 | 9.5 [ 52 [ 18.8 | 70 | 15.0
3 Arrests 14 | 7.4 | 33 |19 | 47 | 1001
) 4 Arrests 7 3.7 | 20| 7.2 | 27| s.8
i Sl 1 !
2 i ' )
o 5 Arrests 6 3.2 5 1.8 | 11 2.4
| 6 Arrests 1| 0.5 8 | 2.9 9 | 1.9
TR 7 Arrests 3 1.6 5 1.8 8 1.7
: 8 Arrests 0 | 0.0 2 0.7 2 0.4
| 9 Arrests ol 00 | 21| o7 2 | 0.4
) 10 Arrests 1| 0.5 2 | 07| 3| o6
11 Arrests 1| 0.5 o] 00 | 1| 0.2
16 Arrests 0 0.0 1 0.4 1 0.2
E) 20 Arrests 0| 0.0 1 0.4 1] 0.2
Don't Know 24 E O 24 -
b " OTOTAL 189 1100.0 | 277 |100.0 | 466 |100.0
. MEAN 1.31 1.98 o

ARREST RATES P1aqui Not Placed TOTAL
# % # % # g
Income-Producing
Arrests
No Arrests 103 54.5 129 | 46.6 232 49.8
1 Arrest 52 | 27.5 | 73 | 26.4 | 125 | 26.8
2 Arrests 15 | 7.9 | 34 | 123 | 49 | 10.5
3 Arrests 9 4.8 18 6.5 27 5.8
4 Arrests 4 | 2.1 8 2.9 12 2.6
'5 Arrésts 1| 05| 2| 07| 3| o0
6 Arrests 2 | 11| 5| 18| 7| 1.5
7 Arrests 1| 05 | 3 1.1 4| 0.9
8 Arrests 1 | 0.5 0| 0.0 1] 0.2
9 Arrésts 0 | 0.0 | 2| 07 | 2| 0.4
10 Arrests 1+ 0.5 1| 04 | 2] 0.4
15 Arrests o | 00| 1| 0| 1] o2
19 Arrests ol 00| 1| 04 1| 0.2
“Don't Know 24| - | 39| - | ‘e&]| -
TOTAL 189 | 99.9 | 277 |100.2 | 466 |100.0
- MEAN 88 1.26 L
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Table 16E.

Long-Term Fo]1ow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Chicago
(Continued) ' , ~

TABLE 16F

LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: SAN DIEGO

ARREST RATES

P aced_

Not

laced

%

Arrests
No Arrests
1 Arrest
‘2 Arrests
"3 Arrests
4 Arrests 
ksbArrests .
6 Arrests .
7 Arrests
8 Arrésts
9 Arrests
10 Arresfs
11-Arrést§t
lS‘Arreéts,K

19 Arrests v%

Part I Offense

- 103
52

21

54.5

27.5

0.5

0.5
0.0
0.5

0.0

11.1
3.7

0.0

1.6

0:0 .

'0.0‘

0.0

- 134

35
20

68

| 484

24,5
12.6
7.2
2.5

0.4

2.2
0.4 |
0.0

0.4

0.4

\‘00‘4 1

237
120
56

27

50.9'
25.8
12.0
5.8
1.7
0.2
1.9
0.2
0.2
0.2

0.4

0.2
0.2

0.2

Don't‘Know

39 |

63

TOTAL

| 189

277

466 |

99,9

ARREST RATES

P1

aced

Not

TOTAL

%

laced
%

i

No Arrésts
1 Arrest
2 Arres;s
3 Arrests
4 Arrests
5 Arrests
6 Arrests

7 Arrests

85
’54

24

14

NN W !

45.0
28.6
12.7
7.4

2.6
1.6

1.1

1.1

32
28
11

N

39.5
34.6
13.6

3.7

4.9

1.2

2.5

0-0' g

117
82
35
17

30.4
13.0
6.3

1.9
1’1
0.7

43.3

3.3

Doﬁ't Know

25

10

35

TOTAL -

189

100.1

81

100.0

270

MEAN

1.08

1.12

1.10

W

. 1 ~ . ey SRR
i . o P ‘ )
_ MEAN :j ©,82 1.22 1:06 .
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Table 16F. Long-Term Foi]ow-Up Frequencie; of Arrest: San Diego
(Continued) :
3
ASREST RATES Placed Not Placed  T TAL
, ' # % # % # %
i ]
Income-Prodycing
 Arrests
No Arrests 111 58.7 48 59.3 159 58.9
R ) 1 Arrest 43 22.8 18 | 22.2 61 22.6
2 Arrests 19 10.1 11 13.6 30 11.1
3 Arrests 10 5.3 1 1.2 11 4.1
R 4 Arrests 3 1.6 2 2.5 5 1.9
5 Arrests 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.4
6 Arrests 2 | 1.1 1| 1.2 3 | 1.1
% .
Don?®t Know 25 - 10 | - 35 -
TOTAL 189 |100.1 8l [100.0 | 270 |100.1
R o ‘
: MEAN 074 5‘70 .73
»

k9]
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Table 16F. Long-Term Follow-Up of Frequencies of Arrest: San Diego
(Continued)

Placed Not Placed TOTAL
ARREST RATES
# % # % # %
Part I Offense
Arrests |
No Arrests 110 73.8 78 | 64.5 188 69.6
1 Arrest 29 19.5 27 22.3 56 | 20.7
2 Arrests 4 2.7 13 10.7 17 6.3
3 Arrests 4 | 2.7 2 1.7 6 2.2
" 4 Arrests 0 0.0 1 0.8 1 0.4
5 Arrests 2 1.3 0 0.0 2 0.7
Don't Know 19 - 16 - 35 | -
TOTAL 149 |100.0 | 121 {100.0 | 270 | 99.9°
MEAN .40 .52 .45
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| | TABLE 16G
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: BOSTON
i TOTA
ARREST RATES Experimental Control TAL
# % £ % # %
Jotal Arrests
No Arrests 63 | 34.3 | 67 |43.8 | 136 | 38.4
1 Arrest 49 | 24.4 | 34 |22.2 83 | 23.4
2 Arrests 29 14.4 35 26.4 | 54 15.3
3. Arrests 20 | 14.4 | 13 | 8.5 | 42 |19
4 Arrests 12| 6.0 | 5 |33 | 17 | 4.8
5 Arrests 6 | 3.0 4 | 2.6 | 10 | 2.8
6 Arrests 3 | 1.5 3 | 2.0 6 | 1.7
7 Arrests 2 | 1.0 1 |07 | 3 | o8
8 Arrests 1 | 05 1 | 0.7 2 | 0.6
9 Arrests 1 | 0.5 o | o.0 1 | 03
Don't Know 15 - 12 (- 27 -
TOTAL - 201 [100.0 | 153 {100.1 | 354 [100.0
MEAN 1.60 1.28 1.46

@

Table 16G.

(Continued)
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Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Boston

ARREST RATES Experimental ‘ Control TOTAL
#1 a # % # %
Income-Producing
Arrests
No Arrests 99 | 49.3 90 | 58.8 | 189 | 53.4
1 Arrest 39 | 10.4 30 | 19.6 69 | 19.5
2 Arrests 31 | 15.4 19 | 12.4 50 | 14.1
3 Arrests 18 9.0 7 4,6 25 | 7.1
4 Arrests 6 3.0 3 2,0 9 2.5
5 Arrests 3 | 1.5 1 .7 4| 1.1
6 Arrests 2 1.0 2 1.3 4 1.1
7 Arrests . 2| 10| of 00| 2| o6
8 Arrests 1 0.5 1 0.7 21 0.6
Don*t -Kriow 5 = | 12 - 274 -
TOTAL 201 |100.1 | 153 |100.1 | 354 | 100.0
MEAN 1.13 .82 1.00
§§ ) .

G

-
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Table 16G. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Boston
{Continued) o
ARREST RATES . _Experimental _Control TOTAL
# % # % # %
Part I Offense
Arrests '
No Arrests 108 53.7 S0 58.8 198 55.9
1 Arrest 44 | 21.9 | 35 | 22.9 79 | 22.3
2 Arrests 27 13.4 13 8.5 40 11.3
3 Arrests 13 6.5 9 5.9 22 6.2
4 Arrests 4 2.0 3 2.0 7 2.0
5 Arrests 2 1.0 2 1.3 4 1.1
6 Arrests 2 | 1.0 1| 07 | 3| o.8
7 Arrests 1| 0.5 0 | 0.0 1| 0.3
Don't‘Know 15 - 12 - 27 -
TOTAL 201 {100.0 | 153 [100.1 |354 | 99.9
MEAN .90 .76 .84 I
0
/
i
i

W
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‘ TABLE 16H
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: CHICAGO

‘ C - TOT.
ARREST RATES Experimental ontrol TOTAL
| # % # 5 | # %
Jotal Arrests
No Arrests 89 | 36.0 | 65 | 29.7 | 154 | 33.0
1 Arrest 77 | 31.2 | 53 | 24.2 | 130 | 27.9
2 Arrests 33 | 13.4 | 37 | 16.9 | 70 | 15.0
3 Arrests 17 | 6.9 | 30 | 13.7 | 47 | 10.1
4 Arrests 11 4,5 16 7.3 27 5.8
5 Arrests 8 | 3.2 3 1.4 | 11 2.4
6 Arrests 3 1.2 6 | 2.7 9 1.9
7 Arrests 3 1.2 5 23 | 8 | 17
8 Arrests 0 0.0 2 0.9 2 0.4
9 Arrests 2 0.8 0 0.0 2 0.4
10 Arrests 1| 04| 2§ 0.9 3 0.6
11 Arrests 1| 0.4 | o0 | 00 1] 0.2
16 Arrests 1| 0.4 o | 0.0 1 | 0.2
20 Arrests 1| o.4 o | o0 | 1] 0.2
¢ “Don't Know 31| - 32| - | e |-
TOTAL 247 |100.0 | 219 [100.0 | 466 {100.0 |
. MEAN - 1.59 1.84 B V4 B
\ : / A
N S .
g , S
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Table 16H. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies ofrArrest: Chicago
(Continued) v ‘ :
ARREST RATES Experimental Cowtrq] TOTAL
# % # % N
Arrests |
No Arrests 125 | 50.6 | 107 | 48.9 232 | 49.8
1 Arrest 72 | 298.1 53 | 24,2 |125 | 26.8
2 Arrests 22 | 8.9 27 t 123 | 49 | 105
3 Arrests 12 4.9 | 15 6.8 27 | 5.8
4 Arrests 6 2.4 | 6 2.7 12 | 2.6
5 Arrests 1 0.4 2 0.9 3 | 0.6
6 Arrests 2 0.8 5 2.3 7 1.5
7 Arrests 1 | 04| 31 1.4 4 | 0.9
8 Arrests 1| 04| o 0.0 1| 0.2
9 Arrests 2 | o8| o 00 [ 2| o4
10 Arrests 1 | 0.4 1| o5 | 2| o.
15 Arrests 1| 0. 0 | 0.0 | 1 | 0.2
19 Arrests 1 o4l 0] oo |1 o2
Don't Khow 31 - 32 | - 63 -
TOTAL 207 | 9.9 | 219 |100.0 |466 |100.0
CMEAN 1.09 ) S n

2]
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Table 16H. Long-Term Follow~Up Frequencies of Arrest: Chicago

{Continued)

ARREST RATES Experimental Control TCTAL
# % # % # %
Part I Offense
Arrests .
No Arrests 127 | 51.4 | 110 | 50.2 | 237 | s0.9
1 Arrest 70 | 283 | s0 | 22.8 |120 | 25.8
2 Arrests 25 | 10.1 | 31 | 14.2 | 56 | 12.0
" 3 Arrests 13 | 53 | 14 | 6.4 | 27 | 5.8
4 Arrests 3 | L2 5 | 2.3 8 | 1.7
5 Arrests 0| 0.0 1 | o.5 1| 0.2
6 Arrests 3| 1.2 6 | 27 | 9 | 1.9
7 Arrests o | 0.0 1 | 0.5 1 0.2
8 Arrests 1| 0.4 o | 0.0 1 | 0.2
9 Arrests 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.2
10 Arrests 1| o4 | 1| 05 2 | 0.4
11 Arrests 1| 0.4 o | o0 | 1 | 02
15 Arrests 1 o4 o foo | 1| o0zq
19 Arrests 2| ol o oo | 1 0.2
Don't Know 31 - 32 - | 63 -
s Z;z%', s — : .
TOTAL - 2471 99.9 | 219 .|100.1 | 466. | 99.9
‘_'MEAN i ' 106 L 1.06 1.06
‘ (1

<

LR




LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: SAN DIEGO
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TABLE 161

R R R B SRR R TR

ARREST RATES 'ExnerimgntaT Control — TOTAL
# % # % # %
Jotal Arrests
No Arrests 85 45,0 32 39.5 117 43,3
1 Arrest 54 | 28.6 28 | 34.5 82 | 30.4
2 Arrests 24 12.7 11 13.6 35 13.0
3 Arrests 14 | 7.4 3 3.7 17 6.3
4 Arrests 5 2.6 4 4.9 9 3.3
5 Arrests 3 | 1.6 2 2.5 5 1.9
6 Arrests 2 | 11 1] 1.2 31 1.1
7 Arrests 2 1.1 ,Q 0.0 2 0.7
Don't Know 25 - lO - 35 -
TOTAL 189 100.1 81 1100.0 270 100.0
MEAN 1.08 1,12 1.10
Ky
:
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Table 161, Long-Térm Follow-Up of Frequencies of Arrest: San Diego

(Continued)

TOTAL

ARREST RATES Experimental Cortro]
# % # % # %
Income-Producing
A££§§i§
No Arrests 111 | 58,7 48 | 59.3 159 58.9
1 Arrest 43 22.8 18 22.2 61 22.6
2 Arrests 19 10.1 11 13.6 30 11.1
3 Arrests 10 5.3 1 1.2 11 4,1
4 Arrests 3 1.6 2 2.5 5 1.9
-5 Aprests 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.4
6 Arrests 2 1.1 1 1.2 3 1.1
Don't Know 25 - 10 - 35 -
TOTAL 189 | 100.1 81 100;0‘, 270 |100.1
MEAN 74 .70 .73

[

il

R
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~ Table 16I. Long-Term Follow-Up of Freqﬁehcies of Arrest: San Diego
(Continuea ‘ ' -
ARREST RATES Experimental Control | TOTAL
# g | # s | & %
Part I Offense
Arrests
No Arrests | 137 | 72.5 | 51 |63.0 | 188 | 69.6
1 Arrest 36 | 19.0 20 | 24.7 56 | 20.7
2 Al"l"ests 9 4-8 8 gtg . 17 603
3Arrests | 5 | 2.6 1 | 12| 6 | 2.2
4 Arrests 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.4
5 Arrests 1 |05 | 1| 1.2 2 | 0.7
Don't Know R 10 - ] 35 -
TOTAL 189 | 99.9 | 81 [100.0 | 270 | 99.9
MEAN ] 41 .54 | 45
Wy
AN
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- SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OQUTPUT

" Title of Output: = Table 17: Summary of T-Test Results on Recidivism Rates

Brief Description of Contents: Table 17 presents t-test results on
the mean number of arrests during the Tong~-term follow-up period
for modified experimental and modified control groups.

Comments Related to Statistical Methodo]ogy Employed: °
T-tests and calculation of statistiCalumeans.

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: s
~ Recidivism rates for clients in the modified experimental group

(those who received "special” follow-up services) did not signi

- services had no added effect to "normal" follow-up services.

\'3" .
PTARES A S R I D A R
SR S o e e |
: Cr e S RS oh
\“Computer-ReIated Comments:  SPSS FREQUENCIES, T-TESTS Ayt
S e e S Y o
. Data Source: Rap sheets . S

_ ficantly
dijffer from recidivism rates for modified control group clients (those
who received "normal" follow-up services). Thus, "special" follow-up
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TABLE 17

SUMMARY OF T-TEST RESULTS ON RECIDIVISM RATES

| Exp. (med) | Con, (m T-TEST
RECIDIVISM RATES ~ od)
BY SITE Mean Mean T—va]ue Prob.
BOSTON
Total number 1.45 1.25° .93 .35
of arrests
Income-producing .98 .83 .82 .41
arrests ‘
Part 1 arrests .76 712 .26 .80
CHICAGO
of arrests - ‘ '
Income-producing .90 .82 .28 .78
arrests
Part I arrests .83 .80 .10 .92
Number of months 17.18 7.56 1.54 A3
Number of months .92 1,21 - ,59 .56
served
' SAN DIEGO
* Total number .98 1.07 - .31 | .76
of arrests ' '
Income=producing .64 .61 .16 .87
arrests : ' - *
- Part I arrests .36 54 - .78 44
Number of months 8.67 12.93 - .49 63
~sentenced : : : ’

/
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT

Title of Qutput: Tables 184 - 138I: Cumulative Failure Rates by Group:
Boston, Chicago, and San Diego

Brief Description of Contents: Tables 18A - 18C present cumulative arrest
rates for the modified experimental group, modified control group,
comparison group 1and comparison group 2 for follow-up intervals of
1 month, 3, 6, 12, 18 and 24 months. Arrest rates are categorized
into three groups: arrests for all offenses, arrests for income-
producing offenses, and arrests for Part I offenses. Arrest rates
are reported as the percentage of persons that have been arrested at
least once up to the time of the follow-up interval. For example, if
an individual was arrested within the first follow-up month, that
individual would be considered to have been arrested at least once for
the remainder of the follow-up intervals. Thus arrest rates could only
increase over time. Frequency of arrest is not accounted for.

Tables 18D - 18F present the above data for clients placed versus
clients not placed; Tables 18G - 18I present this data for exper1menta1
and control group clients, as they were originally assigned.

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed:
Analysis of variance and calculation of percentages.

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: (NOTE: Figures 1, 2, and 3 graphically
present these findings for the number of arrests for a11 offenses.)
Little variance was evident between modified experimental, and modified
control group clients, however, comparison group clients, overall, had -
higher arrest rates than mod1f1ed experimental or mod1f1ed contro] group
clients. Clients that were not placed had higher arrest rates than
placed clients. These differences were statistically significant in
Chicago at all follow-up intervals except at the 24-month follow-up,
and at 1, 3, and 6 months in Boston.

R .
Nt

 Computer-Related Comments : SPSS FREQUENCIES, ANOVA

Data Source: Rap sheets
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! TABLE 18A
i CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY GROUP: BOSTON
?’;?Eiz_‘?‘;lfﬁp Exp.  (mod) Con.(mod) | Comparisonl ANOVA
interval) # % # g # S 4 F p
Total Arrests
1 month 5 | 3.7 | 2| 25| 10| 7.2 | 1.5 | .21
3 months 19 | 141 |10 |123] 20 |z1.0 | 183 | .16
6 months 40 | 20.6 | 19 |23.5| 53 |38.4 | 2.86 | .06
12 months 70 |s1o | 32 [30.5| 71 |s1.e | ves | .16
18 months 82 | 60.7 | 43 |53.1| 83 [60.1 | .70 | .50
24 moriths 89 | 71.2 | 46 |65.7| 87 |71.9 | .45 64
Income-Producing
Offense Arrests '
1 month 4 | 3.0 1| 120 6] 4.3 .83 .44
g 3 months 12 | 89 | 7| 8.6| 21 |15.2 1.1i .18
,é‘ 6 months 25 | 18.5 | 13 | 16.0 | 41 | 29.7 "3.§o .03
' 12 months 49 | 363 | 22 |22 87 a3 | 222 |
18 months 62 | 45.9 | 28 |34.6| 65 |47.1 53.84 .16
24 months 68 | 57.1 | 34 |50.0]| 70 60.9 | 1.03 | .36 i
1 month 2| 15 | 2 25| 5| 346 63 | .53
3 months 9 "'6.7 8| 9.9 18 1310 1.56 | .21
6 months 21 | 15.6 | 15| 18.5| 36 %gG;l 2.46 | .09
12 months 40 | 29.6 | 25 |30.9 | 55 539.9 1.81 | .16
18 months 53 | 303 34 42.0' szﬁé 44,9 | .45 .64
24 months 61 | 521 | 40588 65/"57.9 se | .5

i
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TABLE 18B '
CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY GROUP: CHICAGO
WETWE T En | G | G | ep [ we
- interval) #l % # g " g 4 % F D
Jotal Arrests
.1 month 3| 220 | 2| 5.0| 9| 6.6 | 14| 9.5 | 2.60| .05
3 months 15| 9.9 | 4 |100 | 37| 27,0 | 31| 20.9 | 5.67| .00
6 months 34 | 22,5 | 11 | 27.5 | 66 | 48.9 | 55 | 37.2 | 8.02} .00
12 months 65 | 43.3 | 19 | 47.5 | o1 | 67.4 | 78 | 53.1 | 5.94] .00
18 months 83 | 55.3 | 23 | 57.5 | 99 | 73.9 | 90 | 62.1 | 3.77| .01
24 months 94 | 63.5 | 26 | 66,7 | 104 | 77.6 | 96 | 65.8 | 2.50| .06
- Income-Producing
Offense Arrests
1 month 1| .7 | 1| 25 | 7] 5.1 11| 7.4 | 3.04).03
3 months 8| 5.3 4 10,0 | 26 | 19.0 | 23 | 15.4 | 4.60 .00
6 months 2 |15.2 | 6|15.0 | 47 |34.8 40 | 26.8 | 5.90| .00
12 months 50 | 33.3 | 12 | 30.0 | 64 | 47.4 | 56 | 37.8 | 2.51| .06
18 months 62 | 41.3 14 35,0 | 75 | 56,4 n 49.0 | 3.08] .03
24 months 12 48.6 | 19 48,7 | 78 ,‘59.1:‘ 73 | 50.7 | 1.19| .31
1 month 1] g 1| 25 7| 5.1 1| 7.4 |'3.04].03
'3 mqnths’; | 8 5.3 '4jr 10.0 | 25 | 18,2 | 21 | 14.1 | 4.1K.01
6 months 24 | 15.9 | 8 |20.0° f4a'k 35.6 | 36 | 24.2 | 5.28 | .00
12 mq&fhs |49 ,32.7_' 13 | 32,5 '65‘ 48.9 | 51 |34.5 | 3.35].02
18 months | 62 | 41.3 | 16 | 40.0 | 80 |60.2 | 65 4.8 | 41200
o months |71 | 480 | 19 | 48,7 | 82 621 |67 | 465 | 2.77 | .04
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TABLE 18C
CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO

T W[ @ [ e [ eer | e
interval) # A # 7 # Z # A F p
Jotal Arrests
"1 month 9o |74 | o |00 | 4 |58 | 2 [3.6 | .08].40
3 months 24 |19.8 | 3 |10.3 |12 [17.4 |10 [18.2 .48 | .70
6 months 37 |30.6 | 8 |27.6 | 23 {33.3 | 24 |43.6 |1.15].33
12 months 53 |43.8 | 13 |44.8 |38 |55.1 |20 [52.7 .93 | .42
18 months 64 |52.9 | 14 |48.3 |42 l60.9 |35 lea.s |1.16].32
24 months 70 [69.3 | 17 [70.8 |45 [72.6 |41 [77.4 .38 | .77
Income~Prodycing
Offense Arresis
1 month 6 | 5.0 | 0|00 | 3 |4.3 1 | 1.8 .76 | .51
3 months 15 {12.4 | 0 | 0.0 | 9 [13.0 | 5 | 9.1 |1.48].22
6 months 22 |18.2 | 4 |13.8 |19 |27.5 |12 |21.8 [1.10].35
12 months 32 ‘56.4 8 |27.6 | 28 [40.6 |19 |34.5 1;50 .22
18 months 3 |35.5 | o |31.0 |31 |a49 |25 [a7.2 |1.27].2
24 months 48 |50.5 | 10 |47.6 |33 |s6.9 |31 |62.0 | .75].52
Part I Offense
Arrests
1 month 3 | 2.5 0 | 0.0 2 {29 01| 0.0 .76 | .52
3 months 6 |50 | 1 ]34 |6 |87 |2 36 | .67].57
6 months 10 | 8.3 3 110.3 | 13 {18.8 | 7 |12.7 |1.59] .19
12 months 18 |14.9 | 9 |31.0 |19 (27,5 |12 2158 |2.10( .10
18 months 28 |23.1 | 10 [34.5 22 |19 |17 32.7 1;02 .39
24 months 32 |34.8 | 12 |54.5 | 25 [43.9 | 22 .[50.0 1.54 .20
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TABLE 18D
CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY PLACEMENT STATUS: BOSTON

ARREST RATES Not ANOVA
(by follow-up Placed Placed
interval) # 7 # % F p
Jotal Arrests
1 month 7 |32 | 10|72 2.96 | .09
3 months 29 {13.4 | 29 |21.0 3.56 | .06
6 months 59 |27.3 | 53 |[38.4 4.83 | .03
12 months 102 |47.2 | 71 |51.4 .60 | .44
18 months 125 |57.9 | 83 |60.1 18 | .67
24 months 135 |69.2 | 87 |71.9 25 | .62
Income-Producing
Offense Arrests
1 month 5| 2.3 6 | 4.3 115 | .28
3 months 19 | 8.8 | 21 |15.2 |3.48 | .06
6 months 38 | 17.6 | 41 |29.7 7.24 | .01
12 months 71 3209 | 57 |41.3 2.60 | .11
18 months 90 |41.7 | 65 [47.1  |1.00 | .32
24 months 102 |54.5 | 70 [60.9  |1.16 | .28
Part I Offense
1 month. 4| 19 | 5|36 106 | .30
3 months 7| 7.9 | 18 [13.0 - |253 | a1
6 months 36 | 16.7 | 36 |26.1 465 | .03
12 months 65 30,1 | s5 399 |3.60 | .06
18 months g7 | 40.3.| 62 |449 | 78 39
24 months 101 [ 546 | 66 |57.9 | .31 | .58
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TABLE 18F
~ TABLE 18E | CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY PLACEMENT STATUS: SAN DIEGO
CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY PLACEMENT STATUS: CHICAGO
- ARREST RATES _Not ANOVA
ARREST RATES | Not ANOVA (by follow=up Placed Placed
(by follow-up Placed Placed interval) p g # % F P
interval) # g # g F P : ‘
‘ JYotal Arrests
JTotal Arrests j
| / 1 month 9 | 6.0 6 | 4.8 .18 | .68
1 month 5 | 2.6 23 | 8.1 | 6.20 | .01 / -
| | 3 months 27 [18.0 | 22 [17.7 .00 | .96
3 months 19 9.9 68 |23.9 15.23 .00 ' ' '
. 1 6 months 45 [30.0 | 47 |37.9 1.90 | .17
6 months 45 123.6 121 42.8° 19.13 .0 o
| 1 12 months 66 | 44.0 67 |54.0 2.74 | .10
12 months 84 |44.2 | 169 |59.9 11.50 | .00 t
18 months 106 |55.8 | 189 |67.7 6.99 | .01 [ |
24 months | 87 |69.6 86 |74.8 .80 | .37
24 months 120 164.2 |200 |71.4 2.74 | .10 , M, L -
. i.t{; I!Ismemglng
Offense Arrests ‘ E | | 5 :
: 4 ! 1 month 6 4.0 .4 3.2 12 74
1 month 2 | 1.0 18 | 6.3 | 7.94 | .00 T | ] ‘ : ", ~ S
chs ! 3 3 months 15 | 10.0 14 [11.3 Jd2 | .73
3 months 12 | 6.3 49 |17.1 12,35 | .00 g. 3 o | ‘ o |
| TR 6 months 26 |17.3 | 31 |25.0 | 2.43 | .12
6 months 29 115.2 | 87 {30.6 - |15.18 | .00 o | . i
. 12 months 40 26,7 | 47 |37.9 .86 | .05
12 months 62 (32,6 |120. |42.4 | 4,61 | .03 | N B »
» E 18 months. ) 52 34,7 ; 56 45.9 i 3.57 -06’_
18 months 76 |40.0 | 146 -|52.5 7.17 | .01 | | I o ' -
| o - 24 months 58 |50.0 | 64 [59.3 1.93 ) .17
24 months | 91 [48.7 |151 [54.7 1.63 | .20 > , o ~ .
| T e
, ‘ ‘ ' o 1 month - 3120 f 2 116 | .06 .81
‘1 month 2 | 1.0 18 | 6.3 | 7.94 | .00 R FRR B T '
1. " o o 3months  © | 7| 47 | 8 |65 | .42 | .52
3 months 12 | 6.3 46 |16.1  |10.48 | .00 o | e | S , .
DR SRR | 1 - 6months | 13 | 87 | 20 |l6.1 | 3.59 | .06
6 months 32 (16.8 | 84 |29.6 10.35 | .00 S e S o S
i S ~ | ‘12 menths | 27 |18.0 | 31 |25.0 | 1.99 | .16
12 months | 62 (32,6 (117 (41.3 | 3,68 | .06 i | SR B | - |
| e L ey B R 18 months - | 38 |25.3 | 39 32.2 | 1.6 | .21
18 months 78 |41.1 |145 |52,2 5.62 | .02 R B B R R R
’ o S N 24 months .| 44, 138.6 | 47 }46.5 1,38 | .24
24 months : 90 4801 : (149 54.0 1.53 © .22 - BRI o : L . R, : : i .
U

e A et e e
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TABLE 18H
CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY GROUP: CHICAGO

ARREST RATES

~171-
 TABLE 186 ,
CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY GROUP: BOSTON
ARREST RATES | pyporimental | Control ANOVA__
(by follow=-up .
interval) # g f % F P

Total Arresis
1 month 11 |55 | 6 | 3.9 75 | .39
3 months 39 [19.4 |19 [12.4 | 3.10 | .08
6 months 72 |35.8 | 40 [26.1 378 | .05
12 months 109 |s4.2 | 64 |41.8 5.40 | .02

18 months 125 |62.2 | 83 |54.2 2.26 | .13
24 months 133 |72.3 | 89 |67.4 .86 | .35
Offense Arrests o f
1 month 8 (40 | 3 |z0| 16| .20
3 months 8 139 |12 7.8 | 370 | .06
6 months 50 |24.9 | 20 |19.0 2.05 | ;15_
12béonfhs 83 [41.3 | 45 | 29;4;~‘*”m5.8; .02
v18(months o7 e | 58 [37.9 | 4.7  ».04:
24 months 104 |59.1 | 68 |54.0 o7 |

ol 1 ottes’

. ':':’llmonth' ' ' 5 2.5 4| '2"6; 01| .94
3 nonths 3 |4 |12 7.8 | L2 .2
6 months 43 214 129 |19.0 | 32| 57

12 months 73 |36.3 [ a7 (307 | ‘1.21  .27

18 months . 88 [43.8 |61 |39.9 54|48

24 months o7 |55.7 -1 70 |56.0 | 00| .97}

(by follow-up -—Experimental Control ANOYA
interval) # g £ = F p
Igtal Arrests
1 month 15| 6.0 | 13 | 5.8 .01 | .93
3 months 40 | 15.9 | 47 |20.9 1.95 | .16
6 months 76 | 30.5 | 90 [40.0 | 4.9 | .03
12 months 121 | 48.8 | 132 |58.9 4.89 | .03
18 months 147 | 59.3 | 148 |67.0 2.97 | .08
24 months 163 | 66.0 | 157 |71.4 1.56 | .21
‘Offense Arrests
" 1 month 10| 4.0 | 10 | 4.4 .07 | .80
3 months 27 | 10,7 '35 15.1 2.06 | .15
6 months: 55| 220 | 61 |27.1 1.68 .20
12 months co1 | 365 | o1 [40.6 .83 | .36
| 18'mo@th$, | 110 44.4 | 112 50.9 | 2.01 .16
24 months 122 | 50.0 | 120 |54.8 | 1.06 .30
Z%i'montﬁ f 10| 4.0 | 10 | 4.4 .07 | .80 |
_3 nonths 2| 107 | 31 |13s | n.0e| 3
6 months 58 | 3.2 | 58 [25.8 ‘ a2 | 52
Lzmonths ¢\ 92 |36.9 | 87 |38.8 | .18 .67
* 18 months - 1 ’ 44.8.  nz [so.o | 177| s |
24 nonths 120 | 9.2 | 119 [543 | 13| .27

L
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TABLE 181

CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO

ARREST RATES

ey [ Experinental __Contral_ ANOVA
interval) 4 % ' # 7 F P
ﬂ
-1 month 15 | 7.9 | o o0 | 7.02| .01
3 months 40 |20.9 9 [10.8 | 4.05| .04
6 months | 62 |32.5 | 30 {36.1 | .35| .56
12 months | 8o |46.6 | 44 |53.0 | .95 j‘.33
18 months 106 [55.5 | 49 [so.8 | 42| .52
24 months 117 |70.5 | 56 [75.7 .68 | .41
Income-Prodycing
Offense Arrests
Lmonth | 10|52 | o |00 | as5| .03
Smnths | 26 |13.6 | 3 |36 | 60| .0
6 months | 41 21.5 16 19.3 | .17 .68
12 months 59 3009 | 28 [33.7 | .22 .64
18 months | 76 |40.0 | 32 [39.0 | .oz| .88
24 mohth; 85 545 | 37 ‘54,4 .00 | .99
Arrests
1month | 5|26 | o i,~o.o' | 2.22 1
Smomths | 11 | 5.8 | 4 |48 | 0| 5|
6 months. 18 9a | s | | emn| .os
12 months | 33 [17.3 | 25 [s0.1 | s.80| .02
18 months | 48 |25.4 | 20 |35.4 | 2.80| .10
2 months | 56 [38.1 | 35 |15 | 3.43 | .06

i
o
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT

Titlé of‘Gutput: Tables 19A ~_19F; Type of Offense by Group:
Boston, Chicago, and San Diego , : »

rief Description of Contents: Tables 19A - 19C report the type of first,

B second,pandfthird offenses clients were arres@eq for during the long-term
follow-up period. Data are presented for mod1f1ed,exper1menta] group
clients, modified control group clients, comparison group 1 clients,
comparison group 2 clients, and the total population. Tables 19D - 19F
present these same data for experimental and control group clients, as

they were originally assigned.

B

. FComments Related to Statistical'Methodo1ogy Employed :

Calculation of percentages.

o : Tievy L E . caioprity of of Tients
jghlights-and Policy-Relevant Findings: The magorwty qf foenses clie
- “were arrested for during the Follow-up period were income-producing

g Q Q .
 Computer-Related Comments : SPSS CROSSTABS
;T:ﬁﬁta‘Soque:, Rap sheets = > . |

 offenses, particularly larceny/theft and burglary/breaking and entering.



-175-

TABLE 19A
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: BOSTON

Exp. {mod) | Con. (mod) Comp 1 Total
FIRST OFFENSE ‘ ,
# s | # | % # % # %
‘None 46 (34,1 |34 |42.0 {53 |38.4 {133 [37.6
Homicide 0o loo] o}loo] o] ool| o] oo
Rape 1 701 | 1.2 1.4 | 4 | 1.1
Robbery 10 | 7.4 6 | 7.4 5.8 | 24 | 6.8
Aggravated Assault 3 {2217 |86 5 3.6 | 15 4,2
" Burglary/Breaking 10 | 7.4 ] 6 | 7.4 117 [12.3 {33 | 9.3
~and Enteriprg o : : ' '
Larceny/Theft 10 | 7.4 |8 |9.9 |9 (65|27 | 7.6
Auto Theft 2 15| 3 {3.7] 8 |5.81]13 |3.7
Arson 2 |15]0 o0 | 1 71 3 | 1.4
- Other Assaults 2 1.5 1 1.2 2 1.4 5 e8
Forgery and 2 {1,511 |12} 2 1{1.4{5|1.4
 Counterfeiting . ' R DR R
Fraud 1 { .7 }0}o060jo0]o0] 1| .3
Stolen Property 7 [ 5.27 2 |25} 3 |22]|12 |3.4
Burglary Tools/ - 0.0 0.0 B A N B
Tampering _ S o
Property Damage/ 2 |15 2|25 2 |14 6 |17
Vandalism B , S
- Trespassing . 1 T 1 f1w2] 2] 1.4) 4 |1
Weapons 21 T DT G N S 205 RO R R At SR O
Prostitution 2 |15 {0 |o0f 0 |o00f 2| .6
| Possession Drugs 6 (44| 1 |1.2] 8 | 58|15 | 4.2
Se11 Drugs | 2 151000 2 |17} 3 .8
- Gambling 0o (00| 0 |00 0] 00| 0| o0.0
Liquor Laws 1 | .7jo0ofo0ol o oo} 1] .3
Motor Vehicle 1 7|0 }oo0}o}|oo0o] 1] .3
Other 22 [16.3 | 7 | 8.6 |13 | 9.4 |42 [11.9
(¥ Cor
~ TOTAL 135 [99.9 |8l |99.8 138 [100.6 [354 [99.9
- “ .
: 2
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TABLE 19A.‘TYPE OF OFFENSE 'BY GROUP: BOSTON

(Continued)
Exp. (mod) Con. (mod)  Compl Total
'SECOND OFFENSE -
# | % # | % # | % #1 %
None 82 |60.7 |56 |69.1 |79 |57.2 |217 |61.3

. Homicide 0 |loo| ofoo| ol 0ol of 00
Rape. 1 710 ool J o2 .6
Robbery 4 | 3.0 3 |3.7]5 |36 ][12] 3.4

- Aggravated Assault 7 5.2 1 1.2 1] 4 29 [ 12 | 3.4
Burglary/Breaking 7 5.2 1 1.2 {10 7.2 |18 | 5.1

and Entering
Larceny/Theft 13 |96 | 5 [6.2 10| 7.2 281 7.9
Auto Theft 2 |15 2 |25 |6 |43 ]10! 2.8
Arson 0o |o.0f 0o |[0.0] 0 .0 0.0
Other Assaults 1| 72 253 |22]s86] 1.7
Forgery and 0 {0.0} 0 001} 0] 00] 0 0.0
~ Counterfeiting N : : : :
Fraud = 0 jo.0 | 1 |12)0 ]o0] 1 .3
Stolen Property 7 |52 |3 [37 |3 |22|13]3.7
Burgiary Tools/ 0.0 2.5 0.0 2| .6

Tampering .

Property Damage/ 0o oo} o oo ] 2 |1.4] 2 .6
"~ Yandalism : _ : .
Trespassing 3 J2.2] 1|12 0 o00] 4] 1.1
Weapons 0 foo | o foo || 7| 1| 3
Prostitution 2 (s 1 fu2 1) 7] 4 1.
Possession Drugs 1 J 2z 25| 3 |22] 6] L7
Sell Drugs 1| 7]l o oo 2 lL1a] 3| .8

|, Gamb1ing o ool o |oo| o o0} o} 0.0
Liquor Laws * -~ o o0} o }oo} o ]ool of 00"
Motor Vehicle . 1| 7o oo o0 o0 1| .3
Other ’ 3 {221 ]1.2] 8 I's.8]12] 3.4

TOTAL — {135 |99.8 |81 |99.9 {138 |99.7 354 [100.1

a,

PR

e,
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TABLE 19A. TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: BOSTON
(Con't1nued) , :
Exp. {mod)| Con. (mod) Comp1 Total
THIRD OFFENSE , , ,
# % # | % | # g | # %
None 100 | 74.1 | 69 |85.2 |102 |73.9 |271 | 76.6
Homicide 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.7 1 0.3
Rape 0 1]00] 0 |o0]| 2 |1.4] 2 .6
 Robbery 3 |22 1 |1.2}) 3 |22}{7] 20
Aggravated Assault 4 3.0 1 1.2 1 o7 6 1.7
Burglary/Breaking 6 4.4 1 1.2 2 1.4 9 | 2.5
and Entering : i
Larceny/Theft 5 {371 5 |6.2} 7 |5.1 |17 | 4.8
Auto Theft 2 1.5, 0 (00} 2 |1.4]| 4 | 1.1
Arson o {o0| 0 00| 0 00| 0] 00
Other Assaults o {oo0| o0 oo | 1| 7| 1] .3
Forgery and 0 {00} 1 J1l2] 0 |J]o.0]| 1 .3
Counterfeiting ’
Fraud ; 1| .70 ool 1 T 2| .6
Stolen Property 5 3.7 0 0.0 3 | 2.2 8 2.3
| Burglary Tools/ 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
' Tampering , ,
Property Damage/ 1 J1 0 0.0} 2 | 1.4 | 3 .8
Vandalism s S
Trespassing 2 |15 2 |251|1 T 5| 1.4
Weapons 1 710 (001} 0 |00]1 3
Prostitution 1] 7|0 ool o oo 1] .3
Possession Drugs 1| 7)1 1.2 | 2 | 1.4 | 4 | L1
Se11 Drugs 0 ]o0o}| o oo a4 29| 4]11
Gambling o000 00| 0]o0.0 0] 0.0
Liquor Laws 02100 0 {o0.0] 0| 0.0 0} 0.0
Motor Vehicle 1| 71000 14 7] 2 .6
Other 2 {1.5) 0 00 3 |22|5]| 14
TOTAL 135 (99.8 | 81 |99.9 (138 [99.7 (354 [100.1 |
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TABLE 19B
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: CHICAGO
Exp. {mod){ Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total
FIRST OFFENSE ,
# % # % # % | # % # %
None 59| 39.6 | 15| 37.5| 30| 22.6 | 50 | 34.2 {154 | 32.9
Homicide 1 J] 2| s5.0] 1 8] 1 J]l 5] 1.1
Rape 1 T 1] 25| 2| 15| 1 J1 5| 1.1
Robbery 12| 81| 1} 2,51 12 9.0 7| 4.8 |32 | 6.8
Aggravated Assault 2 1.3 0 0.0 3 2.3 3 2,1 8 1.7
Burglary/Breaking 13} 8.7 1| 2.5} 15{11.3}| 9| 6.2 ]38 | 8.1
and Entering : .
Larceny/Theft 28| 18,8 | 10| 25.0 | 29 | 21.8 | 28 | 19.2 | 95 | 20.3
Auto Theft 0{ 0.0{ 0 0.0} 2| 15| 2| 1.4 4 .9
Arson o| o.0f{ 0} 0.0} 0o 0.0f 0| 0.0 01 0.0
Other Assaults 71 47| 2} 50|10 7.5| 9| 6.2 | 28 | 6.0
Forgery and 0| o.0f 1| 25| o} 0.0} 0] 0.0 1 .2
Counterfeiting ’
 Fraud 0} 00| 0| 0.0 01 0.0 0.0 0] 0.0
Stolen Property 0 0.0 0 0.0} 2 1.5 o7 3 .6
Burglary Tools/ 0.0 | 0] 0.0 1 8] 0 0.0 1 .2
Tampering ‘ ;
Property Damage/ 3 2,0 1 2.5 2 1.5 5 3.4 | 11 2.4
Vandalism
Trespassing 4 2.7 1 1 2.5 4 3.0 1 .7 1 10 2.1
Weapons 27} 2| 50| 3| 23| 5| 3.4|14 ]| 3.0
Prostitution 20| 1| 25| 1| .8 3| 21| 8] 1.7
Possession Drugs 11 7.4 2 5.0 6| 45112 8.2} 31 6.6
Se11 Drugs | 0jo0o0o| o) o0 1| 8] 3| 2.1} 4 .9
~ Gambling: 0] 00| 0} 00] 0] 0.0 2 1.4 2 .4
Liquor Laws 0] 00| o] 00| 0| 00 of 0.0 o] 0.0
| Motor Vehicle ‘0|00 jo0| 00} o0f 00| 0] 0O} 0., 00 |
Other 1| ol oo 9| 68| 4af 27|14 30
TOTAL {149 f100.1 |40 [100.0 133 |100.3 (146 |100.2 |468 [100.0

S b 546 e e s+ ot b 20 e e
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TABLE 19B. TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: CHICAGO

(Continued)

-(mod)
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, Exp. Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total
SECOND OFFENSE ; .
£ % ¥l % # % #l % ¥ | %

None - 107 | 71.8 | 30 | 75.0 | 66 | 49.6 | 80 | 54.8 |283 |60.5
Homicide 1 7 0 0.0 ] 2| 1.5 1 T 4 .9
Rape 0| 0.0 0| 0.0 2| 15| 2| 1.4 4 .9
Robbery 4| 27| 0of 00| 7| 53| 5| 3.4]16 |3.4
Aggravated Assault 2! 1.3 0] 00| 0] 0.0 1 I3 | .6
Burglary/Breaking 50 3.4 | 2| 5.0| 5| 3.8 8/ 55|20 |43

and Entering ‘ : ;
Larceny/Theft 17 | 11.4 | 4] 10.0 | 20 | 15.0 | 19 | 13.0 | 60 - |12.6
Auto Theft ol 0.0 of 0.0} 1 811 g 2 4
Arson o) 0.0] 0] 00| 0 0.0 1 g1 | .2
Other Assaults 5| 3.4 | 0| 0010 7.5 8| 55|23 | 4.9
Forgery and 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0} 0 0.0 0 0.0

Counterfeiting 1 ' :
Fraud 0| 0.0 0| 0.0|] 0] 00| 0] 0.0/ 0 |o0.0

~ Stolen Property 2| 13} 0} 0.0} 3| 23] 1 J | 6 | 1.3

Burglary Tools/ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Tampering
Property Damage/ 0l o0} o} 00| 3} 23| 2/ 1.4} 5 |11

- VYandalism : '

Trespassing 0 0.0 | 1 2.5 1. 81 2 1.4 4 .9
Weapons 1 7 | 0] 0.0} 6{ 45| 51 3.4112 | 2.6
Prostitution 2| 1.3 (1] 25} 1 Bl 1| 7| 5 |11
Possession Drugs 2| 1.3 | 2| 50 5| 3.8/| 7| 48|16 |3.4
Sel1 Drugs 0} 0.0 0] 00] 0| 0,0 0] 0.0/ 0| 0.0
Gambling 0| 0.0 0| 00| 0of 0.0f 0] 0.0} 0 |o0.0
Liquor Laws 1| 7 }lof 00} ol 00 of 0.0 1| .2
Motor Vehicle 0| 00 [0} 00} 0] 0.0| 0| 0.,0] 0 | 0.0
Other 0t 00 o oof 1| .8 2| 14|37 .6

TOTAL . 149 |100.0 |40 |100.0 |133 |100.3 [146 |100.3 |4d8 |99.9

&

TABLE 19B. TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: CHICAGO
(Continued)
Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod)  Compl Comp2 Total
THIRD OFFENSE
| £l % £l % #| % #| % #| %
None 122 | 81.9 |34 | 85.0 | 89 | 66.9| 110 | 75.3 {355 | 75.9
Homicide 213 0fo00] 1| .8/ o 0.0] 3 .6
Rape 0| 00| 0] o0 0of 0.0/ o} 0.0] 0] 0.0
Robbery ‘1 gl 1} 25) 5| 3.8{ 2| 1.4 9| 1.9
Aggravated Assault 0| 00| 0| 0.0 of 0,0f o 0.0/ 0] 0.0
Burglary/Breaking 4| 2.7 (0| 00| 5| 3.8] 2| 1.4| 11| 2.4
and Entering
Larceny/Theft 9| 6.0 3| 7.5 15| 11.3] 15 |10.3 | 42| 9.0
Auto Theft 0100 0] 0,0] 1 81 1 J| 2 4
Arson 0ol oo0} o} o0} 0] 00}/ 0] 0.0/ 0] 0.0
Other Assaults 3|1 20| 0/ 00| 6| 45| 4| 27|13 | 2.8
Forgery and 0o o00]| 0| 00| 0] 0.0] 0| 0.0 0] 0.0
- Counterfeiting , )
Fraud 0|lo0o0|o0|oofo| o0f 0fo0| o 0.0
Stolen Property 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 o7 1 o2
Burglary Tools/ ) 0.0 0 0.0 1 o7 2 .4
Tampering ' g
Property Damage/ 0 0.0 | 0] 0.0 3 2.5 0 0.0 3 .6
Vandalism _ : ;
Trespassing 2 113 0| 0.0 1| .8 0| 00f 3| .6
| Weapons 0 (00| 0] o00] 2| 15/ 2| 1.4/ 4 .9
Prostitution 2|13 {1 25| 0] 00 3| 21| 6] 1.3
Possession Drugs 3| 20| 1| 25| 4| 3.0 4] 27|12 2.6
. Se11 Drugs 0|o00| 0] 0,0 1 81 0] 0.0 1 .2
 Gambling 0 o0 ) o0o|o0o] o] oo| ofo00] 0] 0.0
Liquor Laws 0 t0.0 ] o0oj00]| 0| 0.0f 0] 00| 0] 0.0
Motor Vehicle 0 loo| 0| 0O Of 00 0 00| 0} 0.0
‘Other - 0 oo | o0 0.0 0] 0,06 1 2 I
- TOTAL 149 |99.9 | 40 [100.0 |133 |100.1 |146 |100.1 |468 |100.0
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TABLE 19C
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TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO
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TABLE 19C. TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO

Exp. (mod){ Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total
_ FIRST OFFENSE :
£ % # % £ % # % # %

None 56 |46.7 |15 |51.7 |29 |42.0 |17 |32.1 |117 |43.2
Homicide 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 3.8 2 o7
Rape 0{00f{0j001}{0 |0.0f{01}) 00| 0 0.0
Robbery 2 1.7 1 3.4 5 7.2 2 3.8 | 10 3.7
Aggravated Assauit 3 2.5 0 | 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 1.1
Burglary/Breaking 7 5.8 2 6.9 |12 |17.4 6 (11.3 | 27 |10.0

and Entering . )
Larceny/Theft 8 | 6.7 1| 3.4 |1 |14 4] 7514|352
Auto Theft 000 0|00} 0 |0.0]| 0] 0.0] 0] 0.0
Arson 000|000 {0} 00| o0} o0]| 0o/ o0.0
Other Assaults 3 25| 1 {34 |1 |14 2|38} 7126
Forgery and 4 {33134 3 {43 |21 3.8]10 |3.7

Counterfeiting
Fraud | 3 {25101 000 {001}0} 00| 3 |11
Stolen Property 4 3.3 | 1 3.4 2 2.9 2 3.8 9 3.3
Burglary Tools/ 1.7 0 0.0 1 1.4 0.0 1.1

Tampering ‘ v

" Property Damage/ 2 {17} 0]o00}o0o |00} o0]|00] 2| .7

Vandalism ' : e
Trespassing 1 8} 2 |69 0 |00 | 1| 19} 4|15
Weapons 2 1.7 0 0.0 | 3 | 4-3;' 0 0.0 5 1.8
Prostitution 3|25 0 00| 2 |29 ]| 2] 3.8 2.6
Possession Drugs 3|25 2 69|86 |87 4| 7515 |5.5
Se11 Drugs 6 { 5.0 0 | 0.0 | 3 |43 |5 9.4 114 | 5.2
Gamb1ing 0! o00fo oo}l o |00 ]|o0] 00 0.0
Liquor Laws 0| 00| 0 00| o0 |00} o o00]| o /o.0
Motor Vehicle 3125 2 1691 |14 |0] 00} 6 |22
Other 8 | 67| 1 [ 3.4 |0 |00 [ 4] 7.5/[13 | 4.8

TOTAL 120 |100.1 | 29 |99.7 |69 99,6 |53 [100.0 |271 |98.8

(Continued)
, Exp. (mod) Con. (mod)| . Compl Comp2 Total
SECOND OFFENSE ~
# % # % # % # % # %
None 93 |76.9 | 20 |69.0 |47 (68.1 [40 |75.5 [200 |73.5
Homicide o |00} 0 t{o01}o0 {00 ] 1] 1.9} 1 .4
Rape | o |loo0| 0 |00]| O |00} 0] 00| 0 | 0.0
Robbery » 2 1.7 2 6.9 1 1.4 3 5.7 | 18 2.9
Aggravated Assault 1 .8 1 3.4 1 1.4 0 0.0 3 1.1
Burglary/Breaking 2 1.7 3 |10.3 3 4,3 2 3.8 | 10 3.7
and Entering _
Larceny/Theft 2|17 ] 1 |34 1 |14 4} 7.5] 81 29
Auto Theft 0 |loo0)| 0|00} 0 |00 0] 0.0/ 01 o0.0
Arson 0o {00} 000} 0 |00 ]| O0]| 00| 0| 0.0
Other Assaults 2 {17{0 00} o0 |00} 0] 0.0} 2 .7
Forgery and - ; 3 2.5 1 | 3.4 2 2.9 1 1.9 7 2.6
.. Counterfeiting ' ‘ ‘ : '
Fracd | 0 |o00| o0 00| 0 |00 ]| 0] 0.0 0| 0.0
Stolen Property 0} 00} 0 }001] 2 |29} 2] 3.8] 4|15
Burglary Tools/ 1 .8 [ 0 | 0.0 1.4 0.0 .7
Tampering L : ; | ,
Property Damage/ 0|l o00]| o0 ]o00]| 2|29 }|0] 00| 2 .7
Vandalism R : R '
Trespassing 0|00 |0 00|11 |14 0| o00f 1] .4
Weapons 21713401 00| 0] 0.0 3|11
Prostitution ‘0| o00| o000 | 1 |14|0] 00] 1 .4
Possession Drugs 31 25| 0]00]3 |43/ 0 0.0 6 2.2
Sell Drugs 9| 741011 00] 21|29 0] 00f|11 | 4.0
~ Gambling 0/ 00/} o0]o00|o0/|o00]| 0] 00] 0] 0.0
- Liquor Laws 0] 00} 0|00 0] 00 ]| 0] 0.0 0°10.0
Motor Vehicle 0|00/ 0]o00] 0 00| 0] 00| 0] 0.0 |
Other 1| 8000|229 0| 0ol 3|11
TOTAL 121 [100.2, |29 [99.8 |69 [99.6 |53 [100.1 [272 |99.9
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TABLE 19C. TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO
(Continued)
Exp. (mod) | Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total
THIRD OFFENSE . S,
| #F 1 % #F| % A% 1 % # %
None 107 |88.4 | 24 |82.8 |55 |79.7 |48 |90.6 [234 | 86.0
Homicide 1| 8| o] oo0o] oloo]| o | ool}1 4
Rape o000} 0}o0| 0} o00{o0}o0.0] 0] 0.0
Robbery 4133 o0foco|2}|29|01}o00]6]| 22
‘Aggravated Assault 1 8| 0] 00| 1 | 1.4 | 0| 001 2 .7
Burglary/Breaking 2|17} 2| 6.9 | 3 | 43| 3 |57 |10 3.7
and Entering ; .
Larceny/Theft 2 17| 1|34} 1)1.4]0]00] 4] 15
Auto Theft o0l oo| 0o)oo}oloo]o]ool} o} 0.0
Arson 0| o0f o0ofoo0ofo}|o0{|o]o0l 0o} 0.0
Other Assaults ofoo0o] ofo0| o0 |o00{ 01} o00]| 0] 0.0
Forgery and , 0 0.0 0| 0.0 0 | 0.0 0 0.0 | 0 0.0
Counterfeiting = ’ , v : ‘
Fraud 0olo0|] 0o} o0} o0}o0jfjo0]| 00] 0]l 0.0
"Stolen Property 2117 0 00]o0jo00} o000} 2| .7
Burglary Tools/ 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0| 0.0 0.0 *
- Tampering . ' : B B ' ‘ ‘
: Propérty Damage/ 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0‘
Yandalism o ; Y T :

Trespassing 0f 00} 0] 00] 1 |14 01} o00]7z .4
Weapons ‘0| 00| 0] 00| 01]00] 0] 0,0/ O0] 0.0
Prostitution 0] 00| o0f 00| 229|119 3] 11

Possession Drugs 1] 8] 0] 00| 2 29| 1 19| 4] 1.5 "
Sell Drugs 1 8] 0] 00| 0] oO00] 0} 00] 1 4

Gambling 0joo0} 0of 00} 0}0.0)] 0]} 00| 0] 0.0

~ Liquor Laws o0l oo]| o} oojojoo}o} ool ol oo
Motor Vehicle 0jloo|ofoof|2}|29fo0flo0l| 2} .7
Other o0foo| 2|69 0] 00| o0fo00]| 2| .7

TOTAL 121 [100.0 | 29 [100.0 | 69 [99.8 | 53 [100.1 |272 |100.0

TABLE
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19D

TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: BOSTON

Experimental

C ' ‘
FIRST OFFENSE ontre! Tota]
# % # o % # %
None 68 |33.8 | 65 |42.5 |133 | 37.6
Homicide 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Rape 2 1.0 2 1.3 4 1.1
Robbery | 14 | 7.0 10 6.5 24 6.8
Aggravated Assault 6 3.0 9 5.9 15 4,2
Burglary/Breaking 18 | 9.0 15 | 9.8 |
and Entering : . 3 23
‘Larceny/Theft 15 7.5 12 7.8 27 7.6
 Auto Theft 7-| 3.5 6 3.9 13 3.7
Arson 2 1.0 1 .7 3 .8
Other Assaults 4 | 2.0 1 .7 5| 1.4
Forgery and : 4 2.0 1= o7 ‘
Counterfeiting B ‘ > e
Fraud 1| 5 Lo oo | 1] .3
Stolen Property - 8 4.0 4 2,6 12 3.4
Burglary Tools/ .5 0 | 0.0 1 3
Tampering -~ 7 ‘ *
Property Damage/ 4 | 2,0 2 1.3 ' 1.7
Vandalism : B fs : 8 : e
Trespassing 2 | 1.0 2 {13 | 4| 11
Weapons 2 | 1.0 | 2 | 13 4 | 1.1
Prostitution 2 | 1o | o | o.0 2| 6
Possession Drugs . 8 '54“9 7 4.6 15?7‘ 4,2
' Sell Drugs 3l oo oo | s3] s
Gambling - 0 |00 | 0o {00 | o} do
Liquor Laws - 1 5 0 0.0 71 1 .3
‘Motorfveh1¢1e 1 .5 Ok ,D;O : ‘,v';3 f
Other 28 | 66.7 14 [33.3 | 42 | 119 |
o ToTAL 201 J100.0  [153 00.1 | 354 | 99,9
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i TABLE 19D. Type of Offense by Group: Boston
' (Continued) o
: : 7Exper1mehta1 Control Total
SECOND OFFENSE T P p -
None 118 58;7v‘ 99 | 64,7 217 | 61.3
Homicide 0 | 0.0 0 | 00 | o0 o.gi {
Rape 1.0 0 0.0 v 2 o \
, vabbeFj ' o | 4.0 4 | zag ii ,Z.:
. Aggravated Assault 9 | 4.5 3 | 2. .1
| | Breal | 5.
Burglary/Breaking 11 | 5.5 7 4.6 183"
and Entering : : B
; J 28 1.9
Larceny/Theft 19 9.5 - 9 | ;5'9- R 8'
Auto Theft 51 25 | 5 |" 3.3 10 3.0
- Arson 0 11'0.0 -0 ; ‘0,0 ’ «ulfj
- Other Assaults 2 Lo 4 2.2 , > 0.0
Forgery -and 0 0.0 0 0. ( 0.
Counterfeiting B - ool
Fraud = 0 'O,Q 1 3.; 1; 3.7
Stolen Property 8 | 4.0 5 3.3 3 .6
: < ‘ : 2 o
Burglary Tools/ S 0.0 1.3 |
Tampering N : N v N
' ' 2 R 8
Property Damage/ 1 «5 1  o7
Vandalism : o o o
g | ‘ ’ ' 4 .
. Trespassing 3 1.5 1_1‘ O.g e . ;3
Weaponsi, 1 .5 0 | o 4“ 2
; Prostitution | 3 | 15" | 1 >;;f; e
| PosseSsi%n Drugs -~ 2 1.0 4, l <2.,¢~ 8 .8
| ‘ : a . = 3 . e N
Sell Drugs, 2 1.0‘  1 B 7 : 2
. Liquor Laws |l o jpo0 | oo ;g.gl Sy
e Motor Vehicle 11 0 | o e a8
T | other 6 [ 3.0 |6 | 3.9°) 12| 3.4
i TOTAL 200 |100.2  |153 100.3 | 354 100.1
A
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TABLE 13D. Type of Offense by Group: Boston |

(Continued) v '

Experimenta1_ Controi Total
THIRD OFFENSE
| # % # % # %

None 146 | 72.6 125 | 81.7 | 271 | 76.6

‘Homicide 1 .5 0 | 0.0 1 .3

Rape 1 o5 1 o7 2 .6

Robbery . ; -5 2.5 2 1.3 7 2.0

Aggravated Assault 4 2.0 2 1.3 6 1.7

Burglary/Breaking - 6 3.0 3 | 2.0 9 2.5
~and Entering ‘

Larceny/Theft 11 5.5 6 | 3.9 17 4.8
Auto Theft 5 3.3 3 1.5 8 1.1
 Arson | 0 | 0.0 0 | 0.0 0 | 0.0

Other Assaults 0 0.0 1 .7 1 .3

Forgery and 0 0.0 1 o7 1 <3

Counterfeiting o
Fraud 2 1.0 0 0.0 2 .6
‘Stolen Property 6 | 3.0 2| 1.3 8 2.3
" Burglary Tools/ 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tampering
Property Damage/ 2 1.0 1 7 3 .8
Vandalism : ' L «

Trespassing 3 | 1.5 2 | 1.3 5 | 1.4

Weapons 1 W5 0 0.0 1 3

~ Prostitution 1 | .5 0 | 0.0 1 | .3

kPosSeSsigg‘Drugs 2 | Lo 2 | 13 | a4 1.1

|7 Se11 Drugs 2 | 1.0 2 | 1.3 4 1.1

| Gambling 0 100 | o | 0.0 0 (0.0

Liquor Laws - 0 |00 | o 0.0 0 | 0.0

| Motor Vehicle 2 o | o 100 | 2 | 6

~ Other - 3 s 2 |13 | 5 | 14

TOTAL 201 11001 | 153 f100.2  |3s4 |100.1
Lk

e A e
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_ TABLE 19E ‘
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: CHICAGO

-188-

TABLE 19E Type of Offense by Group: Chicago
(Cont:inued)

e e e T e T

LI

| : Experimenta Control Total
FIRST OFFENSE _ ; .
| # % # 5 g
None - 89 |36.0 | 65 |29.4 | 32.9
Homicide 1 .4 4 1.8 1.1
Robbery ) 19 7.7 13 | 5.9 | 6.8
Aggravated Assault 6 .| 2.4 2 .9 1.7
Burglary/Breaking 21" | 8.5 | 17 7.7 8.1
and Entering S ,
Larceny/Theft 50 20.2 45 20.4 20.3
Auto Theft 2 8 1 2l 9 | o
Arson o | 0.0 "0 | 0.0 0.0
Other Assaults 11 4.5 17 | 7.7 6.0
Forgery and 0 0.0 | 1 | ..5 .2
- Counterfeiting o R ‘ :
‘Fraud | o | 0.0 0 | 0.0 | 0.0
Stolen Property 0 0.0 3 1.4 e
Burglary Tools/ 0 -~ 0.0 1 5 .
 Tampering ' , ,
Property Damage/ 3 1.2 8 3.6 2.4
.-VYandalism
- Trespassing 6 | 2.4 | 4 | 1.8 2.1
Weapons - | -8 1 3.2 6 2.7 1. 3.0.
Prostitution 4 | 1.6 1.8 1.7
Possession Drugs - 16 6.5 15 | 6.8 6.6
Sell Drugs 1 .4 3 1 1.4 .9
Gamb11ing 1] .4 1 57 RERY. B
Liquor Laws 0 | 0.0 o | 0.0 0 | 0.0
Motor Vehicle 0 |00 | 0 | 0,00 | O | 0.0
Other 7 |28 | 7] 3.2 3.0
B e B T N e
 TOTAL 247 |99.8  |221 |100.3 - 468 [00.0 ¢
Q-

. : ) vExperimenta] " Control Total
SECOND OFFENSE -
' : # % # % # %
None 165 |66.8 | 118 | 53.4 283 | 60.5
Homicide 1 .4 3 1.4 4 .9
Rape - 0 0.0 4 1.8 4 .9
Robbery , 10 | 4.0 6 | 27 | 16 | 3.4
Aggravated Assault . 3 1.2 0 0.0 3 . .6
Burglary/Breaking 10 | 4.0 10 | 4.5 20 4.3
and Entering '
Larceny/Theft 31 12.6 29 13.1 60 | 12.6
Auto Theft 2 .8 "0 0.0 2 | .4
 Arson | 0 | 0.0 1] .5 1| .2
Other Assaults 8 | 3.2 15 | 6.8 23 4.9
Forgery and 0 0.0 0 | 0.0 0 0.0
- Counterfeiting - a ‘ R
Fraud 0o | 0.0 0o | o.0 o | 0.0
Stolen Property 3 | 1.2 3 1.4 6 1.3
Burglary Tools/ 0.0 0 | 0.0 0 | 0.0
Tampering L v S
Property Damage/ 1 .4 4 1.8 5 1.1
Vandalism : y . o
Trespassing 1 | .4 3 | 1.4 4 .9
Weapons ; , 2 .8 10 | 4.5 12 2.6
‘Prostitution 2 | 8 | 3| 14 5 ] 14
Possession Drugs 5 | 2.0 11 | 5.0 | 16 | 3.4
Sell Drugs 0o | 0.0 0 | 0.0 0 | 0.0
Gambling - 0 | 0.0 o | 0.0 0 |.0.0
Liquor Laws 1 | w4 | o | o0 1| .2
Motor Vehicle 0 {00 | 0 [o00 | ¢ 00 °
Other 2 | .8 | 1] 5 1| .4
TOTAL 247 |99.8 |221 [100.2 |468 99,9 |
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TABLE 19F

TABLE 19E.  Type pf Offense by Group: ‘Chicago : TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO

- (Continued)

THIRD OFFENSE

Experimental

| - Control

Total

#

%

#

%

~None

" Homicide

Rape
Robbery ,
Aggravated Assault.-

Burglary/Breaking
and Entering

Larceny/Theft
Auto‘Theft7
Arson

Other Assau]ts

Forgery and.
- Counterfeiting

Fraud
.Stolen Property

| Burglary Tools/
~ -Tampering

- Property Damage/
Vandalism

Trespassing
Weapons
Prostitution 5
Possession Drugs
Sell Drugs
Gambling -
Liquor Laws
Motor Vehicle.

~ Other |

199

17

Q-

T

- 00 OO0 ON ON

o N ON

DN O -

80.6

.8
0.0

.8
0.0

2.0

6.9
0.0

2.8

0.0

0.0-

0.0
.4 »
-8"

000"

8

2.4
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

" ‘t4 5

156

el
=]

O O N O

25

o O

. N SR

Q
A\

o oo

B =

AN

70.6
.5
0.0

3.2

0.0°
2.7

11.3

5

0.0

2.7
0.0

0.0

"3

1 .5

L5
W5
1.8

2.7

.5

0.0

0.0 -

0.0

| 0.0

11

355

N

o o

G-

L

O &~ w

o .

75.9

.6
0.0

0.0
2.4

- 9.0

4
0.0

0.0

.6
.9
1.3
2.6

o)

1.9

0.0
: ‘.Zv
4

6

.2
0,0
0,0 |
0.0
.2

TOTAL .

99.9

221

i

| 468

l100.0 |

‘ﬂioo.a‘»

! M .

FIRST OFFENSE

Expérfmental

Control ~ Total

2

%

#

%

- None

VHbmicide'

Rape
Robbery
Aggravated Assault

Burglary/Breaking
and quering

Larceny/Theft
Auto Theft

~Arson . . »
- Other Assaults

Forgery and
Counterfeiting

Eraudv R
Stolen Property

‘Burglary Tools/

- Tampering

Trespassing -
Weapons T
Prostitution

Se11quugs

~ Gambling -~ '

Liquor Laws®
Motor Vehicle

1 Oth6r3;~ gty

~ Property Damage/
~ Vandalism T

‘,'PosseSSion Drugs

86

17

10

@ W

1

N

(o, BT 4 RN <o B e

W~ W

©.wo o

45.5
0.0
0.0
2.6

1.6

9‘0’0

5.3
0.0
0.0

2.6
3.2

1.6

' 4.2
1.1
1.1

5

1.6
3.7

4.2
6.3

0.0 |
0.0 |

1.6

31

(=]

10

Tt Wo ON N NW

AN OO b

37.8

2.4
0'0'

6.1
0.0
12.2
4.9
0.0

0.0
2,4

4,9

0.0
1.2
| 1,2

0.0

©3,7

117

10

27

14

10

43,2

o7
0.0
3.7
1.1

10.0

5,2

0.0
0.0

2.6
3.7

1.1
3;3
1.1

1.5
1.8

2.6
5.5
| 5.2

| oToraLte

189
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o
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TABLE 19F. Type of Offense by Group: .San Diego
(Continued)
Exper}mental Control Total
SECOND OFFENSE ,
# % # % # 1 %
None 140 | 73.7 60 |73.2 | 200 |73.5
Homicide 1 .5 0 0.0 1 A4
Rape 0 0.0 0 | 0.0 0 0.0
Robbery 3 1.6 5 | 6.1 8 2.9
Aggravated Assault 1 .5 2 2.4 3 1.1
Burglary/Breaking 4 | 2. 6 7.3 10 | 3.7
and Entering ; :
Larceny/Theft 6 3.2 2 2.4 8 1 2.9
Auto Theft 0 0.0 0o | 0.0 0o ! 0.0
Arson 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Other Assaults 2 1.1 0 0.0 2 o7
Forgery and 6 3.2 1 1.2 7 | 2.6
Counterfeiting ,

'~ Fraud 0 | 0.0 0 | 0.0 0o | 0.0
Stolen Property 2 1.1 2 2.4 4 1.5
Burglary Tools/ 1.1 0.0 o7

Tampering - o
Property Damage/ 1 .5 1 1.2 2 7

~ Vandalism ‘ ;

Treépassing 0 0.0 1 1.2 1 4
Weapons 2 1.1 1 | 1.2 3 | 1.
Prostitution 1 S5 | o | 0.0 1 4
Possession Drugs 6 3.2 | 0 | 0.0 6 2.2
Sel11 Drugs 10 | 58 9| 1 |12 | 1 | 40
Gambling 0 00 .0 |00 | 0 [ 00-:
Liquor Laws 0 0.0 0o | 0.0" 0 | 0.0
Motor Vehicle 0| 00 [.0% 00 | 0| 0.0
Other | 3| 16 | o700 | 3| 1.1

| TOTAL 190 |100.3 82 |99.8 | 272 | 99.9 ¢

e
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TABLE I9F. Type of Offense by Group: San Diego
(Continued)
Experimental Cont
THIRD OFFENSE e nerol Total
# % # % # %
None 163 | 85.8 71 | 86.6 234 86.0
Homicide 1 .5 0 | 0.0 1 .4
Rape 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Aggravated Assault 2 1.1 0 0.0 2 o7
Burglary/Breaking 5 2.6 5 6.1 10 3.7
and Entering
Larceny/Theft 3 1.6 1 1.2 4 1.5
Auto Theft 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Arson : 0] 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Other Assaults 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Forgery and 0 0.0 0 0.0
Counterfeiting ; ° .
Fraud o 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Stolen Property 2 1.1 0 0.0 2 o7
Burglary Tools/ 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0
Tampering = ‘ , o )
Property Damage/ 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Vandalism ' : )
Trespassing 0 | 0.0 1 | 1.2 1 .4
 Weapons 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 | o.0
 Prostitution '3 | 1.6 o | oo | 3| 1.1
Possession Drugs 3 | 1.6 1 1.2 4 1.5
Sell Drugs 1 | .5 0 0.0 | 1 .4
Gamb11ng 0 | 0.0 o | 0.0 0| 0.0
Liquor Laws 0 | 0.0 0 | 0.0 0 | 0.0
Motor Vehicle { 2 141 0 0.0 o 2 T
Other 0 | 0.0 2 | 24 | 2|
TOTAL 190 |100.1 | 82 | 99.3 |272 |100.0

O
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT

Titte of Output: Tables 20A - 20C: Recidivism by History of Drug or Alcohol

Use: Boston, Chicago, and San Diego

Brief Description of Contents:  (rosstabulations are presented for mean

arrest rates by drug use history. Arrest rates are categorized into
three groups: all offenses, income-producing offenses, and Part I
offenses. In addition, mean length of time sentenced “is reported for
San Diego clients, while length of time sentenced and length of time
served are provided for Chicago clients. In addition, t-test results
are reported. , s )

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed:’
T-tests and calculation of statistical means.

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: No statistically significant
~differences in mean arrest rates were found for drug users versus
non-drug users in Boston and San Diego. Persons indicating past
use of drugs in Chicago were found to have statistically significantly

higher arrest rates for all three categories of arrest, although not
for the length of time sentenced or served.

~Computer-Re1ated;Comments SPSS FREQUENCIES T-TEST

‘Data Source: Form C Rap sheets
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TABLE 20A
RECIDIVISM BY HISTORY OF DRUG OR ALCOHOL USE: BOSTON
RECIDIVISM MEASURES Past use | No past use T-TEST
- of drugs | of drugs [T-Value | Prab.
Mean arrest rate:
all offenses 78 6.5 1.60 1
Mean arrest'rate- 5 ‘
income-producing -4 4.4 . 1.29 .20
offenses ‘
Mean érrest rate:
Part I offenses 4.1 4.1 - .13 .90

£y

e i

L
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TABLE 20B »
RECIDIVISM BY HISTORY OF PRUG OR ALCOHOL USE: "CHICAGO TABLE‘ZOC
; RECIDIVISM BY HISTORY OF DRUG OR ALCOHOL USE: SAN DIEGO
RECIDIVISM MEASURES rast use | Mo past use | I-TEST__ .
: of drugs of drugs alue rod. RECIDIVISM MEASURES Past use No past use T-TEST
‘ - of drugs . of drugs T-Value [ Prob.
Mean arrest rate: 10.0 7.0 2,42 .02 e
all offenses ' Mean arrest rate: - 5.6 6.1 - .52 | .60
Mean arrest rate: 7.2 4.4 2.63 .01 a1l offenses
income-producing Mean arrest rate: 3.8 3.9 - .20 84
uffenses | , | “{ncome-producing
Mean arrest rate: 6.6 4.2 2,21 .03 offenses
Part I offenses | Mean arrest rate: 2.3 2.5 - .30 | .77
Mean length of 17.5 23.5 -1.02 | .31 Fart 1 offenses
time sentenced R Mean Ten .
; gth of 9.3 9.1 .08 .94
(months) time sentenced
Mean length of 2.2 1.6 1.16 | .24 (months)
tims served
(months)
/
& ' K
i L@
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT

Title of OQutput: Table21l : Summary of Regréssion~of Long-Term Arrest
_Rates on Selected Variables

Brief Description of Contents: Table 21 summarizes regression results

from all three sites, citing all independent variables found to be

~significantly related to any of the three dependent variables:
total number of arrests, number of arrests for income-producing
offenses, and number of arrests for Part I offenses.

Comments Reiated to Statistical Methodo]ogy Emp]oyed

Ordina(y least-squares.

Highlights and PolicyaReievant Findings: Independent variables found to

be positively related to recidivism rates were race (dummy-coded
black), past drug use, and level of past criminal background. ‘
Variables found to be inversely associated with recidivism included
placement by an employment services program, the number of hours

of group services received, the program completion rate, age of

the participant, and marita] status (dummy—coded,mqrried).

i

’ Computer-Related Comments: SPSS NEW REGRESSION 7

7

Data Source: Form C, Form g, rap sheets

Recidivism Measures
By Site
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TABLE 21
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION OF LONG—TERM ARREST RATES ON SELECTED VARIABLES

Significant Variables

BOSTON
Total Arrests

Income~-Producing
_Arrests

“ Part I Arrests

CHICAGO
Total Arfests

~Income=Producing
Arrests

Part'I‘Arrests

SAN DIEGO
Tbta} Arﬁestﬁl

Inéome-PrpdGCing
Arrests -

b’ PartaI Arrests

.

%

-~

Ep=

TR

R

=¥%

4% -3
T
%
X%
+¥#
+% ,
i
?
R
+*
"

X%

JR%

%%

X%

1&5&

@

‘+; positiveiy reiated to recidivism o
) inverseiy re1ated to recidiv1sm '

*‘f significant at P =
significant at P

<.05 for a 2~tai]ed test ey
< 01 for a 2-tailed test

-
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 SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT
TABLE 22A
Title of Qutput  Table 22A, Regression of Long-Term Arrest Rates on Selected REGRESSION OF LONG'TERM ARREST RATES ON SELECTED VARIABLES: BOSTON
Variables: Boston ~
Brief Description of Contents: Results from three regression equations are reported
‘ with three different dependent variables: the total number of arrests after
initial contact with the program, the total number of income-preducing offense. ,
arrests, and the total number of arrests for Part I offenses. The inde- VARIABLES REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS
pendent variables for all three equations are age, race (dummy, black = 1), ~ ,
marital status (dummy, married = 1), number of dependents, years of educat1on, ~ Total number | Income-producing Part I
number of prior adult arrests, work history scale, prior drug or alcohol of arrests Offense Arrests |Offense Arrests
- use (dummy, past user = %), group membership according to original assignment - -
(dummy, experimental = 1), hours personal program services, hours group program
services, program completion rate, and placement status (dummy, placed = 1). Age -0.28335%% =0.21711%* -0.20009%*
Slope coefficients and their corresponding t-values are included for ‘ :
all variables in the regression equations. Black (dummy) 1.02580 1.76256% 1.41640%%
‘ : Married (dummy) -2.94917 =3.31312%* - =1,23172
| SN Number of Dependents 0.23503 0.23169 -0.02367
Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed : ‘
Ordinary least-squares. Years of Education 0.28988 0.14220 0.18062
Number Prior Adult 0.19022%* 0.16503%% 0.10881%%
- Arrests
H1gh11ghts and PoT1cy—Relevant Findings: ,
Consistent with past criminological research, pr1or criminal h1story was Work History Scale -0.13097 -0.09178 -0.10415
found to be s1gn1f1cant1y and positively related to all three measures Prior D Alcoh
of recidivism. Age was found to be inversely related to recidivism, onr’(gug,o; cohol 1.18645 0.78195 ~0.15807
signifying a "maturing out" effect. Neither group membership nor 56 tdummy
‘placement status had a significant effect on the three measures of rearrest. : . ‘ .
However, a higher program completion rate was found to significantly Exaer;menfg] Gr?up 1.20838 1.21349 0.51976
decrease the fatal number of rearrests for all offenses. Married individuals ember tdummy
had fewer arrests for income-producing offenses, while blacks had : ’ ’ ‘
~ significantly more arrests for income-producing offenses and Part I offenses. H°§;ivi§;:°°37 Program 0.05326 0.05388 - 0.01082
Holirs Group Program 0.05327 ~0,06130 10.09105
Services o e
‘Program Completion Rate‘ ~—0.04799*’ ;—0.03316'f - -0.02457
- Placed by Program (dummy} ~ 0.14341 © =0.34334 -0.57544
Q g L :
Intercept 10.46579%% 7.40841%% | . 7.20881%*
. R-Squared L ,144 : °138 ,1:113'

i
eS8

Computer—Re]ated’CommentS' SPSS NEW. REGRESSION

) ; * Significant at < .05 for a 2-tailed test
N Data Source: Form Cs Form G, rap sheets ‘ : : - ¥

N |

R S1gn1fféént at < .Oriforlaﬂzlta11ed test

I

N

X
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS QUTPUT

Table 22B: Regre551on of Long- Term Arrest Rates on Se]ected
Chicago : ,

Title of Output
Variables:

-See description of Table 22&.‘J

~ Brief Descriptibn of Contents:

Comments Related to Stat1st1ca1 Methodo]ogy Emp]oyed
Ordinary least-squares.

ngh11ghts and Po]1cy—Re1evant F1nd1ngs

! f1cant1y fewer
ere 1aced by the Ch1cago program had signi
gll::tz tﬁ:ﬁ z11engs who were not place? Ig?1v;dUﬁ1i igEL:Z;ggrgzepast
ol use experienced a significantly highe i
g::grOZr?;ﬁggl h1storypwas 51gn1f1cant1y andrpos1t1ve1y re]atgd to recidivism
SRR * for 1ncome produc1ng and Part I ffcnses ~ - :
) . i PUENE A . e | \1 E
) : |
é;:%ﬁi a
5
-3
' Computer-Re]ated Comments SPss NEw REGRESSION
N S
rData~Suhrce Form C, Form: G, rap sheets :
.‘ 9 ! U,

e S T S M R A S L R T G T LY
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TABLE 228
REGRESSION OF LONG-TERM ARREST RATES ON SELECTED VARIABLES: CHICAGO
| : REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS
VARIABLES
Total number | Income-producing Part I
of arrests Offense Arrests |Offense Arrests
 Age 0.10019 ~ 0.12606 0.12765
Black (dummy) 1.97531 1.44238 1.66207
Married (dummy) -2.55344 - =2.21794 -1.97005
Number of Dependents 0.34892 0.11065 - 0.03304
Years of Education 0.04366 ~0.06218 -0.14638
CriminaT History Scale 0.08102 | 0.09130%* 0.10604%%
Work History Scale ~0.11643 -0.12033 - =0.02576
Prior Drug or A]rohow 3.51747%% 3.16706%% 2.85941 %%
Use (dummy) ‘ ' ; . R
| Experimental Group ~0.52703 ' -0.19899 0.16847
Member (dummy) R ; E
Hours Personal Program | " 0.00358 -0.02613 ~0.01705
Servlces 5 , o ,\ o :
Hours Group Program 0.01336 \0 0158 - 0.01392
Services o _ - ‘
Program Completion Rate 10.01009 ”‘o.oogszwﬁ: i o. 00835‘
~ Placed'by Program (dummy) | 23.20353% | " -1.925859 | -2, 13841
. Intercept 2.70401 | 0.77805% | 1.16777
| »R43quared o 069 f;;066‘ e f}068, "i i
',* S]gnificant at < 05 for a 2-ta1led test
"? ** Significant at < 01 for a 2-ta11ed test



A
a

-203-

* SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT

Title df Outbut Table 22C: Regression of Long;Term Arrest Rates on Selected

Variables: San Diego : v

i

Brief Description of Contents: See descriptipn of Tablffggéstv
= — s o s
. s P

el . v

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology‘Emp10yed:,’”
Ordinary least-squares. ' o

~ Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings:

Older offenders@héd a significantly 10wer'recidivismbrate'Whi1e blacks

had a significantly higher rate in all three afrest_gateqorigs, “The
number of hours of group program services received by c]1eqts‘was,
found to be inversely related to the total number of arrests and Ehe‘
number of arrests for income-producing offenses. Neither placement

“nor group membership significantly reduced‘recidivism'fates.a ‘ Do

(5]

e S

Ly 3

g k ) . | B k Lo A . @

. Computer-Related Comments: SPSS NEW REGRESSION .

3 o
[S

,QEEE_§QEEEQ:‘Fdfm cs Form G, rap sheets . o N

o
-l

o
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| L E  TABLE 22C P
REGRESSION OF LONG-TERM ARREST RATES ON SELECTED VARIABLEH: SAN DIEGO

REGRESSION COQ#FICIENTS

VARIABLES

Total number
of arrests

Income-producing Part I

~ Experimental Group’ | - 0.31099

.+ Hours Personal Program

Offense Arrests

Age i -0.22567%% -0.21734%% -0.14895%*

‘Black (dummy) 2.53467% 1.62750 1.49723%

Married (dummy) 0.60518 1.07065 0.24949

,Numbef‘of Dependents 0.01099 50.01482 0,01692

Years of Education ©0.27750 0.11992 0.13974

Criminal History Scale 0.20475 0.04992 ~0.05644

WQrkkHistofy“Scalé
s ol o

Prior Drug 6r Alcohol
Use (dummy)

-0.26776 -0.15728 ' 0.00434

004524 C0.23011, | 0.50721

e

0.58758 ~0.46613
Member (dummy) AR TEEE

' 0.03993 0.03840 -0.00032 .
Services j : s ’ Ty

HoursGroup Prégram_ - -0.08798% -0.05717% | -0.023%% .
Services = R ' S e

i

_Program Completion Rate ' | -0.00516  -0.00293 -0.00328,

Placed by Program (dummy)

\

| -0.39574 |, -0.86930

oy

Offense»ArrestS“

. -0.58972 ¢ |

. Resquared 0| am | iaz; | am

Coe

. B.22075%

e 7 oo :
~Intercept 7.64688

Lo

[

412166 |

S **;s1gpi§1cant,at5< -0l for a 2-tailed test

* Significant at < .05'for-a 2-tailed test =
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PROJECT PUBLICATIONS

| Evaluation of a F1e1d Test of the Employment Sekv1ces for Ex-Offenders

Program: Data Collection Approach and Forms, Lazar Inst1tute, Wash1ng-

ton, D.C.. December 1980

Application to Commonwealth of Massachusetts for Access to Cr1m1na1'

Offender Record Informatwon, Lazar Inst1tute, Washington, D.C.
April 16, 1981: ,

«‘Analys1s of Client Retent1on Rates of Safer Foundatuon, Ch1cago,

Lazar Inst1tute, Washington, D. C July 28, 1981.

Eva1uat1on of a Field Test of the Emp]oyment Services: for Ex-0ffenders

Program: Methodology for Delivery Systems Ana]ys1s, Lazar Inst1tute,
Washington, D. C November 1981. :

‘ Emw]oyment Services Field Test: ProjeCt'StatUs}Ana1ysis,'LazarrInstitute,

~ Washington, D.C. November 1981.

Evaluation of a Field Test of the Employment Services for Ex-Offenders

~ Program: Delivery Systems Analysis of Safer Foundation, Ch1cagp 1111-_

nois, Lazar Institute, Washington, D.C.  July 1981.

v Eva?uat1on of a Field Test of the Employment Services for Ex-0ffenders

Program: 'Delivery Systems Analysis of COERS, Boston, Massachusetts,

= Lazar Inst1tute, Wash1ngton, D C July 1982,

Eva]uat1on of a Field Test of the EmpToyment Services for Ex .0ffenders

Program: Delivery Systems Analysis of Proaect JOVE, San D1ego,

‘Ca11forn1a, L&z zar Inst1tute, wash1ngton, D C. Jduly 1982

Emp]oyment Services for Ex-Offenders Field Test - Detailed Reséarche

,Resu1ts Lazar Inst1tute, McLean, V1rg1n1a December 15, 1984,

An Eva]uat1on of Employment SerV1ces Programs for Ex-Offenders, thesis

. submitted 1in part1a1 fulfiliment of the requirements for the M.A.

degree by Anita D. T1mrots, Un1vers1ty of Mary]and xCol1ege Park
December 1984 (draft)

"Employment Services for Ex- Offenders Field Test: Summary Report, Lazar

Inst1tute, McLean, Virginia. . Expected Pub]wcatjon‘Date December 28, 1984,

3,
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