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HIGHLIGHTS 

In 1980 the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) launched a controlled 

experiment in the employment services fi~ld which was designed to test the 

hypothesis that job counseling and placement,services, accompanie~ 

intensive follow-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 this 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 IIfield tests. 1I 

The test was struct~red to include t~ree ongoing (and reputed as 

exemplary) employment services programs, all of which agreed to adhere to 

a predetermined experimental design. The pt:'ograms were: 
, 

• the Comprehensive Offender Resource System (COERS) in 
Boston; 

• Project JOVE in San Diego; and 

• the Safer Foundation in Chicago. 
\\ 

A total of 2,045 individuals participated in the field test as program 

clients: 511 in Boston, 934 in Ch;cago~' and 600 in San Diego. All 

participants met the fql10wing eligibility requirements: 

u 

• Participants must 'h~~e been male or female inmates from 
adult Federal, State or local cOrrectional facilities 

. within six months of release and have served at least 
three months in the institution. 

• Participant'S must have exhibited a pattern of income­
producing offenses, ;. e., the majority of the offender ~s 
ar~ests or convictions must have, been for ,)ncome-pro~ucing 
Crlrne$. 

• The offenders must have vo1untarily accepted program 
services. 
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The experimen~al design was of a standard nature and allowed parti­

cipants in each site to be assig.ned to an experimental group that received 

both comprehensive employment-related services (for example, job counseling 

and placement assistance) as well as special follow-up services for six 

months after they were placed, while a control group received normal services 

only. In addition, as illustrated inFig~re 1, comparison groups consisting 

of program participants who were not placed were formed so that an assessment 

of the general value of employment services could 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: 

• analysis of the background characteristics of study partici­
pants, including prior criminal ~lnd employment histol"Y; 

_ • assessment of program processes such} as type of services 
and. placements received, and the length of time between 
program entry and placement; 

~ evaluation of participant placement experienries; 

~ evaluation of long-term criminal recidivism outcomes as 
indicated by arrest lypology over a period approximately 
two years after release from prison; and , . 

\\ 

• statistical regression analys~s which had the goal :of 
explaining criminal recidivis~ outcomes. 

This report contains the results of the five research areas 'described 

above and is organized so that all analysis outputs are summarized in 

standard summary reports ~ntitled "Summary of Analysis Outpdt. 1I The 

results will not.'be particularly encouraging to those who'believe·that 

employment services are an essential part of th~ poi~-incar6~ration process, 

for: 

" The research experiment, which al1owe'6: randomly assigned 0 

experimental and control groups to be com~~red, did not 
demonstrate that specjal follow-up service~ decreased the 
chances of 10ng-~erm,.::,itrimiTlal recidivisJTI: '). ') I, 

i' c· 
. " 

() 
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II-
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III-
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FIGURE 1 
ANALYSIS STRUCTURE AND GROUP COMPARISONS 

~XEerimental 

Normal Services 
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Special Follow-up 

"' 

, , 

VERSUS 

.' 

If 

Control 

Norma.1 Services 
Only 

F, 
PLACED NOT PLACED, 
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NO 
SERVICES· . PLACED NOT PLACED, 

SOME SERVICES 
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E(.Eerimental 
Modified) versus 

*This group not ava.ilable in Boston. 
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8 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 
recidivism rates than those who were not placed. 

• Other results that are not particularly surprising emerged 
from the statisti'cal regression analysis that was conducted. 
These include the findings in at least one site that: 

--past drug and alcohol abusers and individuals wjth 
a long criminal history':tended to have significantly 
higher criminal recidivism than those without these 
characteristics; and ' 

-older and married individuals had signiftcantly 
lower recidivism rates than their yotinger and 
unmarri ed counterpa'rts. 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output Table 1: CHent 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 cJ ients in each study group, ~he 
number of clientsf,Jlaced by the programs, and the number of clients 
for whom 30-, 90-, and lBO-day follow-up forms were completed'. 

CorrmentsRelated to! Statistical Methodology Employed: 

Not Applicable 

Hi ghl i ghts and Pol ic,Y-Rel eV(lnt FindingSi : ';~ontact was made "by the" programs 
with 2,045 chents: 511 in Boston, 934 in Chicago, and 600 in 
San Diego. Data on 12l5,clients were analyzed in this study: 
3B1 in Boston, 529 in CMcago, and 305 in San Diego~::J A total of 
620 i) c 1 i ents were pl aced by the Rtogram? Of the group of 620, 
a 30- day follow-up questionnaire was completed by 599 cl~ients; 
a 90-day follow-up questionnaire was completed for 5B3 clients; 
a lBO-day follow-up questionnaire was comple~.ed for 530 cl ients. 

" 

c' 

o 

o 

Computer-Related Corrments: SpSS FREQUENCIES 

f l 

Data Source: Form C, Fonn G, Ponn H--<30, 90, and 180 days 
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STATUS 

Entered Program 

Re"1.~ined .in Study Group 
., 

" 

Placed (in job or training) 

30-Day Follow-up Completed 

90-Day Follow-up Completed 
", /.,1 

. -~ 
,~--

180-Day Follow-up Completed 

() 

/1 

,', 

'.' 

• 

TABLE 1 
CLIENT COUNTS 

BOSTON 

511 

381 

,,; 

237 

~ 

,232 

·c 

232 

" 231 
1\ 

D 

Q 

• 

CHICAGO 
, 

SAN DIEGO 

934 600 

529 305 
,> 

206 168 

, 

" 

200 167 
", 

-;.. 

190 161 

':\ 

iJ 

151 148 

~ 

I; ,I 
o 

TOTAL 

2,045 

1,215 

711 

599 
>.:-) 

583 

530 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

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

Brief Description of Contents: Comparabiiity of the experimental and control 
groups ;s ·examined with regard to the orig'inal random assignment. Means 
a,nd significance test scores are presented' for selected characteristics 
including age, race, sex, marital status, edlJcation 3 age at first arrest, 
number of adult arrests, prior employment status, employment status at 
the time of arrest, and prior drug or alcohol use. 

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed: 

T-tests and calculation of statisticai means. 

Highlights and p£licy-Relevant Find;ngs~ The experimental and control groups 
weore found!to be comparable with only a few minor exceptions. 1.n 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, 
there were more males ·in the control group than the experimental group 
and the education l.evel was higher in the experimental group., 

// 

Computer-Related Comments: 'SPSS FREQUENCIES, T-TEST 

Da ta Sou.!.f§.: Form "c 
c 

4 j ·\ 

i' 

, 
! . 
, 

i 

I 
L 

) 
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TABLE 2A 
TEST OF THE RANDOMIZATION PROCESS WITH REGARD TO SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS· 

BOSTON . 

T-TEST 
CHARACTERISTIC 

Experimental Control T-val u~ Probe 

Age (Mean) 27.1 26.5 .91 .36 

Bl ack (%) 41.2 42.4 - .24 .81 

Male (%) 92.1 91.5 .22 .83 

Married (%) 11.2 4.2 2.60 .01 

Education (Mean 10.7 10.6 .43 .67 
years) 

Age at first 16.2 16.0 .42 .67 
arrest (Mean) 

Number of adult 14.7 13.4 .95 .34 
arrests n1ean) 

Ever worked (%) 93.0 93.9 - .34 .73 

Working at time 29.7 37.2 -1.54 .12 
arrested (%) 

Drug or alcohol 48.8 38.0 2.10 .04 
user (%) 

rj 
,'t' .;.; ., 

I 

" I ~ , i 

.... ~ 
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TABLE 2C 
TEST OF THE RANDO~UZATION PROCESS WITH REGARD TO SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS: 

SAN DIEGO 
TABLE 2B 

TEST OF THE RANDOMIZATION PROCESS WITH REGARD TO SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS: 
CHICAGO 

'. () 

T-TEST T-TEST 
CHARACTERISTIC 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental Control T-value Probe 

Experimental Control T-va 1 ue Probe 

.J 

Age (Mean) 27.6 26.9 1.28 .20 
Age (Mean) 28.4 28.0 .30 .76 

Black (%) 79.1 81.7 - .73 .46 
B1 ack (%) 37.4 26.4 1.86 .06 

Male (%) 94.2 88.4 2.36 .02 
\1 

Male (%) 77.6 87.6 -2.23 .03 

Married (%) 16.6 20.0 -1.01 .31 
Married (%) 13.1 17.8 -1.06 .29 

Education (Mean 11.2 10.7 3.19 .00 
Education (Mean 11.9 11.4 2.58 .01 

years) 
years) .. 

Age at first 16.4 16.3 .07 .94 
. Age at fi rst 17 .1 16.9 .43 .67 

arrest (Mean) 
arre~t (Mean) 

Number of adult 8.0 7.9 .17 .87 
Number of adult 10.5 10.3 .09 .93 

arrests (Mean) 
arrests (Mean) 

Ever worked (%) 85.9 83.5 .74 .46 
~ 

Eve~ worked (%) 95.8 91.2 1.40 .16 

Working at time 35.7 32.0 .90 .37 
Working at time 40.4 34.4 .98 .33 

arrested (%) 
arrested (%) 

Drug or alcohol 19.8 23.2 - .95 .34 
.' 

Drug or alcohol 56~3 51.6 .75 .45 
user (%) 

user (%) 
() 

Cl '-', • 

" 0 

o 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tables 3A - 3F: Demographic Characteristics: 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. 

Highlishts and Policy-Relevant Findings: The typical client was a single 
male, in his 20's, who had not graduated from high school. Approximately 
one-half of the Boston and San Diego clients were \'{oite, while about 
15 percent of the Chicago clients were white. In general, the demo­
graphic characteristics were fairly stable across groups for all sites. 

"Computer-Re 1 ated Comments: SPSS FREQUENCIES 
D 0 

Data Source: Form C 

. •• ~""~""-""''*"'-';Il''''''-'~~'''::;';-':::~;:;_;;;.J,:t;:':::;_-::-~~~.~.:.:.,,, •. ;~,..::,n._ ",.~; 

_~_.........-__ ~':"'b __ ~~~-~"""~L..'~' ----' ______ ~_'______'__~~."""' .. /,:..~~'.~., --'-'-='-""'-=--=~. =_ ... _--" ~ .. = ... _=.,=-,~ .. ~~' ~. -,,-,-~.i. __ ~-'-'----.!'_---,-'=-&'_ -"'- • 

, ~I. 

CHARACTERISTIC 

Age Distribution 

16-20 yrs old 

21-25 

26-30 c, 

31-40 

41 and over 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

MEAN 

BAa 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Asian 

Native American 

other ;; 

Don't Know 
(; 

~ 

TOTAL 
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TABLE 3 A 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: BOSTON 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) CampI 

II % II % II % 

,; 11 7.5 10 11.2 21 . 14.6 

61 41.8 31 34.8 53 36.8 
, . 

38 26~O 33 37.1 34 23.6 

33 22.6 13 14.6 29 20.1 

3 2.1 2 2.2 7 4.9 
':1 
-' 

(1) - (0) - (1) -

146 100.0" 89 99.9 144 100.0 

27.0 26 • .3 27.0 

'J 

74 50.3 47 ?2.8 68 46.9 
" 

62, 42.2 36 40.4 61 42.1 

10 6~8 6", 6.7 14 ,9.7 
" .," 1 .7 0 0.0 1 .7 

; 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .7 

(0) - (0) c.;"'~G (0 ). .-
;, .' 

147 100.0 89 99.9 145 100.1 
, ',' 

- _".,_ ~~ • o. T' , 

.-_ ~"t::. -:- -.:' '-;'-';. ::';:':;:::-';:='~-~,-.:::':--"':~':'-:: ~.' 

Total 

II % 

42 11.0 

145 38.3 

105 27.7 

75 19.8 

12 3.2 

(2) -
379 100.0 

26.9 

189 49.6 

159 41.7 

30 7.9 

'? 2 .5 

0 0.0 

1 .3 

(0) -

381 190.0 

o 

; ," " 

j 
• 
~ 

i 
j 
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TABLE 3A. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: BOSTON 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) Con (mod) 
CHARACTERISTIC 

Ii % II % 

Marital Statu§. 

Married 16 11.0 3 3.4 
< 

Divorced/Separated 18 12.3 15 16.9 

Widowed 1 .7 1 1.1 

Single III 76.0 70 78.7 

Don't Know (1) - (0) -
TOTAL 146 100.0 89 100.1 

.ss 
Male 134 91.2 81 91.0 

Female 13 8.8 8 9.0 

Don't Know (0) - (0) -
TOTAL 147 100.0 89 100.0 

Education DistributiQn 

O-~ years 16 11.3 14 1509 

9-11 48 34.0 31 35.2 

H.S. Grad (or GED) 60 42.6 32 36.4 

More than HoS. 17 ' 12.1 11 12.S 

Don't Know (6 ) - (1) -
TOTAL 141 100.0 88 100.0 

MEAN 10.9 10.8 
I, 

Compl 

Ii % 

12 8.3 

24 16.6 

1 .7 

108 74.5 

(0) -

145 100.1 

135 93.1 

10 6.9 

(0) -
145 100.0 

31 22.5 
I 

50 36.2 

45 32.6 

12 8.7 

(7) ,--
138 100.0 

10.3 

- -------~---- - ---.. 

Total 

Ii % 
'" 

31 8.2 

57 15.0 

3 .8 

289 76.1 

(1) -
380 100.1 

350 91.9 

31 8.1 

(0) .-

381 100.0 

61 16.6 

129 35.1 

137 37~3 

40 10.9 

(14) -

367 99.9 

10.7 

; 
.J 

( 
I· 

J 

;' 
I 

, 

CHARACTERISTIC 

Age Distribution 

16-20 yrs old 

21-25 
i~ 

26-30 

31-40 

41 and over 

• Don't Know 

TOTAL 

~ 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Asian 

Native American 

" Other 

'''=~~ Don't Know 
,) 

" )/ 

/! TOTAL 
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TABLE 3B 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: CHICAGO 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Comp1 Comp2 Total 

Ii % Ii % Ii % # % # % 

': 

14 8.3 5 11.1 14 9.5 13 7.8 46 8 • .7 

55 32.7 15 33.3 70 47.6 59 35.3 199 37.8 

53 31.5 15 33.3 25 17.0 44 26.3 137 26.0 

46 2704 9 20.0 30 20.4 43 25.7 128 24.3 

0 0.0 1 2.2 8 5.4 8 4.8 17 3.2 

(0) - (1) - (0) - (1) - (2) -
168 99.9 45 99.9 147 99.9 167 99.9 527 100.0 

19 11.3 4 8.7 20 13.6 34 20.2 77 14.6 

141 83.9 40 87.0 119 81.0 125 74.4, 425 80.3 

7 4.2 1 2.2 8 5.4 a 4.8 24 4.5 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .6 1 .2 

1 .6 1 ,2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 .4 
',I," 

0 0.0 0 \~.o 
1,\ 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
I" '" 

r} 
,I 

(0) - (0)" \\ ,,(0) - (0) , - (0) -\\ ;./--,..;-
\" / \\ ~ 

~\ . . 
168 00.0 46 100.1 147 100.0 168 100.0 529 10p.O 

c, . 

a 

o 



~'o .. '''_'If",,,,,"~....w-~ 

v 

" (.t.," 

o 

" 
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Table 38. Demographic Characteristics: Chicago 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) COIT. (mod) 
CHARACTERISTIC 

II % II % 

Mar1tal Status 

Married 25 14.9 10 22.2 

Divorced/Separated 19 11.3 2 4.4 

Widowed 0 0.0 2 4.4 

Single 124 73.8 31 68.9 

Don't Know (0) - (1) -

TOTAL 168 100.0 .. 45 99.9 

.s.u. 
Male 155 92.3 33 71.7 

Female 13 7.7 13 28.3 

Don't Know (0) - (0) -

TOTAL 168 100.0 46 100.0 
. 

Educat10n 

0-8 years 7 4.2 4 8.9 

9-11 years ',' 65 38.7 26 57.8 
!;_\) \ 

HoS. Grad (or Gfn:.'\' 76 45.2 9 ,,20.0 
'.J--' 

More than H.S. 20 11.9 6 13.3 

Don't Know (0) :, (1) -
" 

TOTAL 168 100.0 45 100.0 

" 

MEAN r/ 11.3 10.7 
'I 
II 

, --- --------

Compl Comp2 Total 
r 

II % II % II % CHARACTER I STIC 

Age D1str1but1on 
27 18.4 34 20.4 96 18.2 . 16-20 yrs 01 d 
15 10.2 18 10.8 54 10.2 

21-25 
1 .7 2 1.2 5 ~9 

26-30 
104 70.7 113 67.7 372 70.6 

31-40 
(0) - (1) - (2) -

,41 and over 

.l47 100.0 167 100.1 527 99.9 
) 

Don't Know 

, 

TOTAL 

140 95.2 156 92.9 484 91.5 
~ 

7 4.8 12 7.1 45 8.5 
White 

" (0) - (0) - (0) -
Black ., 

147 100.0 168 100.0 529 100.0 
i) 

Hispanic 

Asian 

Native American 
11 7.6 ; 11 6.6 33 6.3 ~c· 

Other 
81 56.3 79 47.3 251 47.9 " 

Don't Know 
45 ) 31.3 59 35.3 189 36.1 

" iJ 

7 4.9 18 10.8 51 9.7 D TOTAL 
(: 

(3 ) - (1) - (5 ) - l 
J ' 

" 
G.l 

144 100.1 167 100.0 524 100.0 

10.7,; '. 11.0 11.0 o 
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TABLE 3C 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: SAN DIEGO 

Exp. (mod) Can. (mod) Compl Comp2 

II % II % II % II % 

19 14.3 5 16.1 7 9.2 8 13.3 

39 29.3 7 22.6 22 28.9 17 28.3 

39 29.3 8 25.8 20 26.3 16 26.7 

27 20.3 10 32.3 22 28.9 12 20.0 
" 9 6.8 1 3.2 5 6.6 7 11.7 

(4 ) - (0) - (0) (1) -

133 100.0 31 100.0 76 99.9 60 100.0 

62 4~.3 20 64.5 33 43.4 31 50.8 

48 35.0 6 19.4 30 39.5 20 32.8 

24 17.5 5 16.1 11 
, 

14.5 8 13.1 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.3 0 0.0 

1 .7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

2 1.5 0 0.0 1 1.3 2 3.3 

(0) - (0) - (0) - (0) -,i 

137 100.0 31 100.0 76 100.0 61" 100.0 
il 

" 

Total 

II % 

39 13.0 

85 28.3 

83 27.7 

71 23.7 

22 7.3 

(5 ) -

300 100.0 

146 47.9 

104 34.1 

48 15.7 
!-

1 .3 

1 .3 

5 1.6 

(0) -
305 99.9 

, j 

i 

, J 

~ 
i 

" j 
",1 
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-14-

Table 3C. Demographic Characteristics: San Diego 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Compl 

II % II % # % 
, 

Marital Status 

Married 16 11.7 10 32.3 8 10.7 

Divorced/Separated 39 28.5 8 25.8 19 25.3 

Widowed 1 .7 0 0.0 1 1.3 

Single 81 59.1 13 41.9 47 62.7 

Don't Know (0) - CO) - (1) -

TOTAL 137 100.0 31 100.0 75 100.0 

.ss 
Male 110 80.3 25 80.6 64 85.3 

Female 27 19.7 6 19.4 11 14.7 

Don't Know (0) - (0) - (1) -
" 

r,J 

TOTAL 137 100.0 31 100.0 75 100.0 
,4; 

/i 
if 

,Education II 
j' 
II 

0-8 years 3 2.3 '\ 3.3 3 4.1 1 
)1 

1/"/ 

9-11 years 31 23.5 12., 40.0 27 36.5 
'I 

H.S. Grad (or GED) 72 54.5 11 36.7 33 44.60 
, 

More than H.S. 26 19.7 6 20.0 11 14.9 
l! 

Don't Know (5 ) - (1) - (2) -
" 

'TOTAL 132 100.0 30 100.0 74 100.1 

MEAN 11.9 11.7 11.5 

Comp2 Total 

II % II % 

10 16.4 44 14.5 

17 .27.9 83 27.3 

0 0.0 2 .7 

34 55.7 175 57.6 

CO) - (1) -
61 100.0 304 100.1 

45 75.0 244 80.5 

15 25.0 59 19.5 

(1) - {2} -

60 100.0 3(}3 100.0 

" ,-;11 

" 

2 3.5 9 3.1 

2,1 3_6.8 91 31.1 

26 145.6 142 48.5 

8 14.0 51 17.4 
c 

(4) - (12) -
57 99.9 293 100.1. 

c 

11.6 11.7 

'~ ~ 

, 

-, -'-- ----------------.....r------------------------'"\ 

I 'j', 

I )"t 
, I 

1 

'. 
1) 

CHARACTERISTIC 

Age Distribution 

16-20 yrs old 

21-25 

26-30 

31-40 

41 and over 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

MEAN 

~' 

White 

Black {) 

Hispanic 
" Asian 

I, 
'[' 

Native American 

other 

Don't Know 
'~ 

TOTAL 
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TABLE 3D 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: BOSTON 

Experimental Control Total 

II % II % II % 

20 9.3 22 13.3 42 11.0 

89 41.6 56 33.9 145 38.3 

52 24.3 53 32.1 105 27.7 

46 21.5 29 17.6 75 19.8 

7 3.3 5 ,3.0 12 3.2 

(2) ... (0) - (2) -

214 100.0 165 99.9 379 100.0 

27.1 26.5 26'.9 

110 50.9 79 47.9 189 49.6 

89 41.2 70 42.4 159 41.7 
II 

15 6.9 15 9.1 30 7.9 
'. ., 

" 

1 .5 1 .6 2 .5 

0 '.; 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
''.J 
~' 

1 .5 0 0.0 J .3 

(0) - (0) - (0) -

216 100.0 ,165 100.0 381 100.0 
o 

! I 

I 
. J , 1 

1 

. j 
I 



" -, -....,-.--
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TABLE 3D. Demographic Characteristics: Boston 
(Cant i nued) ., 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control. Total 

tJ % II % tI % 

.' !) 

Har::ltl] Status 

Married 24 11.2 7 4.2 31 8.2 

Divorced/Separated 26 12.1 31 18.8 57 15.0 
'c 

Widowed 1 .5 2 1.2 3 .8 

Single 164 76.3 125 75.8 289 76.1 

Don't Know (0) - (0) - (0) -

'TOTAL 215 100.1 165 100.0 380 100.1 
,r~ "', 

~'7':".,! .. 

~ 
I,r 

Male ,-- 199 92.1 151 91.5 350 91.9 

Female 17 7.9 14 8.5, 3! 8.1 
1"1 

Don't Know (0) - (0) - (0) -
'--

TOTAL 216 100.0 165 100.0 381 100.0 

Edu'ltlgo gl~r::lbut:lgn 
\,::. 

::::"-, 
" 0-8 years 30 14.5 31 19.4 61 16.6 

9-11 75 36.2 54 . 33.8 129' 35.1 

I H.S. Grad (or GED) 80 38.6 57 
;::~ 

35.6 137 37.3 
Ii More than H.S. 22 10.6 18 ,',.11.3 40 ~~·:tO.9 

Don't Know (9) - (5 ) - (f4) -
,-, 

:-
"::!! 

TOTAl.. 207 99.9 160", o 100.1 367 99.9 
'" 

~o (!' 

(. 

-.~ ~:r.P 

MEAN 10.7 10.6 10.7 ," " 

" 

.. ' 
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TABLE 3E 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: CHICAGO 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control Total 
tJ % II % II % \,i 

Age D:lstrfbutfon 

16-20 yrs old 21 7.6 25 10.0 46 8.7 
21-25 94 33.9 105 42.0 199 37.8 
26-30 79 28.5 58 23.2 137 26.0 
31-40 76 27.4 52 20.8 128 24.3 
41 and over 7 2.S 10 4.0 17 3.2 
Don't Know (1) - (1) - (2) -

\1\ 

TOTAL 277 99.9 250 100.0 527 100.0 
'-

MEAN ',27.6 26.9 27.3 

'. ,. , 
RlQl ,. 

" 

I::' White ;; 45 16.2 . 32 12.7 c 

77 ~ 14.6 
-" 

Black 
~J , ,:.' c.220 1'9.1 205 81.7 425 80.3 " \S 

" ,'. 
Hispanic 12 4.3 , 

12 4.8 24 4.5 " 
(; 

Asian 
" '0 0.0 1 .4 " 1 .2 ,.';' 

NatOfveke r f can 
,,0 

" 
1 .4 1 .4 2 .4 , 

.. 

Other' ;\. 
':::'.) -:: 0 .. C' 

0 

10 0.0" . 0 
~ 

0.0 
~. 0.0 0 

Don't Know (0) 0- (0) - (0) -Q " " ~: ':) r, . '" " ,0 ,.,!) 

" TOTAL ~ lO@.O 0 
" ~. 278 [,251 100.0 529 100.0 

Q ~ 

~ 
() 0 ;,' 

,- .. 

o 

.. ) 
. -o.~., ~"." .. ,," "'",'-'~ "",'O"~",,, _';;'tF.~-~-m-,,,,,,,,~ .... __ ,._,,,,,,.,,,.,,,_,.,. '" .",._ .... ~,,_~_, '"~_, 

\ 

, 

.. 

.. , 

I 
i 

.. 1 

, 
rJ 
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TABLE 3E Demographic Charlacteristics: Chicago 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control 

# % II % 

HAr:Jul ~it!Ui 

Married 46 16.6 50 20.0 

Divorced/Separated 31 11.2 23 9.2 

Widowed 1 .4 4 1.6 

Single 199 71.8 173 69.2 

Don~t Know (1) - (1) -
" 

TOTAL 277 100.0 250 100.0 

.Ss 

Male 262 94.2 222 88.4 

Female 16 5.8 29 11.6 
/, 

Don't Know (0) - (0) .\ -
TOTAL 278 100.0 251 100.0 

J;ducai:ion Di!!rl:ribut1on 

0-8 years 13 4.7 20, 8.1 

9-11 115 41.5 136 55.1 
" 

" 
H.S. Grad (or GED) 120 43.3 69 27.9 

" 

More than H.S. 29 10.5 22 8.9 
" 

Don't Know !) (5 ) , (.1) (::- - -
/"TOTAL (I 277 100.0 247 100.0 

" 
MEAN 11.2 10.7 '0 

Total 

'11 % 

, 

96 18.2 

54 10.2 

5 .9 

372 70.6 

(2) -
527 99.9 

484 91.5 

45 8.5 

(0) -
529 100.0 

33 6.3 

251 47.9 

i189 36.1 
" " 

51 9.7 

(6) i, -
,0 

I'.;p 

524 100.0 

11.0 
" 

j) 

, 

() 

,J 

0 
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TABLE 3F 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS: SAN DIEGO 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control Total 

# % # % # % 

Age DJstr:lbut1on 

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 over 17 8.1 5 5.6 22 7.3 

Don't Kno,w (4) - (1) - (5 ) -

TOTAL 210 100.0 ,.90 100.1 300 100.0 

MEAN 28.4 28.1 28.3 

\ 

.B&tl 

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 ,,5 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) - (0) - (0) -
1) 

TOTAL 214 100.1 91 100.1 305 99.9 

1 
" j 

\. 1 



/, 
! 

. ; 

" -' . ""T""--

: 
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TABLE 3F. Demographic Characteristics: 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental 

II % 

fY.titil s:tA:tll~ 

Married 28 13 .1 

Divorced/Separated 58 27.1 

Widowed 1 .5 

Single 127 59.3 

Don't Know (0) -
TOTAL 214 100.0 

.s-
Male 166 77.6 

Female 48 22.4 

Don't Know CO) ..., 

TOTAL 214 100.0 

Educatf OIl D1 str1.hu:t.1011 

0-8 years 5 2.4 
II 

9-11 52 25.1 

H.S. ~rad (or GED) 110 53.1 

More 'than H.S. 40 19.3 

Don't Know (7) -
" t) 

TOTAL 207 99.9 
. 

MEAN " 1i.9 

. .It! 

" . 

San Diego 

Control 

II % 

16 17.8 

I 25 27.8 

1 1.1 

48 53.3 

(1) -
90 100.0 

78 87.6 

11 12.4 
'.' 

(2) -
89 100.0 

~ 

4 4.7 

39 45.3 
'J 

32 37.f~ 

11 12.8 

(5 ) -

86 100,.0 

11.4 

1. ... ~1 "-.-....... -----.. •• • 

Total 

II % 

44 14.5 

83 27.3 

2 .7 

175 57.6 

(1) -
304 100.1 

244 80.5 

59 19.5 
, 

. (0) -

303 100.0 

9 3.1 

91" 31.1 

142 48.5 

51 17.4 
<c' 

(12) -
I 

,;;, 

293 100.1 
1:1 

" D 

11.7 

, . 

~.--. -~,---------'--~--'---"~ ----

1 
I 

o 

() 

--------
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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 variables. For the Boston site, these variables included 
age at fi rst arrest, total number of arrests after age 16, and numbe.r of 
.adult arrests for income-producing offenses. The variables analyzed in 
Chicago and San Diego were ~ge 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 fncarcerated as an adult, number months incarcerated 
fiv.fi! years before most recent (baseline) incarceration, longest number of 
months without an arrest, length of most recent sentence, and most recent 

, char.ge. Tables 40 - 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, ? in Chicago, and 10 in San Diego. The 
majori,ty of cl ients 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. 
, Tables4A - 4C show that, in general, criminal history backgrounds of 

clients were comparable across groups for all sites. In Boston, all three 
available criminal history varia,!>les had little variance across the four 
groups of clients; InChica:'go, comparison group 2 clients appear to have had 
a greater past involvement in crime than clients in other groups. Comparison 
group 2 clients had a larger number of prior arrests and were incarcerated 
more til1W!s than clients in the other groups. In San Diego, comparison group 1 
cli~nts had slightly more ;'hvolvement in crime in the past than the other 
gr{)ups i)f cl ients. " Comparison group 1 clients had the 1 argest mean number 
of prior arrests and were incarcerated more 'times, on the average, 'than 
clients in t~~ other groups. 
. Tables 40-' 4F' show, that for all sites, these cV'iminal history variables 
are quite comparable for the experimental and control group clients (as they 
were originally assigned) • indicating that the randomization process Was 
successful in forming two comparable groups. 

o 

Coomytei"-Related Connents,: ~PSS FREQUENCIES 
o 

\:1 

Data Source: Form C G 

I "I 

\ .{j 
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* 

., 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Compl Total 
CHARACTERISTIC .-

# % # % # % # % 

&1e at ff rst Arrest 

6-13 years 01 d 39 2809 26 32.1 34 24.5 99 27.9 

14-16 years 01 d 42 31.1 19 23.5 44 31.7 105 29.6 

:ti~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 (12) .- .' (8) - (6) - (26) -
. 

TOTAL 135 100.0 81 100.0 139 100.1 355 100.0 

MEAN 15.8 16.0 16.4 16.1 

Iota] ou_su: gf 
iu:msts safwt 
Age 16 

1-2 arrests 5 3.8 2 2.5 ' 11 8.1 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 
'f " 

21 or more arrests 37 28.2 16 19.8 24 17.6 77 22.1 

Don't Know (16) . - (8) - (9) - (33 ) -
T'3TAL :--":; 131 100.0 81 100;0 136 99.9\: '348 100.0 

'r' 

MEAN 15.5 14.6 12.6 14.5 
.' 

NOTE: All criminal history informaj;ion for Boston clients was 
obtained directly from rap sheets. Conviction and 
incarceration information was not available. 

" 

, )'1 

o 

, ,,.,, ,,-.,~,... """ ~·~,.""""-=.'!o':;,,,-, ..... '-<t:',¢;~!a">~'i;::;~;:r;;:,:,:;:::~4.:.::;,_:;,;::.:;;:~:.:.,,_'.:'",.":-;::-,:~;~:'7"'" .:--:' ".-::::~::~'~~L'_ -, ~'I~ -,~~~." ... -,--.. -.'-.~-< -'-~"' , 
'I 

I 

1 
1 , I 

1 
.1 

'j 

, , 

TABLE 4A. Criminal History: Boston 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Exp. (mod) 

# % 

ttullllu.u: gf Adult 
AI:[§sts fin: j DCa.3 

ppoducfng gffenses 

1 arrests 6 4.8 

2 arrests 6 4.8 

3-4 arrests 16 12.8 

5-8 arrests 48 38.4 

9 or more arrests 49 39.2 

Don't Know (22) -

TOTAL 125 100.0 

MEAN 9.5 

(j () 
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Con. (mod) 

# % 

4 5.1 

6 7.6 

16 20.3 

28 35.4 

25 31.6 

(l0) -

79 100.1 

8.1 

Comp 1 Total 

# % # % 

7 5.3 17 5.1 

15 11.5 27 8.1 

17 13.0 49 14.6 

45 34.4 121 36.1 

47 35.9 121 36.1 

(l4) - (46) -

131 100.1 335 100.1 

7.7 8.5 

~, ' 

r.'. 

I) 

I~ 
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CHARACTERISTIC 

6QiI It E:l1:8 Ar;~n 

6-13 years 01 d 

14-16 years old 

17-20 years 01 d 

21 or older 
0 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

MEAN 

Iota] oullbill: Qf 
II:Dlsts Iftel: 
agEl 16 

1-2 arrests 

3-5 arrests 

6-10 arrests 

11-20 arrests 

21 or more arrests 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 
, 

MEAN 

• r 

... t 
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TABLE 48 
CRIMINAL HISTORY: CHICAGO 

Exp. (mod) 

II % 

37 23.6 

47 29.9 

62 39.5 

11 7.0 

(11 ) -
157 100.0 

16.2 

43 27.4 

59 37.6 

30 19.1 

17 10.8 

8 5.1 

(11) -

157 100.0 

6.9 

Con. (mod) 

II 
1i 

# % 

6 14.0 

8 18.6 

20 46.5 

9 20.9 

(3 ) -
43 100.0 

17.8 

18 42.9 

11 26.2 

9 21.4 

2 4.8 

2 4.8 

(4 ) -
42 100.1 

.5.6 

1,\ , .. 

Compl 

# % 

25 18.0 

54 38.8 

50 36.0 

10 7.2 

(8) .:. 

139 100.0 

16.1 

34 25.2 

48 35.6 

27 20.0 

22 16.3 , 

4 3.0 

(12) -
" 

135 100':1 

6.7 

Comp2 Total 

.tI % # % 

42 25.9 110 22~0 

40 24.7 149 29.7 

59 36.4 191 38.1 

21 13.0 51 10.2 

(6) - , (28) -
L 

',I, 

162 100.0 501 100.0 

16.3 16.3 

. -

44 27.5 139 28.1 

49 30.6 167 33.8 

29 18.1 95 19$2 

22 13.8 63 12.8 

16 10.0 30 ,6.1 -' 

(8) - (35) -
160 100.0 494 100.0, 

10.6 8.0 
.. 

-

TABLE 48. Cl'iminal Hi story: Chicago 
(Continued) 
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CHARACTERISTIC 
Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Compl 

II % # % # % 

Iotia] DUlllbill: Qf 
~QO~jtt1QDi Ift§1: 
Igil 16 

1 conviction 44 28.8 13 31.0 40 29.2 

2 convictions 50 32.7 14 33.3 33 24.1 

3-4 convictions 37 24.2 9 21.4 43 31.4 

5-8 convictions 16 10.5 4 9.5 14 10.2 

9 or more 6 ' 3.9 2 4.8 7 5.1 

Don't Know (15) - (4) - (10) -
TOTAL 153 110001 42 ~OO.O 137 100.0 

MEAN 3.0 2.9 3.2 "-

Huillb§1: Qf Idult 
ial:llIi:t:a mr::: ios;ome:= 
DI:QdU~:lOg QffilDi§i 

c' " 

1 arrest. 18 21.4 10 29.4 22 26.2 

2 arrests 24 28.6 11 32.4 14 c16•7 
r~ 

3-4 arrests 19 22.6 3 8.8 21 25~0 
;; 

5-8 arrests 14 16.7 7 20.6 15 '17.9 
11 

9 orO more arrests 0 9 10.7 3 8.8 12 14.3 

Don't Know (84) - (12) - (63 ) -~, , 

0 

TOTAL 84 100.0 34 00.0 84 ' 100.1 
' . 

, ,;:> 

MEAN 4.8 
,. 

3.4 4.7 
\.~:\ 

, . i; 

.----~-.--

Comp2 Total 

II % # % 

34 21.9 131 26.9 

52 33.5 149 30.6 

38 24.5 127 26.1 

18 11.6 52 10.7 

13 8.4 28 5.7 

(13 ) - (42) -

155 99.9 487 100.0 

3.9 3.3 

25 17.5 75 21.7 

37 25.9 86 24.9 

34 23.8 77 22.3 
<:: 

19 13.3 ?5 15.9 

"19.6 I 28 52 15.1 

(25) - 184) -" 
c' 

143 100.1 345 99.9 

6.7 5.4 
.. " 
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TABLE 4B. Criminal History: Chicago 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) 
CHARACTERISTIC 

tI % 

HUSI[ gfildlll:t 
Sigg~Jss:tJQlUi fg[ 
,JOSiWIB grodllSiJDg 
gffioses 

1 52 3404 

2 48 31.8 

3-4 33 21.9 

5-8 13 8.6 

9 or more 5 3.3 

Don't Know (17) -

TOTAL 151 100.0 

MEAN 2.8 

Hulllb§[ gf tJ.:z 
JOSiilOCI[atedili ilD 
adult 

1 31 20.1 

2 36 23.4 

3-4 47 30.5 

5-10 29 18.8 
c 

11 or more 11 7.1 

Don't Know (14) -

TOTAL 154 99.9 
:~, " 

MEAN 4.5 

o 
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Con. (mod) 

It % 

14 33.3 

16 38.1 

7 16.7 

4 9.5 

1 2.4 

(4) -

42 100.0 

.~ . 

2.5 

. 

11 26.8 

9 22.0 

10 24.4 

8 19.5 

3 7.3 

(5 ) -

41 100.0 

4.4 

Compl Comp2 Total 

tI % tI % tI % 

46 34.3 44 29.1 156 32.6 

35 26.1 53 35.1 152 31.8 

36 26.9 32 21.2 108 22.6 

10 7.5 13 8.6 I 40 8.4 

7 5.2 9 6.0 22 4.6 

<13 ) - (17) - (51) -

134 100.0 151 100.0 478 100.0 

2.9 3.0 2.9 

() 

28 20.7 27 17.3 97 20.0 

29 21.5 34 21.8 108 22.2 

35 25.9 41 26.3 133 27.4 

29 21.5 34 21.8 100 20.6 

14 10.4 20 12.8 48 9.9 
" 

(12) , - (11) - (43 ) ... 

135 100.0 156 100.0 486 100.1 0-

5.0 6.7 5~3 
:,;::. 

TABLE 4B. Criminal History: Chicago 
(Continued) 

. 
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CHARACTERISTIC 
Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Compl 

tI % tI % II % 
~Ymbe[ motb§ :I O~!ll:': 
~~[!I~d S ~e!ll:s 
before ba§eline tenm 

o months 33 22.0 15 35.7 32 23.7 
1-3 months 22 14.7 2 4.8 27 20.0 
4-6 months 12 8.0 4 9.5 12 8.9 
7-12 months 11 7.3 7 16.7 10 7.4 
13-24 months 13 8.7 4 9.5 18 13.3 
25-48 months 22 14.7 5 11.9 11 8.1 
49 or more months 37 24.7 5 11.9 25 18.5 
Don't Know (18) - (4) - (12) -

TOTAL 150 100.1 42 100.0 135 99.9 

MEAN 25.8 17.0 20.3 

L2D9~U nymb~[ Qf 
~s withOOt a . 

1";3 months 
« 7 5.3 4 13.8 12 10.3 

4-6 months 22 16.7 2 6.9 10 8.6 
7-12 months 29 22.0 5 17.2 31 26.7 
13-24 months 35 26.~ 9 '31.0 21 18.1 

-, .. 25-48°months 20 15.2 5 17,_,2 26 22.4 
t, 49 or more months 19 14.4 4 13.8 16 13.8 

Don't Know" (36) - ( 17) , - (~1) -
~ '/ 

" 

TOTAL 13,2 100.1' ~9 99.,Q 116 99.9 

:(1 

MEAN .. " 25.0 27.6 26.5 

II 
- , 

:. .J 

Comp2 Total 

tI % tI % 

22 14.8 102 21.4 

20 13.4 71 14.9 

19 12.8 47 9.9 

18 12.1 46 9.7 

19 12.8 54 11.3 

25 16.8 63 13.2 

26 17.4 93 19.5 

(19) - (53 ) -

149 100.1 476 99.9 

23.1 22.6 

11 8.2 34 8.3 

.14 10.4 48 1l.7 

31 23.1 96 23.4 

31 ;23.1 96 23.4 

32 23.9 83 20.2 

15 11.2 54 13.1 

(34) - (18) '- 0 

" 
0 

134 99.9 411 100.1 
() 

" 
25.0 25.6 

<flo' 
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TABLE 4B. Criminal History: Chicago 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) 
CHARACTERISTIC 

II % II % 

L~Og:tb Qf lDQst 
recgot ~bi~g]jDg) 
~eote~e 

1-6 months 4 2.6 0 0.0 

7-12 months 2 1.3 3 7.5 

13-24 months 26 16.8 12 30.0 

25-36 months 48 31.0 8 20.0 

37 or more months 75 48.4 17 42.5 

Don't Know (13 ) - (6) -

TOTAL 155 100.1 40 100.1 

MEAN 49.3 42.9 .' 
Most recgnt 
(baseline) cbarge 

Robbery 84 50.3 19 42.2 

Burglary/Breaking 44 26.3 14 31.1 
& Entering 

Larceny/Theft 21 12.6 5 11.1 
(excluding auto) 

Auto Theft 4 2.4 3 6.7 

Arson ': 0 0.0 0 " 0.0 
-'!/ 

,) '" 

Forgery/Counter- 4 2.4 0 '0.0 
feiting " 

;> 

Stolen Prop~i'rty 0 0.0 1 2.2 

Prostitution/Vice 0 , 0.0 1 2.2 

Narc.otics 
~) 

2' " 1.2 1 2'.2 

Other 8 4.8 1 2.2 
, ~J 

Don't Know (1) - (1) -
'\ 

TOTAL 167 100.0 45 99.9 
II 

--
,) 

o 

.... -~ -'"'~"'~-"""'-~~'- .. ~-----., •... --. 
" 

__ J>~. '~_~ ___ " . _c· 

c 

Compl Comp2 
I 

Total 

II % II % II % 

4 2.9 12 7.6 20 4.1 

3 2.2 4 2.5 12 2.5 

34 25.0 42 26.6 114 23.3 

48 35.3 47 29.7 151 30.9 

47 34.6 53 33.5 192 39.3 

(11) - (10) - (40) -

136 100.0 158 99.9 489 100.1 f) 

39.9 38.0 42.5 

62 42.5 60 36.1 225 42.9 

46 31.5 50 30.1 154 29.4 

19 13.0 25. 15.1 70 13.4, 
;:) 

. 
6 4.1 7 4.2 20 3.8 

0 0.0 2. 1.2 2 .4 

2 1.4 7 "~.2 13 2.5 

2 1.4' J .6 . 4 .8 
II 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .2 1- ' 
!} 

3 2 .• 1 .~ 3 L8 9 1.7 
,. 

0.6 ~ 4.1 11 6.6 26 5'.0 '. 
,. 

(1) - (2) - (5 ) -
1) 

146 100.1 166 99.9 ' 524 100.1 
-, 
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TABLE 4C 
CRIMINAL HISTORY: SAN DIEGO 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total 

II % II % 1/ % II % II % 

Age at fi rst Arrest 

6-13 years 01 d 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 20.0 5 16.1 15 19.7 15 25.0 62 20.5 

Don't Know (2) - (0) - (0) ... (1) - (3 ) -
TOTAL 135 100.0 31 100.0 76 100.0 60 100.0 302 100.0 

MEAN 16.8 17.0 17.2 17 .4 17.0 
, 

ISltsa] Dylllbgr: gf 
sar:rests saftgr: 
iga l§ 

1-2 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 . ~\2 16.0 15 26.3 57 19.1 

11-20 arrests 25 18.2 3 10.3 15 20.0 8 14.0 51 17.1 

21 or' more arrests 15 10.9 3 10.3 11 '14,.7 4 7.0 33 11.1 
~, , 

Don ':,t Know 
" 

(0) - (2) - (1) - (4),. - (7) -() 

.s' 

TOTAL 137 99.9 29 99.9 75 100.1 57 99.9 298 100.n 
() 

c 

10.2 '6 
" MEAN \1 0 9.0 13.5 8.0 10.5 

, " 
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TABLE 4C. Criminal History: San Diego 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Exp. {mod) Con. (mod) 

II % II % 

Iota] oullluu: gf 
con~d~ismi Afm[ 
age 16 

1 conviction 39 29.3 10 32.3 

2 convictions 28 21.1 9 29.0 

3-4 convictions 32 24.1 7 22.6 

5-8 convictions 18 13.5 2 6.5 

9 or more 16 12.0 3 9.7 

Don't Know (4) - (0) -
TOTAL 133 100.0 31 100.1 

MEAN 4.3 3.6 

~Urmg[ gf Adult 
A[Olasts fill: i D'OI89 
produci0g offenseS 

1 arrest 37 28.0 .' 9 30.0 

2 arrests 23 17.4 10 33.3 

3-4 arrests 24 18.2 5 16.7 

,5-8 arrests 23 17.4 2 6.7 
" 

9 or more arrests 25 18 •. ~ 4 13.3 

Don't Know I~ (5) - (1) -
TOTAL . 132 99.9 30 100.0 

':::1) (I 

MEAN 5.0 4.6 
" /'. 

!/ 
c. 

.. 

Compl Comp2 Total 

If % .// II % II % 

.' 

, 

23 30.3 16 27.1 88 29.4 

17 22.4 10 16.9 64 21.4 

14 18.4 19 32.2 .. 72 24.1 

12 15.8 7 11.9 39 13.0 

10 13.2. 7 11.9 36 12.0 

(0) - (2) - (6) -
76 100.1 59 100.0 299 100.0 

4.7 4.0 4.2 

I 

16 21.9 15 27.3 77 . 26.6 

12 16.4 8 14.5 53 18.3 

" 15 20.5 17 30.9 61 21.0 

11 15.1 7 12.7 43 14.8 

19 26.0 8 14.5 56 19.3 ,. 

(3 ) - (6) - (IS) -
, 

73' 99.9 55 99.9 290 100.0 

, 

6.6 5:7' 5.5 
", .-. 

o 

--- -'--- --------
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TABLE4C. Criminal History: San Diego 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) 
CHARACTERISTIC ., % ., % 

HUlbg[ gf Adult 
Sigoxis;;:lijgOi fg[ 
.1o,Qlft:produ,iOg 
gffeOsei 

1 56 42.4 13 43.3 

2 28 21.2 8 26.7 

3-4 30 22.7 5 16.7 

5-8 14 10.6 2 6.7 

9 or more 4 3.0 2 6.7 

Don't Know (5 ) - (1) -

TOTAL 132 99.9 30 100.1 

MEAN 2.6 2.9 

~Ullbg[ gf :t:lMi 
iOSiAISig[Amd Ai AD . 
AdU]:t 

1 28 21.1 8 27.6 

2 22 16.5 9 31.0 
'.' 

31ol.4 .- 26 19.5 3 10.,3 

5-10 32 24.1 6 20.7 
" " 

11 or more 25 18.8 ~ 3 10.3 
:J .. j 

" ,,1', 

Don t,t Know (4) - (2) -
h' r 

, 

II 
TOTAL (J 1:33" 100."0' , 29 99.9 

" 
" 

MEAN 7.3 " 5.1 
" D 

o 

Comp1 Comp2 Total 

., % ., % II % 

26 35.6 22 41.5 117 40.6 

24 32.9 9 17.0 69 24.0 

10 13.7 16 30.2 61 21.2 

8 11.0 5 9.4 29 10.1 

5 6.8 1 1.9 12 4.2 

(3 ) - (8) - (17) -
73 100.0 53 100.0 288 100.1 

3.0 2.6 2.7 

14 19.2 13 22.4 63 21.5 

12 16.4 7 12.1 50 17.1 

14 19.2 15 25,,9 58 19.8 
'., 

Ii' ·i 
19 26.0 14 24U 71 24.2 

< 

" 

14 P 19.2 9:' 15 .. 5 . 51 17.4 ... 

(3 ) - (3 ) - (12) " 
- ".\e 

., 

0 
jI-.' 

73 ldo.o 58 100.0 293 100.0 J 
~ 

'il " v 

.' f;' 

, . ,@ 

9.6 5.7 7.3 ~ 

1 

i 
1 

" 1 '. 
.\]., 

" ( I 
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TABLE 4C. Criminal History: San Diego 
(Continued) 

Exper Control 
CHARACTERISTIC 

II % II % 

t!Ymb~r: motb:z ill~!lr::: 
~~r:ated S ~~!U:s 
b~fo~ b~~~]io~ teom 

o months 28 21.1 3 9.7 

1-3 months 23 17.3 6 19.4 

4-6 months 13 9.8 8 25.8 

7-12 months 23 17.3 3 9.7 

13-24 months 23 17.3 2 6.5 

25-48 months 12 9.0 2 6.5 

49 or more months 11 8.3 7 22.6 

Don't Know (4) - (0) -

TOTAL 133 100.1 31 100.2 

MEAN 15.4 21.1 

LQogeSt OY~~r: of 
months without arrest 

o months 9 7.1 2 6.7 

1-3 months 18 14.3 5 16.7 

4-6 months 19 15.1 6 20.0 

7-12 months 22 17.5 2 6.7 

13-24 months 19 15.1 7 23.3 

25-48 months 11 13.5 
" 
4. 13.3 

49 or more months 22 17.5 4 13.3 

Don't Know .. (11) .... ' (1) -
TOTAL 126 100.1 30 100.0 

" 

MEAN 24.4 24.6 

Comp1 Comp2 Total 
\ J 

II % II % II % 

. ) 
12 15.8 11 18.0 54 17.9 

'6 7.9 9 14.8 44 14.6 

18 23.7 7 11.5 46 15.3 

8 10.5 13 21.3 47 15.6 

9 11.8 6 9.8 40 13.3 

12 15.8 6 15.8 32 10.6 

11 14.5 9 14.8 38 12.6 

CO) - (0) - (4) -
" 

76 100.0 61 100.0 301 99.9 

20.8 18.0 17.9 

, 

" 

~ 

3 4.1. 7 12.1 21 7.3 

18 24.3 3 5.2 44 15.3 

6 8a 3 5.2 34 11.8 
(~ 

15 20.3 9 15.5 48 16.7 " 

13 17.6 13 22.4 52 18.1 

6 8.1 9 15.5 36 12.5 
'F, 

13 17.6 14 24.1 53 18.4 
~" 

,. .'-'" " 

t2) - "'(3) - (17) -
" 

" 74 100.1 5~ 100.0 288 100.1 
: 

" 

24.0 30.8, {< 25.6 

TABLE 4C. Criminal History: San Diego 
(Continued) 
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CHARACTERISTIC 
Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Comp1 

II % II % II % 

Lgogtb gf a2l2t 
recgDt ~bAi§]1Dg~ 
seoteoce 

1-6 months 37 27.8 11 36.7 26 34.7 

7-12 months 32 24.1 2 6.7 21 28.0 

13-24 months' 28 21.1 8 26.7 8 10.7 

25-36 months 12 9.0 3 10.0 9 12.0 

37 or more months 24 18.0 6 20.0 11 14.7 .. 
Don't Know (4 ) - (1) - (1) -

TOTAL 133 100.0 30 100.1 75 100.1 

MEAN 22.6 25.6 20.4 

Mos1: ngnt 
<basel iDe) cbArge 

Robbery 31 23.5 3 10.7 18 24.7 

Burglary/Breaking 23 17.4 7 25.0 13 17.8 & Entering 

Larceny/Theft 
(excluding auto) 

9 6.8 6 21.4 6 8.2 
lt (. 

Auto Theft 4 3.0 1 3.6 1 1.4 

Forgery/Counter- 12 9.1 5 17.9 5 6.8 feiting 

Fraud 4 3.0 ,0 0.0 1 1.4 

Embezzlement 1 .8 0 0.0 1 1~4 

C;'~';)len Property 13 9.8 0 0.0 1 1.4 

Prostitution/Vice 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 2.7 
Narcotics 12 9.1 1 3.6 13 17'.8 

" Other 
1\ 23 17.4 5 17.9 12 16.4 

Don't Know (5 ) - (3 ) - (3 ) -(( 

\\ 
. l\ 

VOTAL Q 132 99.9 28 100.1 ' 73 100.0 ~-), " " 

------'-

Comp2 Total 

II % II % 

12 , 20.7 86 29.1 

18 31.0 73 24.7 

15 25.9 59 19.9 

6 10.3 30 10.1 

7 12.1 48 16.2 

(3 ) - (9) -

58 100.0 296 100.0 

21.9 22.2 

~ 13.6 60 20.5 
:,1 

11 18.6 54 18.5 

6 10.2 27 9.2 

3 5.1 9 3.1 

6 10.2 28 9.6 

1 1,.7 6 2.1 

1 1.7 3 1.0 

2 3.4 16 5.5 
<j 

1 1.7 3 1 .. 0 
!~:" 

.:., 

.\ .' 
7 11.9 33 11.3 i«(:'~ , 

13 22.0 53 18.2 

(2) - (13) -
59 100.1 292 100.0 

1 

.j 
I 



.. - -...,-.--

. " 

-34-

TABLE 4D 
CRIMINAL HISTORY: BOSTON* 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental Control Total 

II % II % II % 

~g at Fi[~t A[[§~t 

6-13 years 01 d 56 27.9 43 27.9 99 27.9 -
14-16 years old 59 29.4 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 (15) iAI (11) - (26) --"'/' ,I -
Ii 

jI <-

TOTAL 201 100~'0 154 100.0 355 100.0 

MEAN 16.2 16.0 16.1 
" 

T gti] !:u.lmb~!I: gf 
artgsts ifte[ ige 16 

1-2 arrests 13 6.6 // 5 3.3 0 18 5.2 

3-5 arrests 29 14.7 24 15.9 53 15.2 
" 

6-10 arrests 41 20.8 45 29.8 86 24.7 

11-20 arrests 67 34.0 47 31.1 114 32,8 

21 or more arrests 47 23.9 30 19.9 77 "22.1 
II 

(! <" 
(19) (14) (33 ) ):)on't Know - - .-

C' 

" 

c' 

TOTAL 
/} 

197 100.0 151 100.0 348 100,.0 

MEAN 14.7 13.4 14.5 .;. 

* . NOTE: All criminal history information for Boston cliants was 
obtained directly from rap sheets. Conviction and 
incarceration information was not ,aval1abl.e •. 

.' "''"':} 
I 
( 

, ., 
1 

\l. 

TABLE 4D. CRIMINAL HISTORY: BOSTON 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental 

II % 

~ulDbg[ gf idyl t 
i[[§~~ . f2[ iO!;OIM!::. 
prodU!;fOQ off§osgs 

1 arrest 11 5.9 

2 arrests 16 8.6 
" 
\~. 

3-4 arrests 24 12.8 

5-8 arrests 63 33.7 

9 or more arrests 73 39.0 

Don't Know (29) -

TOTAL 187 100.0 
I.~ • 

,~(, 

MEAN 9.1 

" 

u 
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Control Total I 
II % II % 

6 4.1 17 5.1 

11 7.4 27 8.1 

25 16.9 49 14.6 

58 39.2 121 36.1 

48 32.4 121 36.1 

(17) - (46) -
148 100.0 335 100.0 

" 

7.7 8.5 

,q 

i 

I 
~ 
~ 
I 

,j 
I 
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CHARACTERISTIC 

agg at Fjrst A[[@st 

6-13 years 01 d 

14-16 years old 

17-20 years 01 d 

21 or older 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

MEAN 

TgtAl IlYmg[2f 
A[rests Aftg[ sagg 16 

'0 1-2 arrests 

3-5 arrests 

6-10 arrests 

11-20 arrests 

21 or more arrests 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

MEAN 

-36-

TABLE 4E 
CRIMINAL HISTORY: CHICAGO 

Experimental Control 

II % II % 

59 22.7 51 21.2 

79 30.4 70 29.0 

99 38.1 92 38.2 

23 8.8 28 11.6 

CI8) - (10) -

260 100.0 241 10e'.O 

16.4 16.3 

" 

67 26.1 72 ' 30.4 

94 36.6 73 30.8 . 
51 19.8 44 18.6 

29 11.3 " 34 14.3 

16 6.2 ' 14 5.9 

(21) - (14) -

257 100.0 237 100.0 

.;-, 

8.0 7.9 

\,.1 

Total 

II % 

110 22.0 

149 29.7 

191 38.1 

51 10.2 , 
(28) - ,f 

'C) 
501 100.0 . 

It 
it 

16.3 

139 28.1 

167 33.8 

95" 19.2 

63 12.8 

30 6.1 

(35) -
494 100.0 

8.0 ) 

" 

TABLE 4E. CRIMINAL HISTORY: CHICAGO 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC E><perimental 

Ii % 

Totsal oumbgr:: gf '20-
~jct12lls after sage 16 

1 conviction 65 26.0 

2 convictions 81 32.4 

3-4 convictions 66 26.4 

5-~ convictions 25 10.0 

9 or more con- 13 5.2 victions 

Don't Know (28) -
TOTA~" 250 100.0 ) " II 

'\ n 

MEAN I, 
3.2 

~umlu~[ 2f sadul:t 
M[!lUib fQ[ :I~OIIg= 
Produc1" Qffensg§ " 

1 arrest 28 17 .6 

2 arrests 44 27.7 

3-.4 arrests- 38 23.9 " 
5-8arrEl,sts 27 17.0 

9 or more arrests 22 13.8 

Don't Know (119) -
TOTAL 159 100.0 

MEAN 5.6 '" 

-37-

Control 

II % 

66 27.8 

68 28.7 

61 25.7 

27 11.4 

c 15 6.3 

(14) \'.';' -
.', 237 99.9 

3.4 

47 25.3 

42 22.6 

39 21.0 

28 15.1 

30 16.1 

(65) -

186 100.1 

5.3 

Total 

,Ii % 

131 26.9 

149 30.6 

127 26.1 

52 10.7 

28 5.7 

(42) -

487 100.0 

3.3 

'75 21.7 

86 24.9 

77 22.3 

55 15.9 

52 IS. 1 

(184) - '., 

345 99.9 

5.4 

____ ,,11' __ _ 

, ! 

,. i 

: j , 
i 

( , i 
" ~ 

ti 
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TABLE 4E. CRIMINAL HISTORY: CHICAGO 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimenta 1 

II % 

Humbe[ of idylt c~ 
~j~tjQns fg[ jD~ome-
R[Qdy~jD9 gff~ns~s 

-~'/-

L 76 30.6 
II 

2 84 33.9 

3-4 57 23.0 
,0 

5-8 19 7.7 

9 or more 12 4.8 
,I 

Don't Know1 (30) -, 

\, 
/' 

TOTAL 248 100.0 

II 
\\ 

MEAN \\ 2.9 " 

\\ 
\, 

\\ 
'I 
':\ 

Hymb§[ gf tjM§\ 
jn~5u~~erated i§ '~ 
adult \ 

,.' 

1 .~-, 
48 18.9 

2 56 22.0 

3-4 78 30.7 

1\\ 51 ' 5-10 20.1 
" 

I-

11 or more 
\\ 

21 8.3 
% 

Don't Know (24) -

TOTAL 254 100.0 

MEAN 4.9 

" 

Control Total 

/I % /I % 

80 34.8 156 32.6 

66 29.6 152 31.8 

51 22.2 108 22.6 

21 9.1 40 8.4 " II ,,/ 

10 4.3 22 4.6 

(2l) - (5l) -

230 100.0 478 100.0 
" 0" 

2.8 2.9 

'r":O" 

~. ',-:::' :"""'.~,,-:-

49 21.1 97 20.0 
I, ,;> 

52 22.4 108 22.2 

55 23.7 133 27.4 

49 21.1 100 20.6 

27 11.6 48 9.9 

<ji8) .- (42) -
" 

232 99.9 486 100.1 

v 

5.8 5.3 
" 

( 

( 

'0 

TABLE 4E. CRIMINAL HISTORY: CHICAGO 
<Continued) 
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CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental 

II % 

fjyllb!u: .ao:tbi :lD'It:: 
... § v9ar~:" 

basalt De teAl 

o months 48 1904 

1-3 months 41 16.5 

4-6 months 22 8.9 
" 

(;-

7-12 months 23 9.3 

13-24 months 23 9.3 

25-48 months 40 16.1 

49 or more months 51 20.6 
,~ 

Dontt Know (30) -
~,~ 

TOTAL 248 100.1 

MEAN 
~) 

23.9 
, 

Lsmsmi1i DUIb!)!: gf· 
.",thi wttboot arres 

1-3 months 12 5.5 
() , 

4-6 months 34 15.5 

°7-12 months 46 20.9 
': 

, 

, 13-24 months 55 25.0 
<) 

25-48 ,months 40 18.2 
'~I 

'I. 49 or mQre months 33 15.0 

Don't Know (58) -
TOTAL 220 100.1 

{) F';' 

" 

" MEAN 26.3 
, ' 

",",:,~{'):",,,=~,,,,.-,,.,, ' 
-, -,,- - -' --.~ .. -, ;. "" 

Control 

/I % 

54 23.7 

30 13.2 

25 11.0 

23 10.1 

31 13.6 

23 10.1 

42 18 • .4 
q 

(23) -

228 100.1 

" 
21.1 

" 

22 11.5 ) 

14 7.3 
0 
50 26.2, 

" 

41 21.5 

I~'43 22.5 

21 11.0 
'0 

-J 

(60) - .~. ) 

191 ' 100.0 

~4.8 

Total 

II % 

102 21.4 

71 14.9 

47 9.9 

46 9.7 

54 11.3 

63 13.2 

93 19.5 

(53 ) -
476 99.9 

22.6 

34 8.3 

48 11.7 

96 23,.4 

96 23.4 

83 20.2 

54 13.1 

(118) -
" 

411 100.1 

0 

25.6 
, 

j 

\ 

!.I 

I 

\ 

\ 
j 
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TABLE 4E. CRIMINAL HISTORY: CHICAGO 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental 

II % 

L~Og:tb Qf 1lIQ§:t 
[~~O:t Uua§ellog} 
§gnt!i!o!:te 

1-6 months 10 3.9 

7~12 months 6 2.3 
~ 

-. -~. 

13-24 months 54 21.0 'l 

" ; 

25.-36 months 82 31.9 
; 

37 or more months 105 40.9 

Don't Know (21) -
,; 

TOTAL 257 100.0 

MEAN 44.8 

:Mos_t....L:..~ J.b.as.e.11 ne.) 
!:tbaroe " 

Robbery 118 ~' 42.9 

Burglary/Breaking & 81 29.5 
Entering 

Larceny/Theft 41 14.9 
(excluding auto) 

\) 

Auto Theft 11 4.0 

Arson 0 0.0 
') 

Forgery/Counter- S 1.8 
feiting 

Stolen Property 1 .4 

Prostitution/Vice 0 0.0 

Narcotics 4 1.5 

other 14 5.1 
'\\ 

Don't Know (3 ) /j';'-

.\ 

" TOTAL '! ; 275 100.~/ 

-A , 

Control 

II % 

10 4.3 

6 2.6 

60 25.9 

69 29.7 

87 37.5 

0) -

232 100.0 
" 

40.0 

107 43.0 

73 29.3 

29 11.6 

9,' 3.6 

2 .9 

8 3.2 

3 1.2 

1 .4 
" 

5 2.0 

12 4.8 

(2) -
;;?~:; 

249 99.9 

Total 

II % 

20 4.1 

12 2.5 

114 23.3 

151 30.9 

192 39.3 

(40) -

489 100.1 

42.5 

225 42.9 

154 29.4 

70 13.4 

20 3.8 

2 .4 

13 2.5 

4 .8 rt 

1 .2 

9 1.7 
(:::: 

26 5.0 

(5) -
524 ,100.1 1 
" 1\ 
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TABLE 4 F 
CRIMINAL HISTORY: SAN DIEGO 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental Control Total 

II % II % II % 

!\gg it EiJ::~ ~I:mit 

6-13 years 01 d 53 25.1 20 22.0 73 24.2 

14..;16 years old 52 24.6 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 ) - (0) - (3 ) -

TOTAL 211 99.9 91 100.1 302 100.0 

. {) MEAN 17.1 16.9 17.0 

lRtsal DUllbgl: gf sar:, 
after: sage 16 

1-2 arrests 54 25.5 25 29.1 79 26.5 

3-5 arrests 53 25.0 25 29.1 78 26.2 . 

6-10 arrests 41 19.3 ',' 16 18.6 57 19.1 ; 
Ij ., 

() 

., 
19.3 10 H.6 51 17.1 11-20 arrests 41 

c-' 

21 or more arrests 23 10.8 +,0 H.6 33 11.1 
'I:' II 

-:..{ 

" (5) (7) Don't Know (2) - ,'-. , -
'':) .> 

'" 

TOTAL 212 99.9 86 100.0 298 100.0 
)J ", 

MEAN 10.5 10.3 10.5 
;' 

1 
(' 

, 
~ 

o 
I 

I 
" ' 
J 

(.) 



lr 
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TABLE 4F. CRIMINAL HISTORY: SAN DIEGO 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experi menta 1 

# % 

TQti] Oymb~[ Qf CQD.:: 
~lctIQO~ ifte[ ~g~ 16 

1 conviction 63 30.0 

2 convictions 43 20.5 

3-4 convictions 49 23.3 

5-8 convictions 27 12.9 

9 or more con- 28 13.3 
victions 

Don't Know (4) -

TOTAL 210 100.0 

" 

MEAN 4.5 
o \\ 

(') .::,\ 

tJ!.Ilib§u: Qf sadyl t 
5I[rElsti f2[ i m;:OJ\e-' 
produc10g QffeoseS 

1 arrest 54 26 • .3 

2 arrests 32 15.6 

3-4 arrests 43 21.0 
lu 

5-8 arrests 33 16.1 

9 or more arrests 43 21.0 

Don't Know (9) -J"+, 
,.j 

TOTAL 205 100.0 
\) 

MEAN 5.9 

,,(' 

c;:: 

" 

( i 

Contro"! Total 

# % # % 

,-' 

2Si 28.1 88 29.4 

21 23.6 64 21.4 

23 (7 25.8 72 24.1 

12 13.5 39 13.0 

8 9.0 36 12.0 

{,-.' 

(2) - (6) -
89 100.0 299 100.0 

--
3.6 4.2 

" 

23 27.1 77 .,' 26.6 

'21 24.7 1153 18.3 , <) 

18 21.2 61 21.0 

10 11.8 43 14.8 

13 15.3 56 19.3 () 
'," 

(6) - (15) -
I 

85 ,~) 100.1 290 100.0 {,1 
ft'l 

~ Ji 

'4.5 {; 5.S 
" -

,,''::::' 

TABLE 4 F. CRIMINAL HISTORY: SAN DIEGO 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental 

Ii % 

HUIb§[gf ,gDXt~jgOi 
fg[ jocaae R[Qdu'iOg 
gff§Oi§gl 

1 84 41 • .2 ::> 

2 47 23.0 

3-4 42 20.6 

5-8 22 10.8, 

9 or more 9 4.4 

Don't Know (10) -
TOTAL 204 100.0 

MEAN 2.8 

HUIIIb§[ gf ttMi 
iO'lrcO[It§d Ii 10 
Idult " 

1 44 
c' 

21.1 
2 31 14.8 
3-4 

,) 

43 20.6 
.~ 

5-10 50 .23.9 

11 or mgr~ 41 19.6 
.,,': 

Don't Know (5) - , , 
'\ 

<v= 

TOTAL \ 

-43-

Control 

# % 

33 39.3 

22 26.2 

19 22.6 

7 8.3 

3 3.6 

'-- (7) -
84 100.0 

(-' 

2.7 

" 

19 22.6 

19 22.6 
'" 
15 17.9 

21 \)25.0 

10 11.9 

(7) -
209

0 100.0 ~, 84 100.0 
• 

MEAN' 7.2 
" 7.5 II 
il 

o 

Total 

# % 

'-

117 40.6 

69 24.0 

61 21.2 

29 10.1 

12 4.2 

(17) -
288 100.1 

2.7 

63 21.5 

50 17.1 

58 \ 19.8 

71 24.2 
G 

,~~ , 

51 17.4 

(12) -
, 

',293 100.0 

" 7.3 -(':: , 
• 

'C':,., J 

1 

I 
n 

, 

.1 
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TABLE 4F. CRIMINAL HISTORY: SAN DIEGO 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental 

II % 

Hullluu: II!2D:tb~ jO~It:: 
..... § .years z. 

!lIse] joe teen 

o months· 42 20.0 

1-3 months 32 15.2 

4-6 months 24 11.4 

7-12 months 33 15.7 

13-24 months 33 15.7 

j~5-48 months 20 9.5 

49 or more months. 26 12.4 

Don't Know (4) -
q . 
'1 
II "') 

TOTAL 210 9.~.9 
/ :~' 

MEAN 17.6 

" 
LgOQiB DUllb.g~1: gf 
lIIOI1:tb~ .1:tbgut ilI:I:IS 

,'. 

o months 13 6.5 

1-3 months 31 15.5 

4-6 months 24 12.0 " 
t'; 

;:;.--::/" 7-12 months 32 ~,6.0 ~ 

13-24 months 33 16~5 

25-48 montrys 29 14.5 ./ , -7 4 

49 or more months 38 /i9~0 
Ii 

,:, 

Don't Know (14) I -
.. , 

(! 

TOTAL 200 100.0 

":) '.' 

" "~EAN 26.1 
" " 

.' C 

Control Total 

fI % fI % 

12 13.2 54 17 .9 

12 13.2 44 14.6 

22 24.2 46 15.3 

14 15.4 47 15.6 

7 7.7 40 13,3 .. 
12 13.2 32 10.6 

12 13.2 38 12.6 

(0) - -(4) -
i) 

91 100.1 301 99.9 i 

l 
18.4 ) 17.9 . 

8' 9.1 21 7.3 
., 

13 14.8 44 15.3 

10 1i~4 34 11.8 ~, 

0 

16 18.2 48 " 16.7 

21~~ 
, 

19 .. ' 52 18.1 

" ,I o 

. 
7 8.0 36 12.5 

0 

15 17.0 ,53 18.4 
.j 

., 

(3 ) - (17) -' " 
C",;\ o 

v 

88 iOO.l 288 ~00.1 (~, 

". .. 
24.4. 25.6 

_ "~_. .. • t • 
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TABLE 4F. CRIMINAL HISTORY: SAN DIEGO 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental , % 

Llogtb gf ailS 
receO:t IbiHlioil 
senwDCEl 

1-6 months 59 28.6 
, 

7-12 months 51 24.8 

13-24 months 40 19.4 

25-36 months 20 9.7 

37 or more months 36 17.5 

Don't Know (8) -

TOTAL 206 100.0 

" . fj 

MEAN 22.2 
" (J 

, 

MQSt rec;eot l,blHlhud .,. 

,~bl'" 
" 

., ,. , 

.. Robbery 45 21.5 
~. " 

~" :::::, ~ 

,Burgl ary/Break irig &. 37 17.7 
Enterjng 

.> 
.' iI 

Larceny/Thef~ 18 8.6 ., 
" . i.( ex£;l ud i ng auto) .' . 

) I 
" " '7 3.3 Auto' Theft 

" 
' , 

(;. ,--:::.:: 

Forgery/Counte~ 17 8.1' 
~ 

II" fefting J} 

(, 

'Fraud 5 2.4. 
v 

, 
<:::, 

3 1;4 Embazz\l amant 
(, 

~ <: ,. 
C 

\) 

Stplen Property 7 ,~~ 6.7 
" 0 

Prostftut'ion/V1ce 3 1.4 c 

" 
.CO 

,::., Narcotics (. , 25 12.0 
" 

" oth$r 3S 16.7 
" vv 

~":-

Don't K~ow (5 ) _(') 

., /~ 

.- . 
Q ~ 

, TOTAl. 0 ,209 "99.8, 
'.V 

7 

Control Total 

I % II % 

.. 

27 30.0 86 29.1 

22 24.4 73 24.7 

19 21.1 59 19.9 

10 ILl 30 10.1 

12 13.3 48 16.2 

(1) - (9) -

91 99.9 296 100.0 

22.2 22.2 

,'j-

15 1.8.1 60 20.5 
.~, 

11!: . 20.5 ' 54 18.5 

'-., , 
'.' 

,9 19·8 27 9.2 
:~. 

2 2\j4 9 
::-

" 3~1 

11 13~3 28 9.6· ., " 'i 
" 

" 

1 1.2 6!~ 2,.1 
''::' 

0 0.0 '3 1.0 
() 

2 ,2.4 16 5.cS 
..:.;. ..... "> ') 

c 
" 

" 
0 0.0 3 ,,1.0 

0 
,0 

" 
0., 

"8 9.,6 33 " 11.3 " " 0 

c 

18 21.7 ) 53 18.2 ' p' 

.. 
" I) .. 

<-

) (8) " (,13 ) - ---;:-. c· ,j 

0 ~ 

c 

83 100.0
0 

'292 ;1 100.0 , 
,,\ 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tables 5A - 5F: Employment History: Boston, Chicago, and 
San 01ego 

Brief Description of Contents: Tables 5A - 5C 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 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 50 - 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 
cnents have at some point in thelr 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 wor~ing 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 SA - 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 longest number of months at their last job, while comparison 
group 2 clients had the 1 argest percentage of cl ients working at the time 
of arrest. 

Tables 50 - 5F indicate little variance across'the experimental and 
control groups for all variables in all three sites. 

\\"" 
1\ 

Computer-Related Comments: SPSS fREQUENCIES 

Data Source: Forni C 

i· 
.l 

.j 

1 , , 
! 

. 1 

1 
! 

CHARACTERISTIC 

I:IA5 s;] bmt glall: 
worlsgd? 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

IgtkjOQ At tj. 
Arrested? 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

IF WORKING AT TIME 
ARRESTED: 

tlulluu: Montb~ 
UOMPl smu lamm 
Current Incarcera1;joo 

o months 

1-6 months 

7-12 months 

13 or more months 

Don't Know 

TOTAL " 

" 

MEAN 
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TABLE 5 A 
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: BOSTON 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) 

# % # % 

137 93.8 86 97.7 

9 6.2 2 2.3 

(1) - (1) -
146 100.0 88 100.0 

44 31.0 36 40.9 

98 69.0 52 59 .. 1 

(5 ) - (1) -

142 100.0 88 100.0 

46 34.8 ·37 44.0 

44 33.3 29 34.5 

22 16.7 12 14.3 

20 15,,2 6 7.1 

(15) - (5 ) -
c' 

132 100.0 84 99.9 

(I '.' 
7.8 c' 6.4 

Compl ',otal 

# % # % 

131 90.3 354 93.4 

14 9.7 25 6.6 

(0) - (2) -
145 100.0 379 ~OO.O 

43 30.1 123 33.0 

100 69.9 250 67.0 

(2) - (8) -

143 100.0 373 100.0 

43 34.7 126 37.1 

35 28.2 108 31.8 
<j 

23 18.5 57 16.8 .:. 

23 18.5 49 14.4 

(21) (41) ('\ - -
L' ~ I 

~ 
1 

j , 
124 99.9 340 100.1 
c 

' .. ,~ 
9.0 7.9 
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TABLE 5A. Employment History: Boston 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) 
CHARACTERISTIC , % 

Week] Y . Wage Last Job 

$1-120 39 29.1 

$121-160 39 29.1 

$161-230 35 26.1 

$231 or more 21 15.7 

Don't Know (4) -
TOTAL 134 100.0 

MEAN' 149.90 

fjllllhg[ agDtb:i at 
last fgb 

1~2 months 26 19.0 

3-4 months 25 18.2 

5-6 months 29 21.2 

7-12 months 24 17.5 .. _. 
13-24 months ~27 19.7 

25 or more months 6 4.4 

Don't Know (1) -
TOTAL 137 100.0 

MEAN 10.1 

-48-

Can. (mod) 

II %. 

26 31.3 

23 27.7 

23 27.7 

11 1303 

(4) -
83 100.0 

149.80 

17 19.8 

26 30.2 
\. 

8 9.3 

17 19.8 

6 7.0 

12 14.0 

(1) -

86 100.1 
I. 

12.5 

.. 

CampI Total 

II % /I % 

31 24.2 96 27.8 

52 40.6 114 33.0 

32 25.0 90 26.1 

13 10.2 45 13.0 

C3 ) - ell) -
128 100.0 345 99.9 

148.50 166.20 

24 18.6 67 19.0 

29 22.5 80 22.7 

18 14.0 55 15.6 

33 25.6 74 21.0 

17 13.2 50 14.2 

8 6.2 26 7.4 

(2) - (4) -

129·, 100.1 352 99.9 

9.0 10.3 
~ 

. --- ----

j 
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TABLE SA. Employment History: Boston 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) 
CHARACTERISTIC 

II % 

Ho.o:tb:i it ] QDgiS 
Jj& 

1-6 months 33 24.6 

7-12 months 30 22.4 

13-24 months 43 32.1 

25-36 months 13 9.7 

37-48 months 6 4.5 

49 or more months 9 6.7 

Don't Know (4 ) -
TOTAL 134 100.0 

MEAN 19.8 

" 
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Con. (mod) 

II % 

25 29.1 

20 23.3 

18 20.9 

13 15.1 

3 3.5 

7 8.1 

(1) -
86 100.0 

20.7 

CampI 

II % 

34 26.4 

32 24.8 

33 25.6 

15 11.6 

6' 4.7 

9 7.0 

(2) -

129 100.1 

20.7 

--------

Total 

II % 

92 26.4 

82 23.5 

94 26.9 

41 11.7 

15 4.3 

25 7.2 

(7) -

349 100.0 

20.4 

1 
\ 

1 
! 



CHARACTERISTIC 

tli:i ,]:llot gUJ: 
worlsed? 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

IfQrlsiOg it tim 
iJ:r=ested? 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

!F WORKI~ AT TIME 
MRESTED: 

HIIEII: HgD:tb:i 
Uoag] QJld iamr=e 
.... it II Ira' ·tOl'1 

o months 

1-6 months 

7-12 months 

13 or more months 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

MEAN 
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TABLE 58 
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: CHICAGO 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) CampI 

tI % tI % tI % 

147 88.0 38 84.4 120 82.2 

20 12.0 7 15.6 26 17.8 

(1) - (1) - (1) -
167 100.0 45 100.0 146 100.0 

62 36.9 11 24.4 43 29.3 

106 63.1 34 75.6 104 70.7 

(0) - (1) - (0) -
168 100.0 45 100.0 147 100.0 

61 42.4 ·11 29.7 42 35.6 

35 24.3 12 32.4 26 22.0 
.' 

20 13.9 3 8.1 23 19.5 

28 19.4 II 29.7 27 22.9 

(24) - (9) - (29) -
/' "'-'-=--

144 100.0 37 99-:;'''9 118 10.0.0 

" 

11.1 14 • .0 14.5 

Comp2· 

tI % 

140 83.8 

27 16.2 

(1) -
167 100.0 

63 37.7 

104 62.3 

(1) -
167 100.0 

62 45.6 

32 23.5 

19 14 .• 0 

23 16.9 . 
(3·2) -
136 10.0 • .0 

11 • .0 

.• ~~- -_ ... ,,,,,.' ,~_, ..... ,~"v ... t~"" _ _ v •• 

- ..... ~ ,~-" .. ' .. .;. ... ~ 

-----. -'--

, .-~ '''» - -_. '''-.-,- ~- . .. . 

Total 

tI % 

445 84.8 

80 15.2 

(4) -
525 100.0 

179 34.0 

348 66.0 

(2) -
527 10.0.0 

176 40.5 

105 24.1 

65 14.9 

89 20.5 

(94) -
435 1.0.0.0 

12.2 

TABLE 58. Employment History: Chicago 
(Continued) 
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CHARACTERISTIC 
Exp. (mod) Can. (mod) CampI 

tI % tI % tI % 

WeeIs] Y Ifcagl list J Qb 

$1-12.0 22 15.4 8 22.2 19 16.2 

$121-16.0 31 21.7 8 22.2 34 29.1 

$161-23.0 48 33.6 11 30.6 32 27.4 

$231 or more 42 29.4 9 25.0 32 27.4 

Don't Know (5 ) - (3) - (4) -
TOTAL 143 1.0.0.1 36 1.0.0 • .0 117 10.0.1 

MEAN 19.0.07 170.58 163.53 

Humll: lIlotb:i i:t 
Jas Ji2It 

1-2 months 21 14.4 3 8.3 9 7.6 

3-4 months 24 16.4 4 11.1 19 16.0 

5-6 months 
. 

26 17.8 4 11.1 17 14.3 

7-12 months 38 26 • .0 1.0 17.8 39 32.8 

13-24 months 2.0 13.7 11 3.0.6 11 9.2 

25 or more months 17 11.6 41 r 11.1 24 2.0.2 

Don't, Know (2) - (3 ) - (2) -
<",'I 

TOTAL .- 146 99,e9 36 10.0 • .0 119 1.0.0.1 

, MEAN 11.5 15.2 13.8 

------'--

Comp2 Total 

tI % tI % 

16 12.4 65 15.3 

41 31.8 114 26.8 

35 27.1 126 29.6 

37 28.7 12.0 28.2 

(27) - (39) -

129 1.00 • .0 425 99.9 

172 • .09 175.34 

22 16.7 55 12.7 

13 9.8 6.0 13.9 

18 13.6 65 15 • .0 

34 25.8 121 27.9 

26 19.7 68 15.7 

19·' .' 

14.4 64 14.8 

(9) - (16) , -
132 10.0.0 433 10.0 • .0 

11.7 12.5 



.; 

Table 58. Employment History: Chicago 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) Con. 
CHARACTERISTIC 

1/ % , 
!Qn:tb5 it ] smggn 
J.Qb. 

1-6 months 33 22.8 5 

7-12 months 42 29.0 12 

13-24 months 32 22.1 9 

25-36 months 21 14.5 7 

37-48 months 7 .4.8 0 

49 or more months 10 6.9 4 

Don't Know (3 ) - (2) 

TOTAL - 145 100.1 37 
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(mod 

% 

13.5 

32.4 

24.3 

18.9 

0.0 

10.8 

-
99.9 

MEAN 18.4 20.2 

Compl Comp2 Total 
-

# % # %, '# % 

18 15.1 18 13.1 74 16.9 

35 29.4 40 29.2 129 29.5 

17 14.3 36 26.3 94 21.5 

27 22.7 19 13.9 74 16.9 

10 8.4 12 8.8 29 6.6 

12 10.1 12 8.8 38 8.7 

(2) - (4) - (11) -

119 100.0 137 100.1 :438 100.1 

.20.7 20.5 19.8 

CHARACTERISTIC 

Hili ,]:lgDt evet 
worlsgd? 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

)fgr.JsiDg A:t :Iii. 
attested? 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

IF WORKlNa AT TIME 
ARRESTED: 

HllllluiU: Mon1ib5 
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TABLE 5C 
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: SAN DIEGO 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Compl 

II % II % # % 

132 96.4 31 100.0 70 92.1 

5 3.6 0 0.0 6 7.9 

(0) - (0) - (0) -

137 100.0 31 100.0 76 100.0 

60 43.8 8 25.8 27 35.5 

77 56.2 23 74.2 49 64.5 

(0) - (0) - (0) -

137 100.0 31 100.0 76 100.0 

Ur".] oxed Iaf2m 
CurMnf- Tn~al .L-'i0l1 

" 
.. 

o months 53 41.1 8 27.6 25 37.7 

1-6 months 40 31.0 7 24.1 21 30.4 
- . 

. 7-12 months 21 .:}6.3 10 34.5 9 13.0 

13 or more months 
,,' 

15 11.6 4 13.8 13 18.8 

, 00(,' t Know (5) - (0) - (6) -
~ c 

TOTAL 129 100.0 29 '100.0 69 99.9 
'-'-.~.- -.::-.-

MEAN 7.6 
I 

1.0.8 10.4 

" 

Comp2 Total 

1/ % II % 

55 90.2 288 94.4 

6 9.8 17 5.6 

(0) - (0) -

61 100.0 305 100.0 

22 37.3 117 38.6 

37 62.7 186 61.4 

(2) - (2) -
59 100.0 303 100.0 

19 40.4 106 38.7 

12 25.5 80 29.2 

7 14.9 47 17.2 

9 19.1 41 15.0' 
, 

(6) - (17)", " (£'''1j -
lv~ 

~~" \ 
., 

47 99.9 274 100.r 

9.9 9.0 

\ 



. , 

" ~ ~ "'T"" ~-
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TABLE 5C. Employment History: San Diego 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) 
CHARACTERISTIC 

II % # % 

Weels) y Wage Last Job 

$1-120 27 21.1 5 17.2 

$121-160 32 25.0 9 31.0 

$161-230 35 27.3 5 17 .2 

$231 or more 34 26.6 10 34.5 

Don't Know (4) - (2) -
TOTAL 128 100.0 29 99.9 

MEAN 197.94 213.59 

Hllmgr: agDtbi At 
last job 

1-2 months 34 26.0 7 22.6 

3-4 months 17 13.0 5 16.1 

5-6 months 21 16.0 4 12.9 

7-12 months 28 21.4 5 16.1 

13-24 months 17 13.0 4 12.9 

25 or more months .14 10.7 6 19.4 

Don't Know (0) - (0) -
, TOTAL 131 100.1 31 100.0 

MEAN ~ 12.4 14~9 

Comp1 

# % 

17 26.6 

16 25.0 

13 20.3 

18 28.1 

(6) -

64 100.0 

193.86 

13 18.6 

14 20.0 

13 18.6 

14 20.0 

8 11.4 

8 11.4 

(0) -
70 100.0 

12.7 

~'. -
J. -- -, .",~,,,,,,,, __ .- ~ 

Comp2 TOltal 

II % # % 

14 27.5 63 23.2 

11 21.6 68 25.0 

12 23.5 65 23.9 

14 27.5 76 27.9 

(3 ) - (15) -
I 

51 100.1 272 100.0 

223.82 203.50 

9 17.0 63 22.1 

11 20.8 47 16.5 

9 17.0 47 16.5 

9 17.0 56 19.6 
,,' 

8 15.1 37 13.0 

7 13.2 35 12.3 

(2) - (2) -

53 100.1 285 ' 100.0 

l3.0 12.9 

1 
l. 
I . 
l­
I 
r 
" 

l ' 

I" 1 
\ 

;) 
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Table 5,C. Employment History: San Diego 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Exp. (mod) Con. (mod, 

# % # % 

Mootbi It ] mlgist 
J.s& 

1-6 months 24 18.2 7 22.6 

7-12 months 27 20.5 7 22.6 

13-24 months 31 23.5 5 16.1 
~ , 

25-36 months 17 12.9 2 6.5 

37-48 months 11 8.3 6 19.4 

49 or more months 22 16.7 4 12 .. 9 

Don't Know (0) ... CO) -
TOTAL 132 100.1 31 100.1 

MEAN 26.8 26.4 

---_ .. -~--~-

CompI Comp2 Total 

# % II % # % 

14 20.0 10 18.9 55 19.2 

16 22.9 12 22.6 62 21.7 

11 15.7 11 20.8 58 20.3 

15 21.4 8 1S.1 42 14.7 

5 " 7.1 6 11.3 28 9.8 

9 12.9 6 11.3 41 14.3 

CO) - (2) - (2) -

70 100.0 53 100.0 286 100.0 

26.8 27.3 26.~ 

}) 



CHARACTERISTIC 

Hfa:i ,] h~ot ~It 
WOnsld1 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

Wons10g at:t1& 
atm$HI? 

Yes 

No -
'(\ 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 
o 

IF WORKItG AT THE 
ARRE$TED: 

" 

HI_It' Montb:2 
LlotS] Qlld ~fgm 

" , ~tmot ID'lrceratjgn 

o months 
" 1-6 months 

7-12 mon,ths 

13 or more months 

Don't Know 
J: 

" II 

JI TOTAl 

MEAN 
. '" 

\) 

... 

-56-

TABLE 50 
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: BOSTON 

Experimental Control 

II % II % 

200 93.0 154 93.9 

15 7.0 10 6.1 

(1) - (1) -

215 100.0 164 100.0 

62 29.7 61 37.2 
; 

147 70.3 103 62.8 

(7) - (1) -

209 , 10000 164 100.0 
:'! 

. 

" 
64 33.2 62 42.2 

" 

61 31.6 47 32.0 
'::. 

34 17.6 
\' 

23 15.6 

34 17.6 15 10.2 
f 

(8) -I (8) -
0 

193 100.0 147 100.0 

7.9 " 7.9 
'1\ 
I 

Total 

II % 

354 93.4 

25 6.6 

(2) -

379 100.0 

123 33.0 

250 67.0 
: 

(8) -

373 100.0 
" 

126 3701 

108 31.8 

57 16.8 

49 14.4 

(16) -
340 100.1 

7.9 

, t. 
, 

t 
~ -

',) 
I' ' 

-f! 

TABLE 50 Employment History: Boston 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental 

.:-~ 
II % 

".1 V Wage List Job 

$1-120 54 27.8 

$121-160 64 33.0 

$161-230 47 24.2 

$231 or more 29 14.9 

Don't Know (7) -

TOTAL 194 99.9 
1\ 

MEAN 168.7 

liIIIIlllt IlQDtb:i at ., 
" 

1W~ ,I 

I' II 
1·~2 months 37 18.7 

3-4 'months 38 19.2 
/' 

5-6 months 37 18.7 

7-12 months 40 20.2 

13-24 months 37 18.7 

25 or more months 9 4.5 

Don't Know (3 ) -
TOTAL 198 100.0 

, 

MEAN 9.8 ' 

o 

-:-~~··~:-~:::'.·~l;!:",:~:~J=:'.C~~·~"'!I"~;,',..n .. ,..,' ... ,.'~""'~"'~'" "" '··"... .... _~·r"'· ~.,.-~~<.~" •.. ",-< ... '"''' ... ....,<'"~;,"7''. -~ ... ,.,."....- ~ • ...,....".J"",..,-.,.: ~". 
0...:. _ ", <, .~ • 

-57-

Control Total 

II % tI % 

42 27.8 96 27.8 

50 33.1 114 33.0 

43 28.5 90 26.1 

16 10.6 45 13.0 

(4) - (11) 

151 100.0 345 99.9 

163.1 166.2 

30 19.5 67 19.0 

42 27.5 80 22.7 

18 11.7 55 15.6 

34 22.1 74 21.0 

13 8.4 50, 14.2 
, 
17 11.0 26 7.4 

(1) - (4) 

--
154 100.2 352 99.9 

II 
'~ -

10.8 10.3 
" 

q 

~.~ 
,;;. 

i 

i ~J -: 

I 
'r,~ , 

I 

I,' ] 0 l 

! 
j 

, I 
~! 

1 
,1, 

., 
a 
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TABLE 5D. Employment History: 
(Continued) 

Boston 

Experimental 
CHARACTERISTIC 

# % 

Hgo;tb:a it ] gogg5.t 

!oil 
1-6 months 46 23.6 

7-12 months 44 22.6 

13-24 months 64 32.8 
. 

25-36 months 21 10.8 

37-48 months 8 4.1 

49 or more months 12 6.2 

(6) -Don't Know 

TOTAL 195 100.1 

" 

MEAN 19.9 

-... ----'.-~-----.-----

\1 

j, 

'Control Total 

" # % # % 

46 29.9 92 26.4 

38 24.7 82 23.5 

30 19.5 94 26.9 
Ii 

~: 20 13.0 41 11.7 

7 4.5 15 4.3 

I' 13 8.4 25 7.2 

(1) (7) --
" .. 

154 100.0 ,,349 100.0 

21.0 20.4 
.. 

II 

CHA~CTERISTIC 

Hili ',] jgo;t u,w: 
worlsed? 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 
.. 

TOTAL 

lfslI:fsi gfa iI.t :t:lM 
ilrremd? 

Yes " 

No 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

IF"WORKI~ 'AT TIME 
ARRESTED: 

. NUllbgl: I§QD:lib:i 
" UO_R]2(§SI, agfgm 

CUI:t§ot 1 ""rcel:lt:i RD 
" 

0 months 
~j--? 

1-6 months 
()- !:-

7-12" months 

13 or ~bremonths 

'" Don't ,Know 
'" .. 

" 
~ \~ . 

C 

V 

TOTAL " 
0 

" 

0 

MEAN 
D 
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TABLE 5E 
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: CHICAGO 

Experimental Control 

# % # % 

237 85.9 208 83.5 

39 14.1 41 16.5 

(2) - (2) -
276 100.0 249 100.0 

99 35.7 80 32.0 
" 

178 64.3 170 '68.0 

(1) - (D -
277 100.q 250 100.0 
" 

" 

.' 
39.4' i 96 41.4 ,cSO 

.' ? ~c;i' 
,~ 

59 25.4,·, 46 "22. "t,'., 
II 

I 
e-

" . ~' " " 
~,' /:,-' " 

35 .. 15.1 '30 "cJ4~'6 
" ,l 

c 

42 1S.1 ~-' 
:, 

'i! 47 o 23.2 -:-..:::: 

" '. 0 " 
(6) - (7) ... 

~ ", 
" " " 

" " 
\l() 

232' 1"00.0 203 100.1 <) 

, 

'b, 
" G 

" 0 
Q 

" 0" 11.4 " 13.2 <) 

" 0 r) l' ~ 

'" 
" ~"..-' " 0 

,-------~! 

\ 

\ 
I, 

Total 

tI % 
-

445 84.8 

80 15.2 

(4) -
525 100.0 

.. 

179 34.0 

348 66.0 

(2) 

527 100.0 

~.,. ., 

o 
" 

',I, 

l. ~ ."" 

" 

176 4:0.'5 .' 

'" 
lOS 24.1 

" , 
65 14.9 .. 

". 
89 c:; 20.5 "'t 

11', 

(13) --~# ~ 
" 

sO ,. 

~3S " c 
100 .. 0 

,~ 

1',: 

" 
.~ 

0 

12 •. 2 

',\ 0 , .. 
1 , I 

P' 
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TABLE 5E. Employment History: Chicago 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental 

II % 

Weekl y Wage Last Job 

$1-120 34 15.0 

$121-160 52 23.0 

$161-230 73 32.3 

$231 or l'IlOre 67 29.6 

Don't Know (13) -

TOTAL 226 99.9 

MEAN 184.87 

~UllbgJ: motbi il:t 
last 10b 

1-2 months 32 13.7 

3-4 months 34 14.6 

5-6 months 34 14.6 

7-12 months 64 27.5 

13-24 months 32 13.7 

25 or more months 37 15.9 

Don't Know (6) -
TOTAL 233 100.0 

MEAN 12.9, 
," 

Control 

/I % 

31 15.6 

62 31.2 

53 26.6 

53 26.6 

(11) -

199 100.0 

164.82 

23 11.5 

26 13.0 

31 15.5 

57 28.5 

36 18.0 

27 13.5 

(10) -
200 100.00 

(; 

12.1 

() 

Total 

II % 

65 15.3 

114 26.8 

126 29.6 

120 28.2 

(24) -
425 99.9 : 

175.34 

55 12.7 

60 13.9 

65 15.0 

121 27.9 

68 15.7 

64 14.8 

(16) -
433 100.0 

12.5 
" 

,'. 
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Table 5 E. Employment History: Chicago 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental 

# % 

HQD:tbi it' l~Dglst 
..um. 

1-6 months 41 17 .6 
'. 

7-12 months 61 26.2 

13-24 months 54 23.2 

',' 25-36 months 42 18.0 

37-48 months 16 6.9 

49 or ,:more months 19 8.2 

Don't Know (6) -

TOTAL 233 100.1 

MEAN 20.4 

~". 

" 

Control 

# % 

33 16.1 

68 33.2 

40 19.5 

32 15.6 

13 6.3 

,19 9.3 

(5 ) -

205 100.0 

19.2 

Total 

# % 

74 16.9 

129 29.5 

94 21.5 

74 16.9 

29 6.6 

38 8.7 

(11) -

438 100.1 

19.8 

1,1 

.----_. "----_. 

~ 

l: ' .;,; 
1\ 
t· " 
.,.~ 
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CHARACTERISTIC 

HI& siI:I !iO:t ~f![ 
"9[k!idl 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

K9t1s:l0Q It :time 
arres1:ed? 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

IF WORKING AT TIME 
ARRESTED: 

HLlIIb!i[ t.t9o:tb& 
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TABLE 5 F 
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: SAN DIEGO 

Experimental Control 

tI % # % 

205 95.8 83 91.2 

9 4.2 8 8.8 

(0) - (0) -

214 100.0 91 100.0 

86 40.4 31 34.4 
, 

127 59.6 59 '65.6 

(1) - (1) -
213 100.0 90 100.0 

U08IP]9~ ~f9re 
Cu[teot Iocarcerat1oD 

o mor.'ths I 77 39.5 29 36.7 

1-6 months 61 31.3 19 24.1 

7-12 months 28 14.4 19 24.1 

13 or more months 29 14.9 12 15.2 

Don't Know (10) - (4) -
TOTAL 195 100.1 79 100.1 

" 

':: MEAN 8.9 '. 9.4 
0 

f , 
I 

,;i 
. I 

. I 
t 

Total 

,# % 

I 
.l 

1 
!. .. 

i '1 
} 

.1 
;1 288 94.4 

;1 
I 1 ; : 
i I 

17, 5.6 

(0) -
i j 
\1 

iJ ; I 
I, .1 
I, 

il 
It 

305 100.0 

1'1 
[1 
'i " , 
I, 
Il 
I~ 
t' ,"1 
r ,t 
I:~ 
(~t 
i 

117 38.6 

186 61.4 

(2) -

303 100.0 

I: 
J 

! Ie 
[. 
I 

r 
I 
I 
j' 

I 
f 
I: 106 38.7 

j' 
., .' 1 

80 29.2 

47 17.2 r 
41 15.0 

(14) -
" 

\;' 

274 100.1 
;, 

/1 

,]9.0 

i, 1 

C) 

;) 

,j 

;) 

D 

0 

, 
,_' __ 1 • _ •• _ .0 ..... 
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TABLE 5F. Employment History: San Diego 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental 

tI % 

WMkl Y Wa.g!i Last Job 

$1-120 47 24.4 

$121-160 44 22.8 

$161-230 50 25.9 

$231 or more 52 26.9 

Don't Know (12) -
. 

TOTAL 193 100.0 
., ., 

MEAN 197.65 

HLlIIb!i[ .on:tb& It 
Jast 1911 

1-2 months 46 22.7 

3 .. 4 months 30 14.8 

5-6 months 36 17.7 

1-12 months 43 21.2 

13-24 months 27 13.3 

25 or more months 21 10.3 
.~ 

Don't Know (1) -
I 

TOTAL 203 100.0 

MEAN 12.3 

Control 

II % 

16 20.3 

24 30.4 

15 19.0 

24 30~4 

(3 ) -
79 100.1 

217.78 

17 20.7 

17 20.7 

11 13.4 

13 15.9 

10 12.2 

14 17.1 

(1) -

82 100.0 

14.2 r) 

Total 

tI % 

63 23.2 

68 25.0 

65 23.9 

76 27.9 

(15) -

272 100.0 

203.50 

63 22.1 

47 16.5 

47 16.5 

56 H).6 

37 13.0 

35 12.3 

(2) -

285 100.0 

12.9 
1 

1 

j 
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Table 5F. Employment History: San Diego 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental 

1/ % 

HQD:tb:ii itt ] mlglB 
jgJ! 

1-6 months 36 17.6 

7-12 months 47 23.0 

13-24 months 44 21.6 

25-36 months 31 15.2 

37-48 months 15 7.4 

49 or more months 31 15.2 

Don't Know (1) -
TOTAL 204 100.0 

MEAN 26.7 

Control 

1/ % 

19 23.2 

15 18.3 

14 17.1 

11 13.4 

13 15.9 

10 12.2 

(1) -
82 100.1 

27.3 

Total 

1/ % 

55 19.2 

62 21.7 

58 20.3 

42 14.7 

28 9.8 

41 14.3 

(2) -
286 100.0 

26.9 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tables 6A - 6C: Type of Program Placement by Group: 
Boston, Chicago, and San Diego. 

Brief Description of Contents: Frequencie~ a~d p~rcentages are presented for 
the experimental and control groups lndlcatlng the type of , placement 
·clients received by the programs. The types of placement lnc14ded an 
unsubsidized job, skill training or publ ic service work~ general training 
and/or education, a job and skill training, a job and general training 
and/or education, and skill training and general training and/or education. 

COlTlT1ents Related to Statistical Methodology Employed: 
Calculation of percentages and statistical means. 

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: In all three sites, a greater 
percentage of experimental ,group clients were placed compared to 
control group clie~ts. This is particularly evident in Chicago and 
San Diego. 

Sixty-three percent of the Boston site study participants 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 Diego 
clients received unsubsidized jobs. 

C0[l1puter-Related Corrments: SPSS FREQUENCIES 

Data Source: Form G 

, 
I' 

\) 

{\ 

t) 

-67-

TABLE 6A 
TYPE OF PROGRAM PLACEMENT BY GROUP: BOSTON 

TYPE OF PLACEMENT 
Experimental Control Total 

# % II % # % 
.-

No placement 68 31.5 73 45.1 141 37.3 

Unsubsidized Job 136 63.0 82 50.6 218 57.7 

Skill tra 1n1ng/ 6 2.8 0 0.0 6 1.6 
pub lip servi ce 
J,qb 

General training 6 2.8 3 1.9 9 2.4 
and/or education 

Job and skill 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
training 

Job and general 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
training and/or 
education 

Skill tra1ning and 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
general training 
or education 

Other 0 0.0 4 2.5 4 1.1 

Don't Know (0) - ',' (3 ), - (3 ) -
" \~\ 

1/ 

TOTAL 216 100.1 162 100.1 378 100.1 
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TABLE 6B 
TYPE OF PROGRAM PLACEMENT BY GROUP: CHICAGO 

I 
! 

TYPE OF PLACEMENT 
Experimental Control Total' 

II % 1/ % .11 % 

No placement 110 39.6 206 82.1 316 59.7 

Unsubsidized Job 150 54.0 41 16.3 191 36.1 

Skill training/ 13 4.7 4 1.6 17 3.2 
publ ic service 
job " 

General training 5 1.8 0 0.0 5 0.9 
and/or education 

Jiob and skill 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 .' 

training 

Job and general 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
training and/or 
education 

Skill training and 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 O.() 
general training 
or education 

Other 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Don't Know (0) - (0) - (0) ~ 

TOTAL 278 99.9 251 100.0 529 99~9 

o ~; 

r.) 

il 
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TABLE 6C 
TYPE OF PROGRAM PLACEMENT BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO 

TYPE OF PLACEMENT 
Experimental Control Total 

II % II % II % 

No placement 77 36.0 58 63.7 135 44.3 

Unsubsidized Job 114 53.3 27 29.7 141 46.2 

Skill training/ 13 6.1 3 3.3 16 5.2 
publ ic service 
job 

General training 4 1.9 2 2.2 6 2.0 
and/or education 

Job and skill 0 0.0 .0 0.0 0 0.0 
training 

Job and general 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 ·0.3 
training and/or 
education 

Skill training and 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.3 
general training 
or education 

Other 4 1.9 1 1.1 5 1.6 

Don't Know (0) - (0) - (0) -
:' 

" 
TOTAL 214 100.2 91 100.0 305 99.9 

II 

rr 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tables 7A -7F~" Type of Services Received by Group: 
B'5Ston, Chl cago, and. San Di ego 

Brief Description of Contents: Tables 7A - 7C present frequencies and 
percentages of the specific types of program serv'ir,:es and referral 
agency services received by modified experimental group clients, modified 
control group clients, comparison group 1 clients, comparison group 2 
clients, and the total population. Program services were divided into 
16 specific. categories, such as orientation, job counseling, job placement 
and housing assistance, and referral agency services were dividided 
into 20 specific categories. 

Tab1es 70 - 7F present the same information as above for the 
experimental and control group clients, as they were originally assigned. 

Comments Rel i1ted to Stat; stical Methodology Employed: 
Calculation of percentages. 

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: Although both program and referral 
agency serVlces were available to clients, most of the services received 
by the clients were those that were provided direct1y by the programs. 
The most frequent services provided by the programs--in .all the sites-­
were ori entat ion, needs assessmen,t, screeni ng and evaJ uati on, job 
counseling, and job development. 

Referral agency services appeared to be most heavily utilized in 
Boston, while only several Chicago and San Diego clients received 
referra 1 agency servi ces. 

(] 

Computer-Related Co~nts: .~PSS fR'~QUENCIES 

Data Source: Form G 1/ 
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TABLE 7A 

TYPE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY GROUP: BOSTON 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) CompI 
CHARACTERISTIC 

II % II % II % 

Pt99cq Services 

Orientation 145 98.6 88 100.0 144 100.0 

Screening and 99 67.3 85 96.6 118 81.9 
Evaluation 

Needs Assessment 141 95.9 86 97.7 139 96.5 

Remedial/Adult 1 .7 1 1.1 0 0.0 
Education 

Job Readiness 107 72.8 65 73.9 67 46.5 

Interpersonal 40 27.2 4 4.5 11 7.6 
Skill s 

SkH'ls Training 6 4.1 2 2.3 2 1.4 

Job Counsel fng 96 65.3 66 75.0 46 31.9 

Job DevErlopment 107 72.8 75 85.2 47 32.6 

Job Placement 88 59.9 70 79.5 35 24.3 

'Emergency Cash 68 46.3 10 11.4 19 13.2 

Housing 4 2.7- 0 O.() 5 3.5 

Legal Counseling 0 0.0 ,. 0 0.0 1 .7 

Family Counseling 0 .. 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

other Counseling 138 93.9 11 12.5 " 93 43.8 
,.::, 

, Othe r Se rvj ce 21 14.3 9 10.2 15 10'04 
___ :)1 

., 

( , .. 

-' .. 

p 
'd 

Total 

II % 

377 99.5 

302 72.3 

366 96.6 

2 .5 

239 62.1 

55 14.5 

10 2.6 

208 54.9 

229 60.4 

193 50.9 

97 25.6 

9 2.4 

1 .3 

0 0.0 

212 55.9 

45 11.9 

" 

c 
o 

____ 1-----

'" i. 
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TABLE 7A. Type of Services Received by Group: Boston 
(Continued) 

-

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) " Compl Total 
CHARACTERISTIC 

1 % 1 

Rttfiu:tsa] bgl2Dg 
SEtrvfces 

Vocational Testing 0 0.0 0 

Needs Assessment 94 63.9· 9 

Remedial/Adult 0 0.0 0 
Education 

Job Readiness 11 10.9 0 

Interpersona 1 32 21~8 24 
Skills 

Skills Training 1 .7 0 

J <.,b Counsel; hg 53 36.1 6 

Job Pl acemlsnt 37 25.2 0 

Job Development 30 20.4 3 

Emergency Cash 6 4.1 0 

Welfare 7 4.8 0 

Housing 34 23.1 2 

Legal Serv{ces 0 0.0 0 

Family Couns,el1ng 0 0.0 0 

Drug Abuse 3 " 2.0 0 
Treatment 

"~I 

Alcohol Treatment 7 4.8 0 
" 0 

Mental Heal,th II 2 1.4 1 ,:, 

Treatment ~. 
u " I) - " " 

i\ " 

Other Counseling 98' 66.7 6 " 
, " 

Room and Board , 'J 1 ",1 53 .. ~ 

,Other Service 
a 

16 10.9 ,3 , 
,', 

" 
"I 

% 1 

0.0 2 

1;0.2 32 

0.0 0 

0.0 1 

27.3 16 

0.0 0 

6.8 6 

0.0 6 
" 

3.4 6 

0.0 4 

0.0 1 

2.3 7 

0.0 0 
" 

0.0 0 
<-~:! 
0.0"" 1 
" 

0.0 3 
i} 

1.1 2 
" 

6.8 ,." 23 (/ 
r;, 

60.2 32 
/,':) 

3.4 19 

\) 

% I, 

1.4 2 

22.1 135 

0.0 0 

.7 17 

11.0 72 

0.0 1 

4.1 65 

4.1", 43 

4.1 39 

2.8 10 

.7 8 

4.8 43 

0.0 '0 
! 

0.0 0 

.7 4 

2.1 10 

1.4 5 

" 

15.9 127 
" 

22.1 . 86 

13.1 ,38 

, ~,! ... _ ..... ,-

" 

% 

.5 

35.5 

0.0 

4.5 

18.9 

.3 

17.1 

11.3 

10.3 

2.6 

2.1 

11.3 

0.0 

0.0 

' 1.1 

2.6 

1.3 

" 

33 .. 4" , 
0 

0 

72.6 

10.0 

.. 

~.- -_._--- ---------

----~--.. ---
'I 
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TABLE 7B 
TYPE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY GROUP: CHICAGO 

, Exp. (mod) Con. (mod 
CHARACTERISTIC 

II % II % 

frggra. S!u~dQ11li 
1,:, 

Ori entat 1 on 150 89.3 41 8~.1 

Screening and 160 97.6 41 89.1 
Evaluation 

Needs Assessment 154 93.9 43 93.5 

Remedial/Adult 72 43.,9 17 37.0 
Education 

Job Read i ness 152 92.7 35 76.1 

Interpersona 1 62 37.2 10' 21.7 
Skills .-

Skills Tratnfng 21 12.8 5 10.9 

Job Counseling 157 95.7 44 95.7 

Job Development 158 96.3, 42 91.3 

Job Placement 149 90.9 44 95.7 

Emergency Cash - ,,8 4.9, 2 4.3 

Housing- 0 0.0 1 2.2 
. t) .f 

{) 

Legal Ceunseling 0 ·0.0 0 1°·0. " 
FamH~:,Coun?e11ng \8 4.9 0 o 0.0 

J 
\) \1 

other Counselfng 38 23.2 8 1'7.4,) 
::;, ,::,-!j 

> ~. "other Servfce 23 14.0 4 8.7 
(\ 

-\\ 

" 
') 

o 

G 

IJ 
/) 

o a 

> ~ 'h;~' :'.:;:~.;..~ 

.... '_ "-, - .1. 

Comp1 

II % 

134 91.2 

112 76.2 

117 79.6 

46 31.3 

123 83.7 

8 5.4 

62 42.2 

116 78.9 

103 70.1 

88 59.9 

1 .7-

5 3.4 

6 4.1 

5 ~.4 

,50 34.0 
" 

, 

4 2.7 

" 

, 

Comp2 Total 

II· % II 

0 0.0 325 

0 0.0 313 

0 0.0 314 

0 0.0 135 

0 0.0 310 

0 0.0 79 

0 0.0 88 

0 0.0 .. 317 

0 0.0 303 

0 0.0 .. ,. 281 
,-~' 

0 0.0 11 

0 0.0 6 

0 0.0 6 
.:, 

0 0.0 13 

0 ,0.0' . 96 
0 

" ,y 
0 0.0~ 31 

<, 

% 

61.9 

59.6 

59.8 

25.7 

59.0 

15.0 

16.8 

60.4 

S7.7 
, 

53.5 

2.1 
·",ai;;; .. , 

,-

1.1 
,-;; 

1.1 
I, .. 

2.5 

18.3 
/, Of) 

5~9 

"",, 
'",,1 

" 

o 

l' 

, J 



". 

o 

. " 

" " '....,....--

-74.-

TABLE 7B. Type of Seryices Received by Group: Chicago 
(Continued) 

I 

I Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Compl 
CHARACTERISTIC 

, II % II % II % 

Bgftu:tI] Agi~ 
Ssn=d~:i' 

Vocational 7~sting 3 1.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Needs As~essment 4 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Remedial/Adult 1 .6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Education 

Job Readjness 1 .6 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Interpersona 1 2 1.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Skill s 

Skill 5 Training 3 1.8 1 2.2 0 0.0 

Job Counseling 2 1.2 0 0.0 1 .7 

Job Placement 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .7 

Job Development 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .7 

Emergency Cash 1 .6 1 2.2 0 0.0 

Welfare 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .7 

Housing 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .7 

Legal Services 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.4 

Family Cpunsel ing 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .7 

Drug Abuse 1 .6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Treatment 

Alcohol Treatment 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
I 

" 

Mental Health 0 0.0 0 0,.0 1 .7 
Treatment 

Other Counseling 1 .6, " 

0 0.0 0 0.0 

l Room and Board 0 0.0 0 o.d 0 0.0 
! 

Other Service 3 1.8 0 0.0 . 0 
, 0.0 

(' (\ 

, .. :'t 

--' ~-.---

,------- ,~-'-
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TABLE 7C 
TYPE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO 

Comp2 Total 

# % IJ % 
Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total 

CHARACTERISTIC 
tJ % #. % II % II % II % 

0 0.0 3 .6 frggraa Sgryices 

0 0.0 4 .8 Orientation 127 93.0 28 90.3 70 94.6 0 0.0 225 74.3 

0 0.0 1 .2 Screening and 96 70.1 19 61.3 66 89.2 0 0.0 181 59.7 
Evaluation 

0 0.0 1 .2 Needs Assessment 119 86.9 22 71.0 67 90.5 0 0.0 208 68.6 

0 0.0 2 .4 Remedial/Adult 5 3.6 3 9.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 2.6 
Education I 

I 
0 0.0 4 .8 Job Readiness 47 34.3 7 22.6 10 13.5 0 0.0 64 21.1 ! 

0 0.0 3 .6 Interpersonal 28 20.4 3 9.7 2 2.7 0 0.0 33 10.9 
Skills 

0 0.0 1 .2 
Skills Training 9 6.6 1 3.2 2 2.7 0 0.0 12 4.0 

0 0.0 1 .2 
Job Counsel f ng 115 63.9 24 77.4 48 64 9 0 0.0 187 61.7 

0 0.0 2 .4 
Job Development 108 78.8 17 54.8 31 41.9 0 0.0 156 51.5 

0 0.0 1 .2 " 

Job Pl acement 94 68.6 20 64.5 16 21.6 0 0.0 130 42.9 
0 0.0 1 .2 

Emergency Cash 40 29.2 8 25.8 27 36.5 0 0.0 75 24.8 
0 0.0 2 .4 , 'r 

Housing 30 21.9 4 12.9 19 25.7 0 0.0 53 17.5 
0 0.0 1 .2 

Legal Counseling 13 9.5 4 12.9 7 9.5 0 0.0 24 7.9 
0 0.0 1 .2 

0 0.0 0 0.0 

0 0.0 1 .2 

Family Counseling 16 11.7 6 19.4 4 5.4 0 0.0 26 8.6 -i( ..... " 

other Counseling 85 62.0 13 41,.9 40 54.1 0 0.0 138 45.5 
" ., 

V.O IW~ other Serv1ce 51 37.2 11 35.5 31 41.9 , 0 30.7 
,~ ~rt 

'" 
~ , ..:. 

~. 0 

0 0.0 1 c o 2 .~ 

0 0.0 0 0.0 
1 
"' 

, I 
,0 0.0 3' ' .6 \ 

I (' , 
, i 

D 

0 

.~.-. 

. - - . "'-' ,.. - --~. . ... , ---.. _. 
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TABLE 7C. Type of Services Received by Group: 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) 
CHARACTERISTIC 

1/ % 1/ % 

Blftu:u] &liOCX 
$gry1qs 

Vocational Testing 1 .7 1 3.2 

Needs Assessment 3 2.2 0 0.0 

Remedial/Adult 1 .7 0 0.0 
Education 

Job Readiness 1 .7 2 6.5 

Interpersona 1 1 .7 0 0.0 
Skills 

Skill s Train 1ng 1 .7 0 0.0 

Job Counseling 5 3.6 0 0.0 

Job Placement 4 2.9 0 0.0 

Job Development 5 3.6 0 0.0 

Emergency Cash 1 .7 0 0.0 

Welfare 6 4.4 2 6.5 

Housing 7 5.1 1 3.2 . 

Legal Services 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Family Counse11ng 2 1.5 0 0.0 

Drug Abuse 5 3.6 0 0.0 
Treatment 

Alcohol Treatment 3 2.2 0 0.0 

Mental Health 2 1.5 0 0.0 
Treatment 

Other Counseling 1 .7 0 0&0 

Room and Board 1 .7 0 0.0 

Other Service 5 3.6 1 3.2 

'f 

, ''!"V'':,:.::-;Z"~'::.t;:';;':~',:.",,''~''''''''''-'''''-_j<c"~<~ q .~.. .- A,,, .• _~ .•••. ~ ~~ ... ~:>-..~.~ •.•• ~ ... ~-

41 

San Diego 

Compl Comp2 Total 

1/ % /I % 1/ % 

1 1.3 0 0.0 3 1.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 3 1.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .3 

0 0.0 0 0.0 3 1.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .3 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .3 

0 0.0 0 0.0 5 1.6 

1 1.3 0 0.0 5 1.6 

0 0.0 0 0.0 5 1.6 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .3 

4 5.3 0 0.0 12 3.9 

5 6.6 0 0.0 13 4.3 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 2 .7 

4 5.3 0 0.0 9 3.0 

5 6.6 0 0.0 8 2.6 

1 1.3 0 0.0 3 1.0 

.;~ 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .3 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .3 

1 1.3 0 0.(1 7 2.3 
(~\ 

(' 

f! -{ .~-; ,,;: 

~ ... _ ' n" ~ • "<. t 
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TABLE 70 
TYPE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY GROUP: BOSTON 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control Total 

# % # % II % 

Program Serv1ces 

Orientation 213 99.1 164 100.0 377 99.5 

Screening and 147 68.4 155 94.5 302 72.3 
Eva 1 uati on ' 

Needs Assess(nent 204 94.9 162 98.8 366 96.6 

Remedial/Adult 1 .5 1 .6 2 .5 
Education 

Job Readiness 137 63.7 102 62.2 239 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 Counsel ing 119 55.3 89 54.3 208 54.9 

Job Development 130 60.5 99 60.4 229 60.4 

Job Pl aC,ement 101 47.0 92 56.1 193 50.9 

Emergency Cash 86 40.0 11 6.7 97 25.6 

Housing 9 4.2 0 0.0 9 2.4 

Legal Counseling 1 .5 0 0.0 1 .3 

F am 11 YCounsef1 ng 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

other Counseling 197 91.6 IS 9.1 212 55.9 
<j 

Other Service 33 15.5 12 7.3 45 ·11.9 ~4. 

~ 

\ 
~ ., l :, ~ 

~ I 

\' .~ 
o 

:{;Ii 

L. 
+ .:::...-: •• :.":::--':':-;;: • .: .... ,.-, (1 
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TABLE 7D. Type of Services Received by Group: Boston 
(Continued) 

_ CHARACTERI STIC Experimental Control 

tI % II % 

BifiU:ti] ~iD~~ 
SeryiCEps 

Vocational Testing 2 .9 0 0.0 

Needs Assessment 122 56.5 13 7.9 

Remedial/Adult 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Education 

Job Readiness 17 7.9 0 0.0 

Interpersonal 36 16.7 36 22.0 
Skill s 

Skills Training 1 .5 0 0.0 

Job Counseling 58 26.9 7 4.3 

Job Pl acement 42 19.4 1 .6 

Job Development 36 16.7 3 1.8 

Emergency Cash 10 4.6 0 0.0 

Welfare 8 3.7 0 0.0 

Housing 39 18.1' 4 2.4 
~-

Legaf Services 0 O.J) 0 0.0 

Family Counseling 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Drug Abuse 4 1.9 0 0.0 
Treatment 

,Alcohol Treatment 10 4.6 0 0.0 

Mental Health 3 1.4 2 1.2 
Treatment " 

I,,; 

-, 

Other Counseling 120 55.6 7 4.3 
.0 

Room and Board' 3 1.4 83 50.6 

'Other Service 28 13.0 10 6.1 

Total 

tI % 

2 .5 

135 35.5 

0 0.0 

17 4.5 

72 18.9 

1 .3 

65 17.1 

43 11.3 

39 lQ.3 

10 2.6 

8 2.1 

43 11.3 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

4 1.1 

10 2.6 

5 1.3 

' 127 33.4 
~ 

" '\:86 22~6 '. 
" 

38) 10.0 

I 
I 
I-

,. 
I. 

\ ) 

';J 

o 

c. 
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TABLE 7E 
TYPE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY GROUP: CHICAGO 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental 

II % 

Prwtall SeryJCls 

Orientation 195 71.2 

Screening and 198 72.3 
Evaluation 

Needs Assessment 197 71.9 

Remedial/Adult 95 34.7 
Education 

Job Readiness 182 66.4 

Interper!l:...Jnal 64 23.4 
Skills 

Skills Training 42 15.3 

Job Counsel i ng 197 71.9 

Job Development 191 69.7 

Job Placement 177 64.6 

Emergency Cash 9 3.3 

" Housing 'f 5 1.8 

Legal Counseling 6 2.2 

Family Counseling 13 4.7 

other Counseling 52 19.0 
0 

Other Service 27 9.9 

if 

Control 

tI 

130 

115 

117 

40 

128 

15 

46 

120 

112 

104 

2 

1 

0 

0 

44 

4 

i 
·iI 

% 

51.8 

45.8 

' 46.6 

15.9 

. 51.0 

6.0 

18.3 

47.8 

44.6 

41.4 

.8 

.4 

0.0 

0.0 

17.5 

1.6 

Total 

.11 % 

325 61.9 

313 59.6 

314 59.8 

135 25.7 

310 59.0 

79 15.0 

88 16.8 

317 60.4 

303 57.7 

281 53.5 

11 2.1 

6 1.1 

6 1.1 

13 2;5 

96 18.3 

31 5.9 
~ 

\ 

, 
J i 

\1 
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TABLE 7E. Type of Services Received by Group: Chicago 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control 

tI % tI % 

Bilfiu:[I] Agency 
S.tU:Xj~i 

Vocational Testing 3 1.1 0 0.0 

Needs Assessment 4 1.5 0 0.0 

Remedial/Adult 1 .4 0 0.0 
Education 

Job Readiness 1 .4 0 0.0 

Interpersonal 2 .7 0 0.0 
Skills 

Skill sTraining 3 1.1 1 .4 

Job Counsel ing 3 1.1 0 0.0 

Job Placement 1 .4 0 0.0 

Job Development 'l .4 0 0.0 

Emergency Cash 1 .4 1 .4 
: 

Welfare 1 .4 0 0.0 

Housing 1 .4 0 0.0 

Legal Services 2 .7 0 0.0 

Family Counseling 1 .4 0 0.0 

Drug Abuse '1 .4 0 0.6 '. Treatment 
'0 

,) c, 

0.0> Alcohol Treatmen.t a 0.0 ", c,' o -'c' . 
("'} 

" 
,.0 

1 .4 0 <" 0.0 Mental Health ',. 

Treatment 
" 

i) 

Other CounsElJing 1 .4 0 ·0.0 

Room. and Board 0 0.0 0 0.0 
" 0 

Other Service ,3 1.1 " 0 0.0 
," ". D 

Total 

tI % 
; , 

3 .6 

4 • 8 

1 .2 

1 .2 
{) 

2 .4 
'...::~:.'~) 

" ! 

4 .8 i 

r 

3 .6 ; C) 

1 .2 

1 ,.2 

2 .4 

1 .2 

1 .2 

2 • 4 ., 

1 .2 

1 .2 

a 
'. C~ 0 0.0 

" 1 .2 

I, 

0 1 .2 

0 0.0 

" 3 .6 
" 

'/ () 
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TABLE 7F 
TYPE OF SERVICES RECEIVED BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control Total 

tI % tI % tI % 

Progrg Sery1C~ 

Orientation 171 80.7 54 59.3 225 74.3 

Screening and 137 64.6 . 
Evaluation 

44 48.4 181 59.7 

Needs Assessment l~l 75.9 47 51.6 208 68.6 

Rem~diallAdult 5 2.4 3 3.3 8 2.6 
Education 

t 26.4 Job Readiness 56 i 8 8.8 64 21.1 

Ihterpersona 1 29 13.7 4 4.4 33 10.9 
Skill s , 

Skills Training 11 , 5.2 1 1.1 12 4.0 

Job Counseling 147 L 69.3 40 44.0 187 61.7 
.' Job Development 128 60.4 28 30.8 156 51.5 

Job Placement " lOB 50.9 22 °24.2 130 42.9 
I' ,. 

Emergency Cash 62 29.2 13 14.3 75 l:r24•8 
LI 

Hpusing 45 21.2 '8 8.8 53 ' .. 17.5 
.,;: . 

Legal Counseling 19 I" 9.0 5 5.5 24 7 •. 9 
i', " 

FamflyCounseling 18 " 80'5 '~8 
~ 

8.8 26 8.6 
" 

" 
gther Counseling 113 53.3 

r 
25, 27.5 138 45.5 

Q •. 

other Service ~ 
!i::'; 

7'3 ~'F 4 ~" ft· 
= 

20 ' 20.0 93 Q 30.7 
u 1\, 0' 

, 

'\ 
,r <~ 

b 
~ , 

.~ 

" .;., 

~ .. , 
(I 

t 0 ~ 

Q 

,;1, '" 1 
o 

0,' " ,j 
~i - i' 

Ii \ 
0 
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,,'~ TABLE 7F. Type of Services Received b G (Continued) , y , roup: San Diego 
r 
F , 

" 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental Control 

II % II % 

B~fsU:[iI] &lgD~~ 
Services 

Vocational Testing 2 .9 1 1.1 

Needs Assessment 3 1.4 0 0.0 

Remedial/Adult 1 .5 0 0.0 
Education 

Job ,Readiness 1 .5 2 2.2 

Interpersonal 1 .5 0 0.0 
Skills 

Skills Training 1 .5 0 0.0 

Job Counseling 5 2.3 0 0.0 

Job Placement 4 1.9 1 1.1 

Job Development 5 2.3 0 0.0 

Emergency Cash 1 .s 0 O~O 

Welfare 9 4.2 3 3.3 

Housing 9 4.2 4 4.4 

Legal Services 0 0.0 0 0 .. 0 

Family Counseling 2 .9 0 0.0 " 

, Drug Abuse 9 4.2 0 Q.,O 
Treatment 

'I, 

Alcohol Treatment 
() 

4 ' 1.9 4 4.4 
'" Mental Health 3 1.4 0 0.0 

Treatment 
c, 

" 
Other Counseling 1 .s ==.< 

I' 
0 0.0 

,", 

Room and Board 1 
\~) 

.5 0 0.0 

Otper Service 5 2.3 
c 

2 2.2 
'.' 

• f 

(] 
[,1 

~ '-:~'\::::z:':::c;::t'.:;""":';'::;:>:~J>,,,,,c"'J"'~''''''''''~'''""~~- ,<''""-"' ._-=-.. ..,,""'_"'''''j, ......... "'''' ~'''"'-~=_,'.'''''. ~, .... "' ..... ~'''''''_ . ."..,., __ '''" -,- ~ 

~ ---~--~' 

Total 

II % 

3 1.0 

3 1.0 

1 .3 -
.:;- .' ___ .7_-'-_'_--._ 

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

3 1.0 

1 .3 

l. .3 

5 1.6 

/. 
;) 1.6 

:s 1.6 

1 .3 
,~ 

12 3.9 

13 4.3 

0 0.0 0 

2 .7' 

9 3.0 

" 
8 2.6 ': 

3 1.0 

" (J " 1 .3 " 

1 .3 

7 2.3 

,j 

(J 

() 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tables 8A - 8F: Program Completion Rate and Attendance: 
Boston, Chicago, and San Diego 

Brief Description of contents: Frequencies, percentages, and means are 
presented on program attendance and completion rates. Tables 8A - 8e 
present information of the modified experimental group, modified control 
group, comparis01l group 1, comparison group 2, and the total population, 
while Tables 80 _ 8F"present this data for the experimental and control 
groups clients, as they were originally assigned. 

Comments Related to Statistical Methodol0 
"<~ ~""~CaTcuTationofpercentages and stat; stica 1 means. 

. Hi gh 1 i gh ts and Pol i cy-Re 1 evant £i nd i ngs: Tab 1 es BA - Be show that attendance 
< ccandprogram ~completlOn rates were comparable and quite high for the modified 

experimental and modified control groups. Comparison group 1 clients had 
poorer program attendance and completion records, while comparison group 2 
clients had receive~no services. Tables 80 _ 8F show that in Boston, experimental and control group 

~,c,c"",,<~"c==cJj.EJlt£"~<had,comparable attendance and program completion rates. In Chicago 
and San Diego, exper.imental group clients had higher program completion 
rates ana attendance records than control group clients. 

computer-Related (~~ments: . SPSS FREQUENCIES D 7lr )) 
Data Source: FormJh 0 

) 'U] 
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tABLE 8A 
PROGRAM COMPLETION RATE AND ATTENDANCE: BOSTON 

j 
I 

,t-J 
t 
I 

j 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) CompI Total CHARACTERISTIC 

J , ! 
l 

} 
1 

/I ~ II % /I % /I % I 

1 
I 
1 

A1;tendal1ql . 
1 , I 
1 

Excel '1 ent = a 72 49.0 69 78.4 18 12.6 159 42.1 
Good = 1 39 26.5 16 18.2 10 7.0 65 17.2 
Fair = 2 17 11.6 0 0.0 33 23.1 50 13.2 
Poor = 3 19 12.9 3 3.4 82 57.3 104 27.5 
Don't Know (0) - (1) - (2) - (3 ) -

TOTAL 147 100.0 88 I 
100.0 378 100.0 100.0 1143 

I 
! MEAN .9 .3 
, 

2.2 1.3 i 
! 
I 

CoRp.] etiwl Wg I 

r"~ , f 
, 1 
, ! 
.' J 
\ 1 \1 
i~ 
t ) 
"I 
ii 
: 1 r 

i i 
{ I 

i'! q 
!l q 
rt 
II 
il 
! 
I, 
I" 

) 
0% 3 2.1 0 0.0 4 2.8 7 1.8 

L 
f', 
t; 
I 

I 1-24% 2 1.4 2 2.3 33 22.9 37 9.8 
! 

r , 
25-49% 2 1.4 0 0.0 9 5 .• 2 11 2.9 
50-74% 13 i 9.0 1 1.1 ' 47 32.4 61 16.1 . 
75-99% 2 1.4 ' '3 3.3 34 23.4 39 1O~3 
100% 124 84.9 82 93.2 18 12.4 224 59.1 

! 

~I 
h I: 
1 , 
I 
I 
f 
1. 
1 

I' 
Don't Know (1) - (1.) - (0) - (2) -

I 
i' 
I 

TOTAL 146 100.2 88 "99.9·, 145 100.1 379 100.0 
0 

MEAN 91.7 97.0 52.8 78.0 
a 

':;: 

I , 
i 
h ; 

r 
c' t 

" " 

, , 
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TABLE 8B 
PROGRAM COMPLETION RATE AND ATTENDANCE: CHICAGO 

,) 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Comp1 Comp2 
CHARACTERISTIC 

/I % II % /I % # % 

MtttOditD'O 

,j Excellent = a 45 27.8 8 18.2 6 4.1 0 0.0 

= 1 113 69.8 33 75.0 77 53.1 I 0 0.0 Good 

0 0.0 Fair = 2 3 1.9 1 2.3 9 682\ 

0 0.0 Poor = 3 1 .6 2 4.5 53 36.6 ! 

Don't Know/NA (6) - (2) - (2) - (168) -

TOTAL 162 100.1 44 100.0 145 100.0 0 0.0 
) 

I 
MEAN .7 .9 1.8 1.2 

CoaR]gttQD.Bi:to 
,) 

0% 1 .6 1 2.6 5 5.3 168 100.0 

1-24% 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 382/ 0 0.0 

25-49% 0 0.0 1 2.6 3 3.2 0 0.0 
U 50-74% 2 1.2 0 0.0 1 1.1 0 0.0 

75-99% 2 1.2 0 0.0 ,. 1 1.1 0 0.0 . 
',' 

100% 154 96.9 37 94.9 81 86.2 0 ,0.0 

Don't Know (9) - (7) - (53 ) - (0) -
" 

" 

TOTAL ' 159 99.9 39 100.1 c.' 9~ 100.1 168 100.0 
,1 

98.7 ., , 
,,95·.5 89.0 0.0 ''\ MEAN (, 

\, <."1 '.,. ,::;. 

'" 
" " 

if " \, 

0 (j ,) 

[) 
!) 0 

l.' 

C> 

Total 

II % 

59 16.8 

223 63.5 

13 3.7 

56 16.0 

178) -

351 100.0 

1.2 

175 38.0 

3 .7 

4 .9 

3 .6 

3 .6 

272 59.1 
':..,:, 

(69) -
460 99.9 

60.4 
" , 

" 

(J 

, 

1 

,j 
1 
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TABLE 8C 
PROGRAM COMPLETION RATE AND ATTENDANCE: SAN DIEGO 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Comp1 Comp2 Total 
CHARACTERISTIC 

IF % # % # % # % # % 

Attendance 

Excellent = 0 82 61.2 19 65.5 7 9.5 0 0.0 108 45.6 

Good =' 1 38 28.4 8 27.6 10 13.5 0 0.0 56 23.6 

Fair = 2 12 9.0 1 3.4 17 23.0 0 0.0 30 12.7 

Poor = 3 2 1.5 1 3.4 40 54.1 0 0.0 43 18.1 

Don't Know/NA (3 ) - (2) - (2) - (61) - (68) -
:1 
II t' ' 

TOTAL 134 100.1 29 99.9 74 100.1 0 0.0 237 100.0 

MEAN .5 .5 2.2 0.0 1.0 

kmIRl elion Rate 

0% 2 185 2 6.5 3 4.1 61 100.0 68 22.6 

1-24% 1 .7 1 
. 

3.2 33 44.7 0 0.0 35 11.6 

25-49% 2 1.5 1 ,3.2 4 5.5 0 0,,0 7 2.3 

50-74% 1 .7 1 3 •. 2 4 5&5 0 0.0 6 2.0 

75-99% 2 1.4 0 0.0 3 .4.1 0 0.0 5 1.7 

100% 127 94.1 26 83.9 27 36.5 0 0.0 180 59.8 

11 {< 

11 
lJ j 
Ii 

Il 
tl 

I , 
II 
tl 
11 
t 

I 
l 

Don't Know (2) - (0) - (2) - (0) - (4) - n 
I· 

TOTAL 135 99.9 31 100.0 74 100.2 
r 
I 

61 100.0 301 100.0 

MEAN 96.3 86.6 17 •6 0.0 60.4 
/; . 

! 

. ; 

cnc b 
d" , 

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

.. .., .. v~ 

). 

t 
~ , 
1 ; ... -87-

! 
1 
[ 
f TABLE 80 \) PROGRAM COMPLETION RATE AND ATTENDANCE: BOSTON 

L 
\ 
~ 

I,· 

I 
t l ,. 
~ ,-
1-
I 

F 
~. 

~ 
t Ii 

II 
1 

~l 
1"'. i i, J 

) « " Ii ' I 
; \ 

1 
, 01 

.1 
,) 

:'\ 
' .j • 1 

, I 
',"., 

~r ' .. ) 
.1 
1 

I 
'.1 
I 
" 

! 
I 

,.j 
, I 
" 

(. 

I 
'I 
! 
U 

j 

\ '. 

CHARACTERISTIC 
Experimental 

# % 

6tteodlDCe. 

Excellent 82 38.1 

Good 43 20.0 

Fair 27 12.6 

Poor 63 29.3 

Don't Know (1) -

TOTAL 215 100.0 

MEAN 1.3 

CcMglet:iRD BiWl 

0% 7 3.3 

1-24% 14 4.5 

25-49% 9 4.1 

50-74% 41 19.2 

75-99%., 9 4.2 
\\) 

135 62.8 100% " " 

Don't Know (1) -
TOTAL 215 100.1 

" 

, 
MEAN 78.8 

Control Total 

# % # % 

77 47.2 159 42.1 

22 13.5 65 17.2 

23 14.1 50 13.2 

41 25.2 104 27.5 

(2) - (3 ) -

163 100.0 378 100.0 

1.2 1.3 

0 0.0 7 1.8 

23 14.0 37 9.8 

2 1.2 11 2.9 

20 12.2 61 16.1 

30 18.3 39 10.3 

89 54.3 224 59.1 

(1) I' - (2) -,/ 
r, 

164 100.0 379 100.0 

-:.:; 

77.1 78.0 

_----..... -.E-

<j 

" 
~. I, 

I 

I 
~ 

... 

.~ 
1 

(') 
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TABLE BE 
PROGRAM COMPLETION RATE AND ATTENDANCE: CHICAGO TABLE 8F 

PROGRAM COMPLETION RATE AND ATTENDANCE: SAN DIEGO 

CHARACTERISTIC Experimental Control Total 

II '% II % II % 

Experimental Control - Total 
CHARACTERISTIC 

II % II % II % 

Attendance 
AtteDdADSSfI 

Excellent 49 23.4 10 7.0 59 16.8 
Excellent 89 49.4 19 33.3 108 45.6 

Good 136 65.1 87 61.3 223 63.5 
Good 44 24.4 12 21.1 56 23.6 

Fair 7 3.3 6 4.2 13 3.7 24 13.3 6 10.5 30 12.7 
Fair 

Poor 17 8.1 39 27.5 56 16.0 22 12.8 20 35.1 . 43 18.1 
Poor 

Don't Know (69) - (109) - (178) - (35 ) (33 ) - (68) -Don't Know -
'; 

.1 i 

TOTAL 209 99.9 142 100.0 351 100.0 
TOTAL l80 99.9 57 100.0 237 100.0 

-, 

MEAN 1.0 1.5 1.2 .9 104 1.0 MEAN i: 

Ccapl §tion Rate 
C£ep1et1QD Rate 

0% 63 24.4 112 55.4 175 38.0 
( 

15.7 35 38.5 6,8 22.6 I' 

0% 33 
1-24% 3 1.2 0 0.0 3 .7 

1-24% 19 9.1 16 17.6 ,-" 35 11.6 

25-49% 3 1.2 1 .5 4 .9 
25-49% 5 2.4 2 2~;l- 7 2.3 

50-74% 3 1.2 0 0.0 3 .6 4 1.9 2 - 2.2 6 2.0" 
50-74% ., 

75-99% 2 .8 1 .5 3 .6 5 2.5 0 0.0 5 1.7 
75-99% 

100% 184 71.3 88 43.6 272 59.1 144 68.6 36 39.6 180 59.8 
100% ':;'. 

" Don't Know (20) - (49) - 'I (69) -
---

(4) (0) - '(4 ) -Don't Know c.; -
TOTAL 258 100.1 202 100.0 460 99.9 

TOTAL 21b 100.2 91 100.4 301 100.0 
\/ 

MEAN 73.1 44.2' 60.4 73.0 42.6 60.4 MEAN , 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tab~es 9A - 9C: Status by Follow-up Period by Group: 
Boston, Chicago, and San Diego 

Brief Description of Contents: Frequencies and percentages of modified 
experimental and modified control group cl ients are presented for 
client status at 30, 90) and 180 days after program placement. The 
categories of status inc.lude: employed, in skill training or publi.c 
service, in general training or education , unemployed, incarcerated, 
other, or don't know. 

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed: 
Calculation of percentages. 

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: Over the six-month follow-up 
perlod, employment rates, in general, declined, while incarceration 
rates increased. Employment rates did not significantly differ 
between experimental and control group clients. 

/i 

Computer-Related Comments :' SPSS FREQUEN~IES 

Data Source: Form H--30, 90, and 180 days 
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TABLE 9A 
STATUS BY FOLLOW-UP PERIOD BY GROUP: BOSTON 

EXPERIMENTAL 

CHARACTERISTIC ' 30 days 90 days 180 days 30 days 

II % II % # % # % 

Status 

Employed 96 68.6 71 52.6 50 41.0 56 .. 66.7 

In skill training or 5 3.6 2 1.5 2 1.6 1 1.2 
public service 

-
\' . 
In general training 5 3.6 3 2.2 1 0.8 2 2.4 

or education 

Unemployed 24 17.1 39 28.9 38 31.1 19 22.6 

Incarcerated 10 7.1 18 13.3 28 23.0 5 6.0 

Other 0 0.0 2 1.5 3 2.5 1 1.2 

Don't Know (8) - (13 ) - (26) - (S) -
" 

TOTAL 140 100.0 ipS 100.0 122 100.0 84 ' 100.1 

'6 

• 

CONTROL 

90 days 

# % 

33 52.4 

0 0.0 

4 6.3 

16 25.4 

8 12.7 

2 3.2 

(26) -(/ 

" 

63 100.0 

• 

180 

# 

19 

0 

2 

12 

6 

3 

(47) 

42 

days 

% 

45.2 

0.0 

4.8 

28.6 

14.3 

7.1 

-

100.0 

• 

I 
I..C ..... 
I 

• 

o (;) 

r!<=~""""tt"""~;;'==-"""----~""'~7""~-"'~~-=-=-""=-"";;="--:=--~:-~~""'."""'::""~"""'''-# •• ~--~~~-~.,...-0 """"";~~~i 
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TABLE 9B 
STATUS BY FOLLOW-UP PERIOD BY GROUP: CHICAGO 

EXPERIMENTAL 

. CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 days 180 days 30 days 

# % # % # % # % 

Status 

Employed 92 58.6 .62 42.5 43 36.4 30 ' 71.4 

In skill training or 6 3.8 7 4.8 5 4.2 1 2.4 
public service 

i. 
u 

In general training 8 5.1 7 4.8 10 8.5 i 2.4 
or education 

" 

" 
Unemployed 47 29.9 60 41.1 52 44.1 9 21.4 

,> ,'. 
Incarcerated 3 1.9 6 4.1 7 ., 5.9 1 2.4 

.. 
Other 1 .6 4 2.7 1 0.8,. 0 (0 0.0 

,,:::::, 

Don't Know (11) - (24) - (50) - (3 ) - ',~ 

" 

" " 
(} 

., 

TOTAL 157 99.9 146 100.0 120 99.90 42 99.9 
.-

0 , 

o I) 

Q 

CONTROL 

90 days 

# % 

17 41.5 

1 2.4 

1 2.4 

15 36.6 

4 9.8 
-.:. 

3 7.3 

(4) -

41 ] 1~O.1 

,. 

• 

180 

# 

·12 

1 

1 

11 
.-

3 

1 

(16) 

29 

days 

% 

41.4 

3.4 

3.4 

37.9 
I'"~ -

10.3 
v 

3.4 

-

100.0 

Ii 

• • 

I 
1.0 
N 
1 

. II., ,(I 
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CHARACTERISTIC 
--, 

., 

StatyS 

,::'Emp 1 oyed -, 

" 

In skill training or 
publ ic serviCEl 

In general training 
or education 

Unemployed 

Incarcerated 

Other 
", 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

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

• • • • 

TABLE 9C 
STATUS BY FOLLOW-UP PERIOD BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO 

EXPERIMENTAL 
,,' 

30 days 90 days 180 days 30 days 

II % II % II % II % 

91, 66~,9 59 " 47.6 40 39.2 21 70.0 

6 4.4 3 2.4 5 4.9 2 6.1 
.. 

" 

5 3.7 4 3.2 1 1.0 2 6.7 
, .. ,' \" 

25 18.4", 42 33.9 37 36.3 5 16.7 
(,', 

4 ", 2.9 12 9.7 16., )5.7 0 0.0 
c, (, 

5 3.7 4 3.2 3 2.9 0 0.0 

(1') , IJ - (13 ) - (35 ) - (2) -
'c' 

>. 

'136 " 100.0 100.0 124 100.0 102 30 100.1 
,;-;-

u 

• 

CONTROL 

90 days 

II % 

13 46.4 

0 0.0 

1 3.6 

;:; 

12 42.9 
i/ 

1 3.6 
,;, 

1 3.6 . 
(5 ) -

" 

28 100.1 
~ 

o 

• 

180 days 

II % 

16 64.0 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

7 28.0 

1 4.0 

l' 4.0 

( 8) -

25 100.0 
_.-

() 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tables lOA - IOC: Time from Program Entry to Placement 
by Group: Boston, Chicaao, and San Diego 

Brief Description of Contents: For clients that were placed 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. 

" 

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed: 
Calculation of percentages. 

Highlishts and Policy-Relevant Findings: Of the clients that were pl.aced in 
Boston~and San Diego" the majority were placed in less than one month, 
whereas in Chicagoj the time from program entry to placement was, on the 
average, two months. .-

" Computer-Related Comments: SPSS 'FREQUENCIES 

Data Source: Form-G 

". 1,\ . , 

i . , 

[' . 

II 
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TABLE lOA 
TIME FROM PROGRAM ENTRY TO PLACEMENT BY GROUP: BOSTON 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) 
LAG TIME 

# % II % II 

No lag 2 1.4 1 1.1 3 

1-14 days 44 30.8 24 27.6 68 

15 days - 1 month 52 36.4 31 35.6 83 

>1 month - 2 months 30 21.0 26 29.9 56 

>2 months - 4 months 13 9.1 5 5.7 18 

>4 months - 6 months 1 .7 0 0.0 1 

>6-months - 8 months 1 .7 0 0.0 1 
-;\ 

Don't Know (0) (0) (0) 

TOTAL 143 100.1 ' 87 99.9 230 
" 

MODE: 16 days 

'.' 

'le}·, 

Total 

% 

1.3 

29.6 

36.1 

24.3 

7.8 

.4 

.4 

99.9 

o 

, . 
" 
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TABLE lOB 

TIME FROM PROGRAM ENTRY TO PLACEMENT BY GROUP: CHICAGO 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) , 
LAG TIME , 

# % II % # 

No lag 6 3.6 0 0.0 6 

1-14 days 18 10.9 7 15.6 25 

15 days - 1 month 24 14.5 5 11.1 29 
) 

>1 month - 2 months 34 20.6 9 20.0 43 

>2 months - 4 months 37 22.4 11 24.4 48 

>4 months - 6 months 16 9.7 6 13.3 22 

>6 months - 8 months 18 10.9 5 11.1 23 

>8 months - 10 months 3 1.8 1 2.2 4 

>10 months - 12 months 4 2.4 1 2.2 5 

>12 months - 16 months 5 3.0 0 0.0 5 

Don't Know (0) (0) (0) 

TOTAL 165 99.8 45 99.9 210 

. 
MODE: 2 months 

, (/ 

, ,. 

Total 

% 

2.9 

11.9 

13.8 

20.5 

22.9 

10.5 

11.0 

1.9 

2u4 

2.4 

100.2 

i 
r 
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TABLE 10C 
TIME FROM PROGRAM ENTRY TO PLACEMENT BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Total 
LAG TIME 

# % # % # % 

No lag 14 10.1 4 14.3 18 10.8 

1-14 days - 33 23.7 10 35.7 43 25.7 

15 d~ys - 1 month 41 29.5 6 21.4 47 28.1 
'~' 

>1 month - 2 months 28 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 

, 
• ·1 

I 

I 
, , , 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Table 11: Summary of Hours Worked and Wage Levels 
for Clients Placed in UnsuDsidized 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 the modified 
control group. 

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed: 
T-tests, calculation of stat-istical 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 periods for all program sites. 

Computer-Related Convnents: SPSS FREQ.uENCIES, T -TEST 

Data Source: FormH - 30, 9O,and 180, days 

'\ "'" 

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

T-TEST 
CHARACTERISTIC 

Exp. (mod) Can. (mod) T-Value 
-

BOSTON 

Hours Worked per 
week (mean) 

30 day follow-up 3S.5 3S.4 .10 

90-day follow-up 3S.2 37.S .24 

ISO-day follow-up I 3S.S 39.7 - .53 

Weekly Wages I 
I 

(mean) 

30-day follow-up 163.57 164.23 - .09 

90-day follow-up 161.65 161.14 .06 
- --

ISO-day follow-up 172.11 165.62 .51 

Q:I.L~ 
, 

Hours Worked per 
w~k (mean) 

30 day f~} 1 ow~up 39.6 40.0 - .77 

90-day follow-up 39.7 40.0 - .22 
" 

ISO-day follow-up 3S.9 40.0 - .73 
,-

Weekly Wages .. 
(mean) ,. 

0 

30-day follow-up lS6.S6 179.93 , .35 
I) 

90-dayfollow-up '-' 190.72 
(, 

170.47 1.lS 
c' " 

ISO-day foTlow-up 19S.97 , 147.92 2.71 
, 

----~-~--

Probe 

.92 

.Sl 

.60 

.92 

.96 

.61 

.44 

.S3 

.47 

.72 

.24 

.01 
,;:... 
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Table 11. Summary of Hours Worked and Wage Levels 
(Continued) 

CHARACTERISTIC 

SAN PIEGO 

~ry 
:' ,I! 

'i 
\ 

Hours Worked per 
week (mean) 

30-day follow-up 

90-day follow-up 

180-day follow-up 

Weekly Wages 
(mean) 

30-day follow-up 

90"",:day follow-up 

180-day follow-up 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) 

36.4 37.1 

36.7 34.4 

37.8 36.2 

151.03 145.38 

152.85 143.33 

179.94 150.54 

ii': 

, ( 

T-TEST 

T-Value Probe 

- .43 .67 

.81 .42 

.48 .64 

) 

" 

.42 .67 

.46 .65 

1.54 .13 

() 

o 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tables 12A - 12C: Post-Release Placement Experience 
by Group: Boston, Chicago, and San Diego 

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 placement, employer satisfaction with client, and 
the number of jobs held during the most recent follow-up period. 

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

Highl i~hts and Pol icy-Relevant Findings: Cl ients that were placed into 
'urrsubsidized jobs typically worked 40 hours pfjr week. Hourljl wages 
in all three sites averaged between $4.00 anq.' $5.00 per hour. In 
Chicago and San Diego, the majority of placed clients--both 
modified experimental and mod.ified control group cl ients--were in the same 
placement 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 l80-day follow-up, more than half of 
the placed cl ients were in a different p.1acement than at the time of the 
90-day follow-up. In Boston; howeyer, .only at the 3~-day follow-up 
were more than half of the placed clients at the same job as in the 
previous reporting period (which in t~is case is the placement date), 
Furthermore,this relationship held only for modified. experimental 
group clients. . 

Although a high percentage of ,data were not available regarding 
client satisfacti,on with placement""and employer satisfaction with the 
c1 ient, both measures for all sites resul ted in mean responses ranging 
from' "somewhat sati.sfied" to livery satisfied. II ,. 

computer-Related Comments: SPSS {REQUENCIES 
o " II . ) 

Data Source: Form G, FormH-.. 30,·90; and 180 days 
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TABLE 12A 
POST-RELE.ASE PLACEMENT EXPERIENCE BY GROUP: BOSTON 

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) 
" CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 days 180 days 30 days 

II % II % II % /I % 
0 

Hours ,worked per Week 

1-39 hours 20 19.2 14 19.2 8 16.0 8 14.0 
') 

,', 40 hours 80 76.9 57 78.1 41 82.0 49 86.0 

More than 40 hours 4 3.8 2 2.7 1 2.0 0 0.0 
1.1 --

Don't Know (5 ) - (0) - (29) - (6) -
Not Employed (36) - (74) - (68) - (24) -

TOTAL 194 .) 99.9 73 100.0 50 100.0 57 100.0 

-.' 
MEAN 37.8 37.5 38.3 38.0 

.'Ii" 
-:7::-- 1 

\ 

,; .. 

• 

CONTROL 

90 days 

II % 

6 18.2 

27 81.8 

0 0.0 

(0) -
(53 ) -
33 100.0 

37.2 

(mod) 

180 days 

II % 

3 16.7 

14 77.8 
':~ 

1 5.6 

(50) -
(18) -

I' 18 lOq~l 

\\-
\\ 
\\ 

38.0 " \ 

\~;f 

o 

-._- . • 

H 
!1 
:,t 

.:..: 
o 
N 
I 

~ 
----~--~---.:I 

'r I 
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TABLE 12A Post-Release Placement Experience by Group: Boston 
(Continued) , 

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) 

CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 d'ays 180 days" 

II % II % 
1; 

II % 

Weakly gross wages 

$1-120 13 13.4 9 13.2 5 10.6 

,', $121-160 45 46.4 29 42.6 21 44.7 
, " 

$161-230 32 33.0 27 39.7 15 31.9 

,", Mor'e than $230 7 7.2 3 4.4 6 12.8 
'" 

Don't Know (10) - (20) - (30) -
" 

Not Employed - - -
::~~ 

" 

TOTAL 97 100.0 68 99.9 47 100.0 
" 

:', 

, " l\ " 
MEAN 162.10 158.57 170.32 

\J 

Hourly Wage 
" " 

MEAN I" 4.21, 4.16 4.40 

, 
. -, - .~. 

• 

30 days 

# % 

4 7.7 

22 ,,' 42.3 
,,' 

23 44.2 " 

3 5.8 

(a) -
-

52 Hio.o 
(J 

163.6~,: 

", 

c 

4:'21 0 

• • 

CONTROL (mod) 
.-

90 days 180 days 

tI % II % 

2 6.9 1 6.3 

14 48.3 8 50.0 

12 41.4 6 37.5 

1 3.4 1 ,6.3 

(29) - (50) -
- -

"I 

29 100.0 16 100.1 

160.34 165.96 

I) 4.14 4.57 

• 

I 
I-' 
o 
W 
I 

-" 

, , 

,. 
11:", ~. 
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TABLE 12A Post-Release Placement Experience by Group: Boston 
(Continued) 

, 
EXPERIMENTAL (mod) 

CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 days 180 days 
" 

II % # % # % 
" 

~1eOt satisfaction , 
, 

with pl acwgD:t 

4 = Very Satisfied 36 38.7 31 50.5 20 50.0 
" " 

3 = Somewhat 47 5005 22 35.5 16 40.0 
Satisfied 

, 

2 = Somewhat '.' '10 10.8 7 11.3 3 7.5 (' 

Dissatisfied 
,\ 

,; 

1 = Very Dissatisf1ad'o o " 0.0 2 3.2 1 2.5 

Don't Know f:! (54) - (85 ) - (lOS) -D 

Q 

(, 

TOTAL 93 100.0 62 100.5 40 100.0 
'0 , '-"" - 14. '.':-~ 

" 
MEAN 3.3 3.3 3.4 

• • 

30 days 

# % 

25 51.0 
c~~ 

24 49.0 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

(49) -

59 100.0 
" 

3.5 

CONTROL 

""'0"" 
'.--"-'~~."", 

• 

(mod) 

90 days 180 days 

# % # % 

10 37.0 .4 28.6 

14 51.9 7 50.0 

2 7.4 (i 1 7.1 
II 

• 

1 3.7 2 ,+4.3, 
" 

(60) - q5) -" 

27 100.0 14 100.0 

;,' 

03.2 2.9 
I) 

o 

• 

I ..... 
a 
-Po , 

, ___ -J 

'jJ 
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TABLE 12A Post-Release Pl acement Experience by Gr,oup: 
(Continued) " . 

. 
".~ 

,. 

:EXPERIMENTAL 

CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 days 

II % II % 

EIR]~gt ~Dtj~fDctl2D 
~litb siI jlDt 

" 

I:. 

4 = VerY,Satisfied 5? 74.3 33 71·7 
" 

3 = Somewhat 15 21.4 12 26.1 
Satisfied 

2 = Somewnat 
,(I'

i
,' I:; 1 1.4 1 2.2 

Dissatisfied 

l = Very Dissatisfied 2 2.9 0 .0.0 

Boston 

(mod) 

180 days 

# % 

23 79.3 

6 20.7 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

Don't Know (77) - (100) - (114 ) -
TOTAL 70, 100.0 46 100.0 29 100.0 

() 

MEAN 3.7 3'<'7 
,oy'!" 

'3.8 

Q 

o 

~i 
".\ 

\\ 

30 days 

II % 

27 60.0 

17- 37.8 

0 0.0 

1 2.2 

(43) -
, 

45 ~OO.O 
,'" 

o '-1 

';3~6 
c 

• • 

CONTROL (mod) 

90 days 180 days 

Ii % II % 
\",---

" 

10 38.5 4 33.3 

' 14 53.8 7 58.3 

2 7.7 ' 1 8.3 

0 0.0 0 0.0 

(65) - (79) -
" 

26 100.0 12 99.9 
(j 

" 
'J 'J 

'" ' 3.3 3.2 
0 

n 

o 

~, 

{) 

• 

I 

b 
01 
I 

~ II 

-~ , 

< ~ ; 

(i 

~ 
I 
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TABLE 12A Post-Release Placement Experience by Group: Boston 
(Continued) 

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) 

CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 days 180 days 

II % II % tI % 

J, 

.i~ p]jcgaeot tDi ~aae 
iii in tbfl RmvjWl:i 
mport1og per1od? 

Same 95 54.6 77 4605 39 31.7 

Different 79 45.4 67 53.5 84 66.3 

Don't Know (42) - (72) - (93) -
TOTAL 164 100.0 144 100.0 123 100.0 

fg IDiOlt jgb:i bIll I 
du[iog mpg[tlog 
"[lodt 

0 80 37.4 105 50.2 127 64'.5 
., 

1 123 57.5 ,96 45.9 61 31.0 

2' 11 5 .. 1 8 3.8 6 4 .. 1 
" ,', 

" 
" 3 " 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .5 

'i ,,: 

" 

Don't Know " (2) - (7) '" (19) -
iI ':,', 
'I 

/1 d ,', n 
0 

c>- :,' "" ,', 

v 

TOTAL 
:;: 

214 100.0 209 99.9 197 100.1 ' 

" 
) 

" J Ce' 
\;', 

MEAN .66 .54 .41 
.. 

.. 

30 days 

II % 

52 38.5 

83 61.5 

(30) -

135 100.0 

81 50.0 

73 45.1 

8 4.9 

0 0.0 

(3) -
162 100.0 

\~ 

~55 
.~\ -_ ..... -

• • 

CONTROL (mod) 

90 days 180 days 

II % II % 

27 23.9 15 15.8 

66 76.1 80 64.2 

(52) - (70) -

113 100.0 95 100~a 

90 65.2 94 80.3 

41 29.7 20 17.1 

6 4.3 3 2.6 

i ~7 0 0.0 

(27) - (46) -

138 99.~ 117 100.0 
\\' 

.41 .22 

• 

I 
I--' 
o 
0"1 
I 

i 
I 

: 

.~ 

{ . 

,', 

!t") 

" 

\!l 

c 

q 

,~ 
.. 

~ 
j 
~ 
~ , i 
l 
1 

.1 
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CHARACTERISTIC 

HmaCi .5n:k~d Wu: .oek 

1-39'hours 
',;:" 

40 hoiJrs 

More than 40 hours 

Don't Know 

Not Employed 

,', 

TOTAL 
,. . ~ 

MEAN 
D 

.' 

\ 

'/ 

.. ·"d .I. 

" 

-" ~.,< ",",> • • • • • • 

TABLE 12B 
POST-RELEASE PLACEMENT EXPERIENCE BY GROUP: CHICAGO 

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) CONTROL (mod) 

30 days 90 days 180 days 30 days 90 days 180 days 

1/ % II % II % II % II % II % 

7 7.5 8 11.9 4 7.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
'., 

84 90.3 5q 83'~6 46, 90.2 30 100.0 18 100.0 12 100.0 
" " 

2 2.2 3 4.5 ,J 2.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
,; ",' 

r.' 

(6) - (15) - (52) - (2) , - (13) (26) -
IJj 

d 
" I-

(17) (60) - ,.(75 ) - (65) - (12) - (24) - ;~ -
" 

'c':) 
93 100.0 67 100.0 51 100.0 30 100.0 18 100.0 12 100.0 

8 

II 

3g~,3 1[': 39 •. 0 38.9 
J 

40.0 40.0 
(, 

40.0 'I 0 

D I,. 

'l ,,, 

Q 

._~ ...• ~. "..t:.=_"'---_"'-' _-'~~ ____ ''':'' ___ l_ ~i __ •• _ ... _" __ ~. __ !" __ .:;.l_ 

• 

\, 

o 

I 
....... 
o 
""'-J 
I 

, 

" 

,I 

, 
" " , 

, .\ 

------,---,--

-



.. ~ . "'7"""~-

.......,,..,,.,...:::-_._. <-,-~~., .. -..... ,.., 
t 
~) 

• 

\ 

. , 

... !', 

.. • • • • • 

TABLE 12a Post:-Release Placement Experience by Group: Chicago 
(Continued) 

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) 

CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 days 180 days 

II % II % II % 

Weekly gross wages 

$1-120 9 9.8 8 12.1 5 10.4 

$121-160 38 41.3 26 39.4 18 37.5 

$161-230 30 32.6 21 31.8 15 31.3 
.' .. ~ : 

More than $230 15 16.3 11 16.7 10 20.8 

Don't Know (6) - (16) - (55 ) -,I 
Not Employed (60) - (75) - (65 ) -

v 

TOTAL 92 100.0 66 100.0 48 100.0 

MEAN 183.70 183.96 193.54 

Hourl~, ;)W~ 

MEAN 4.72 4.78 5.15 

., .. ....: ~ .... : " ..,..1. 

I • 

• • • 

CONTROL (mod) 

30 days 90 days 180 days 

II % II % II % 

1 3.3 1 6.3 0 0.0 

19 63.3 10 62.5 10 83.3 
.:.,-' 

5 16.7 2 12.5 2 16.7 

5 16.7 3 18.8 0 0.0 

(2) - (15) - (26) -
(12) - (24) - (17) -

30 100.0 16 100.1 12 100.0 

179,.27 16J5.06 147.92 

" 

4.50 4.15 3.70 

" 

1( 
!i, 

• 

I 
I-' 
o 

, 00 
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TABLE 12B Post-Release Placement Experience by Group: Chicago 
(Continued) 

. EXPERIMENTAL (mod) 

CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 days 180 days 

# % II % # % 

~ :Jut :iit:l~fls;;;t:lQD 
with pJjlCM80t 

4 = Very Satisfied 23 25.0 20 29.9 17 37.0 

3 = SPftlewhat 65 70.7 46 68.7 28 60.9 
Sa\tisfied 

2 = Somewhat 3 3.3 0 0 •. 0 2 2.2 
Dissatisfied 

1 = Very Dissatisfied 1 1.1 1 1.5 0 0.0 

Don't Know (66) - (90) - (122) -

TOTAL 92 100.1 67 100.1 47 100.1 

MEAN 3.2 3.3 3.3 

: . 

-----,.-. ., . 

• • • • 

CONTROL (mod) 

30 days 90 days 180 days 

# % # % # % 

--
1 3.6 0 0.0 4 33.3 

'. h 
~,; 

!~ 

26 92.9 17 100.0 8 66.7 
P 
" 11 
t~ 

1 3.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 

I i ~ 

........ r; i} 

0 ',i ., 
1.0 ,,! 

I n 
II 

-;-i 
!' 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
,) 

U 
.J 
II 

H 
(16) - (38) - (19) - :1 

U 
: f 

; , 
0 

28 100.1 '17 100.0 .12 100.0 
'I 

3.0 3.0 3.3 

. ,. 
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TABLE 128 Pos~-Release Pl acement Experience by Group: Chicago 
(Continued) . 

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) 

CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 days 180 days 
I 

# % II % # % 

~R]O~gt ~Atj~fA~tjQD 
-with cljent 

4= Very Satisfied 22 41.5 15 51.7 10 58.8 

3 = Somewhat 28 52.8 12 41.4 5 29.4 
Satisfied 

2 ::: Somewhat 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Dissatisfied 

1.::: Very Dissatisfied "3 5.7 2 6.9 2 11.8 

Don't Know (105) - (128) - (151; -
(> " 

TOTAL S3 100.0 29 100.0 17 100.0 , 
--

MEAN 3.3 3.4 3.3 
c. 

.. 
b 

• 

30 days 

# % 

1 16.7 

5 83.3 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

(38) -

6 100.0 

3.2 

• 

CONTROL (mod) 

90 days 180 days 

# % # % 

0 0.0 2 100.0 

4 ~GO.O 0 0.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 

(51) - (29) -

II 4 100.0 2 100.0 
~. 

3.0 4.0 
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TABlE12B Post-Release Placement Experience by Group: Chicago 
(Continued) 

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) 

CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 days 180 days 

# % # % # % 

_Ii g]~C0D90t tb§ iaaB 
Ii jD :.tb§ prev:lQlli 
XlgOrt:lOg per:lgdl 

Same 94 89.5 53 70.7 37 64.9 

Different 11 10.5 22 29.3 20 35.1 

Don't Know (53 ) - (82) - (111) -
. 

TOTAL 105 100.0 75 100.0 57 100.0 

I:lw IliOX ism5 btld 
dU[:lOg Dlggrt:lOQ 
pe[loc11 

(':, 0 15 9.6 49 35.3 51 43.2 

1 139 88.5 80 57.6 60 50.8 

2 3 1.9 10 7.2 7 5.9 

3 0 0.0 ." 0 0.0 0 0.0 
\~ 

Doni,t Know I 
(1) - (18) - (50) -

,. 

TOTAL 157 100.0 139- 100.1 118 99.9 

MEAN " 
.-

.92 .72 .63 

• 

30 days , % 

31 96.9 

1 3.1 

(12) -

32 100.0 

2 4.7 

40 93:0 

1 2.3 

0 0'.0 

(1) -
43 100.0 

.98 

• 
,-,,,~,,-. ~" 

'. '._,- . -- . 

I. 

• 

CONTROL (mod) 

90 days 180 days 

# % # % 

14 73.7 8 57.1 

5 26.3 5 42.9 

(36) - (18) -

19 100.0 13 100.0 

.~ 

10 23.8; . 9 33.3 

29 69.0 16 59.3 
Ii· 

3 7.1 " 7.4 4. 

0 0.0 () 0.0 

(13) - (4) -
42 99.9 27 100.0 

~ !! 

.83 ;; .74 

• 

',! 
"i 

, 1, . 

., q 

~ 
.:. 
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CHARACT!:RISTIC 

Hours worked per .eeIs 

1-39 hours 

40 hours 

More than 40 hours 

Don't Know 

Not Employed 
" 

TOTAL 
, 

I> 
" 

MEAN 

... 
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TABLE 12C 
POST-RELEASE PLACEMENT EXPERIENCE BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO 

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) CONTROL 

30 days 90 days 180 days 30 days 90 days 

1/ % tI % tI % tI I % tI % 

23 25.3 15 27.3 11 29.7 5 23.8 4 33.3 

66 72.5 38 69.1 23 62.2 15 71.4 8 6(5~7 

2 2.2 2 ' 3.6 3' 8.1 1 4.8 0 0.0 
:~ " 

(9) (14) (23) (3 ). " ,(5) If - - - ... -
(37) - (69) - (19) - (8) - "(20) -

" c (? 

,. 

91 100.0 55 100.0" 37 roo.o 21 .100.0 .12 100~0 ') 1; It ! (/ . 
" ' lJ 

" a ,', 

36.5, 36.9 , 37.2 " , 
(, 37.1 34.4 

" , , 
~ 

"t:J 

~ ... ,~ _.;.1 .... __ / 

.. 

(mod) 

180 days 

tI I % 

3 25.0 

9 75.0 

0 0.0 

(9) -
(28) -

12 100.0 

36.2 
0 

~-
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TABLE 12C Post-Release Placement Experience by Group: San Diego 
(Continued) 

EXPERIM~NTAL (mod) 

CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 days 180 days 

# % II , % II % 

t:!jekJ Y 9[0;;5 wages 

$1-120 22 24.2 '15 27.3 9 25.7 

$121-160 ., 46 50.!)' 23 41.8 11 31.4 

$161-230 16 17.6 13 23.6 9 25.7 

More than $230 7 7.7 4 7.3 6 17.1 

Don't Know (9) - (14) - (25) -
;J 

Not Employed (37) - (69) - (79) -
" :.::::-:' 

TOTAL 91 100.0 55 100.0 35 99.9 
e, 

(, 

MEAN 150.76 154.22 171.94 
\' /I 

" .:: 

"mn:] Y .igg " 
.•. 

MEAN 4.14 "4.26 4.70 .. 

'J 
\(1 

C1 

. 
.. J_--=----_~~_- __ -_ l_ ~~_-. _ -' '-- .... ___ --':'0 __ '.;..1_ -". 

• 

30 days 

II % 

4 19.0 

13 61.9 

4 19.0 

0 0.0 

(3 ) ~ 

(8) -

21 99.9 

145.38 

3.98 

, . 

• • 

CONTROL (mod) 

.90 days 180 days 

Ii % II % 

3 25.0 2 18.2 

6 50.0 6 54.5 

3 25.0 3 27.3 

0 0.0 0 0.0 

(5 ) - nO) -
(20) - (28) -

12 100.0 11 100.0 

143.33 150.54 
., 

4.26 4.33 
;4!,.~? 
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TABLE 19C Post-Release Placement Experience by Group: San Diego 
(Continued) 

" EXPERIMENTAL (mod) 

CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 days 180 days 

tJ % tJ % tJ % 
I 

.1 

~jlDt ~ltj~factjgD 
.jtb pliHiWlIIIi 

" 
4 = Very Satisfied 18 18.6 22 37.9 18 45.0 

(. 

3 = Somewhat 65 67.0 30 51:.7 19 ' 47.5 
<) Satisfied " 

2 = Somewhat 12 '12.4 6 10.3 3 7.5 
Dis~,atisfied 

" 
1 = Very Dissatisfied 2 2.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Don't Know (40) I' - (73) - (79) :-
'I 

TOTAL I) 97 100.1 58 99.9 40 100.0 

MEAN 3.0 3.3 3.4 

j 
'~-'r--"-I 

I 

• • • 

CONTROL (mod) 

30 days 90 days 180 days 

# .% tJ 
" 

% tJ % 

8 34.8 8 61.5 8 53.3 
-~ " '., 

I 

12 52.2 2 15.4 6 40.0 " 

I 
I-> 

3 13.0 3 23.1 1 6.7 

0 0.0 0 0.0 " 0 0.0 

I-> 
if ~ }I I ,/ 

1 " j 
J 

II 
, II 

(9) - (17) - (14) - I 
I , I' .I 

., 
23 100.0 13" \, 100.0 .15 100.0 

3.2 3.4 3.5 
0' 

~' 
q 

,;. 

i 
I 
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.J if 
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TABLE12C Post-Release Placement Experience by Group: San Diego 
(Continued) 

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) 

CHARACTERISTIC 30 daY~1 90 days 180 days 

1\ " II :, tJ % tJ % 
., 

'li.1 f&!fU: ii:t:l ifa~:lQD 
ytfb client . 

4 = verl Satisfied 34 54.8 28 68.3 20 74.1 

3 = Somewhat 23 37.1 8 19.5 5 18.5 
Satisfied 

2 = Somewhat 3 4.8 2 4.9 1 3.7 
D1ss'atisfied "L'~~ 

"".~ 
~"; '. 

~ : 

1 = Very Dissat1sfied 2 3.2 3 7.3 1 3.7 
I 

.. 

30 days 

II % 

\1, 

<I 
II 

12 63J\2 
I' !! 

6 31.6 

1 5.3 

0 0.0 

Don't Know (75) - (90) - (92) - (13) -
" , 

TOTAL 62 99.9 41 100.0 27 00.1 19 100.0 
.', c-' 

MEAN 3.4 3.5' 3.6 3.6 

.,. 

.. , • • • • 

... 
CONTROL (mod) 

90 days 180 days 

tJ % tJ % 

8 88.9 6 85.7 

1 11.1 1 14.3 

0 0.0 0 0.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 

(21) - (22) -

9 100.0 7 100.0 

" 

3<;9 3",9 

., 
.:.; 

~ ,I '" 
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TABLE12C Post-Release Placement Experience by Group: San Diego 
(Continued) 

EXPERIMENTAL (mod) 

CHARACTERISTIC 30 days 90 days 180 days 

II % Ii % II % 

.Aill] AGAIW'Idi :tim iii. 
Ai jD :tblR[I~lgyi 
reporting gertodl . -, 

Same 96 93.2 49 69.0 30 ·46.9 

Different 7 6.8 22 31.0 34 53.1 

.. 

h" ,,,. 

"', ~ ->-_.- -..... . 

• 

CONTROL 

30 days 90 days 

II % If. % 

I 

21 84.0 11 52.4 

4 16.0 10 47.6 
~<-

Don't Know (103 ) - (71) - (64) - (25) - (21) -/) 

TOTAL 103 100.0 71 100.0 64 100.0 25 100.0 21 100.0 

How BOX lQbi bg] d ',. .. 
slln:log IltIH!&:tiog 
P§rlod1 

,0 6 4.5 30 23.4 57 46.0 3 10.0 12 37.5 

1 121 90.3 84 65.6 55 44.4 25 83.3 20 62.5 

2 -- 7 5.2 13 10.2 10 8.1 2 6.7 0 0.0 
'. 

3 ,', 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.6 0 0.0 0 9.0 
" 4" 0 ,0.0 1 .8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

'" 
Don't Know (3) - (10) - (15) - (2) - (5) -

0 

-, 

" 
TOTAL 134 100.0 128 100.0 124 100.1 30 100.0 32 100~0 

(;= 

~"'.l'J 

MEAN 1.00 .65 .97 .62 .89 
Gl 

• • • 

(mod) 

180 days 

II % 

11 31..4 

24 68.6 
: I 

" -(35 ) -

35 100.0 

I 

" 
I-' '" I-' 
Q) 
I 

, 

26 61.9 

16 38.1 o 

0 0.0 

0" 0.0 .. 

0 0.0 
o ' I} 

(7) -

42 100.0 

.38 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tables 13A - 13C: Post-Release Employm~nt Status by History 
of Drug or Alcohol Use: Boston, Chicago, and San Diego 

Brief Description of contents: Tables 13A - 13C present a crQsstabulation' 
of employment status of clients at the 30-, 90-, and 180-day follow-up 
by past drug use hi story. In addition, t"'test resul ts ar.e presented. 

, 00mments Related to Statistical ~1ethodology Employed': 
T-tests and calculation of percentages. 

Highli ghts and. Pol ic1-Relevant Findin~:" overall., employment status was 
not significant y different for clients with past dr'ug use histories 
from clients that had ~ot used 4rugs in the past. One exception to 
this finding was a significantJy higher percentage of drug us~rs 

= being employed in Boston at the time of the 30- and gO-day follow-ups 

{I 

than non-drug users. 

'I 

,-, 

Computer-RelatedCol11Tlents:SPSS FREQUENCIES, T-TEST 

Data Source: Form C, Form H--30, 90~~~180 days , .. 
~~ , . 
'..,/ 

. ( 

l' 

o 

Q 

," ," 

~ 
-------·-~....;I 
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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 Probe 

% Employed at 30-day 47.6 35.5 2.35 .02 Follow-Up 

% Employed at 90-day 
Follow-up 

35.1 25.5 1.93 .05 

% Employed at lBO-day 25.2 19&5 1.19 .24 follow-up 

(( 

o 

I:: 

\:.) 
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TABLE 13B 
POST-RELEASE EMPLOYMENT STATUS BY HISTORY OF DRUG OR ALCOHOL USE: CHICAGO 

FOLLOW-UP PERIODS Past use No past use T-TEST 
of drugs of drugs T-Val ue Probe 

% Employed at 30-day 1B.9 ... '{' 24.B 1.30 .20 Follow-Up 

% Employed at 90-day 11.1 
Follow-up 

17.1 -1.67 .10 

% Employed at lBO-day B.5 
Follow-up 

12.3 -1.51 .13 

c 

" " 
'\ i:r;~~~'-''.; ~-
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TABLE l3C 
POST-RELEASE EMPLOYMENT STATUS BY HISTORY OF DRUG OR ALCOHOL USE: SAN DIEGO 

~ 

Past use No past use T-TEST FOLLOW-UP PERIODS of drugs of drugs T-Val ue Probe 

% Employed at 30-day 3B.6 36.0 .46 .64 
Follow-Up 

% Employed at 90-day 24.0 26.7 - .52 .60 
Follow-up 

~ 

% Employed at lBO-day 19.2 24.4 -1.02 .31 
Follow:up 

o 

o 

o 

o 

() 
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POST-PROGRAM PHASE. 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Table 14: NIJ Long-Term Follow-Up Data Acquisition Rates 

Brief Description of Contents: Table 14 presents the number of cl ients in 
. each group for whom long-term data (i .e., rap, sheets) were requested. 

The number of rap sheets requested, ~he number received, .and the 
percentage received are reported. 

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed: 
Calculation of percentages. ' 

Highl i~hts and Pol icy-Relevant Findings.: A total Of 1215 rap sheet,§ were 
requested.for this study: 381 in Boston, 529 ir) Chicago:, and 305 in 
San Diego. Overall, 91 p~rcent of the requests 'were met. In Boston, 
93 '-percent of requested rap sheets were received, while in both Chicago 
and San Diego, 90 percent of the requested rap sheets were received. 

" () 

1/ 11 

() 

c, 

(j' 

" \;) 

o 

o 
(, 

Computer-Related Commentt: Not Appli'cable , . 

'1 I:::;' 

Data Source: rap sh~rats <) " 

0,') 

~ 
i 
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TABLE .14 
NIJ LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP DATA ACQUISITION RATES 

BOSION* 

Exp. (mod) Can. (mod) 

Requested 147 89 

Received 135 81 

% Received 91.8% 91.0% 

SAN DIEGQ* (Includes contaminated cases.) 

Exp. (mod) 

Requested 137 

Received 123 

% Received 89.8% 

CHICAGO** 

Exp. (mod) 

Requested 168 

Received 152 

% Received 90.5 

TOTAl. - All SmS 

Exp. (mod) 

Requested 452 

Received 410 

% Received 90.7% \'c 

* = state-wide data 
** = city data 

J/Il. 

Can. (mod) 

31 

28 

~0.3% 

Con. (mod) 

46 

40 

87.0% 

Con. (mod) 

166 

149 

89.8% 
"'" 

Comparison 

145 

139 

95.9% 

Comparison 
Some No 
Serv Serv Total 

76 61 137 

69 55 124 

90.8% 90.2% 90.5% 

Comparison 
Some No 
Serv Serv Total 

147 168 315 

132 152 284 

89.8 90.5 90.2 

Comparison 

597 

547 

91 •. 6% 

o 

TOTAL 

381 

355 

93.2% 

TOTAL 

305 

276 

90.5% 

TOTAL 

529 
f) 

476 

90.0 

TOTAL 

1215 

1106 
<.' 

91.0% 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tables 15A - 15 I: Long-Term Recidivism Rates by Group: 
Boston, Chicago, and San Diego 

Brief Description of Contents: Tables 15 A - 15C present the mean arrest 
rates for themodlfied experimental group, modified control group, 
comparison group 1 and comparison group 2. For San Diego, the mean 
number of months sentenced is reported, while for Chicago, the mean 
number of months sentenced as well as mean number of months incarcerated 
are reported. Analysis of variance significance test results are also 
provided. Arrest rates are categorized into three groups: arrests for 
all offenses, arrests for income-producing offenses, and arrests for 
Part I offenses. Tables 150 - 15F provide the above recidivism informa­
tion for clients who were placed versus clients who were not placed by 
the programs, while Tables 15G - 151 present data for experimental and 
control group clients, as they were originally assigned. 

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed: 
Analysis of variance, t-testrS, and calculation of percentages. 

Highlights and POlic~-Relevant Findinrs: Tables 15A - 15C indicate that in 
Boston and San;ego, there wasittle variance across groups for mean 
arrest rates in all three categories. In Chicago, however, significant 
differences were found on the mean arrest rates for all offenses. 
Comparison group 1 clients were found to have higher arrest rates than 
each of the other groups. As indicated in Table E, clients that were 
not placed by the programs were found to have significantly higher 
arrest rates in all three arrest categories. Chicago clients not placed 
also rece; ved longer sentences and served more time duri ng the fo 11 ow-up 
period. Significant differences wer!= not found in Boston or San Diego. 

(NOTE: Arrest rates were calculated by dividing the number of arrests 
during the long-term follow-up period by the length of the long-term 
follow-up period--whi~~ was 20.5 months in Boston, 22.5 months in 
Chicago,and 19 months" in San Diego--and multiplying that figure by 100.) 

", 

" Computer-Related Comments!!: SPSS FREQUENCIES, ANOVA, T -TEST 

Data Source: Rap sheets (I 

~ .. 
:.. 

~ 
0 

,. 1 
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,1 , 
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TABLE 15A 
LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY GROUP: BOSTON 

Exp. Con. ANOVA 
RECIDIVISM 

MEASURES (mod) (mod) Comparison 1 F 

Mean Arrest Rates 

* 

For All Offenses 7.1 6.1 7.8 1.07 

For Income- 4.8 4.0 5.4 1.01 
Producing Offenses 

For Part I 3.7 3.5 4.9 1.83 
Offenses 

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

P 

.34 

.37 

.16 
'\" 
> , 

~ --- -----

0 

i 

! 
i 
; 
I 
}, 
i 

l ~} , 

I 
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TABLE 15B 
LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY GROUP: CHICAGO 

RECIDIVISM Compar- Compar-
ANOVA 

Exp. Con. 
MEASURES. (mod) (mod) ison 1 ison 2 F 

Mean Arrest Rates 

For All Offenses 5.9 $.6 9.2 8.4 3.60 

For Income- 4.0 3.7 5.9 5.4 1.57 
Producing Offenses 

For Part I 3.7 3.6 5.7 5.1 1.84 
Offenses 

Me~D HUlllbgr: MoD:tb!Z 17.2 7.6 23.6 30.0 1.01 
~Dtencgd 

MIlD KWlbgr: Moo:tb!Z .9 1.2 2.5 1.9 4.16 
S§agd 

* 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 multiplying that number by 100. 

o 

o 

P 

.01 

.20 

.14 

.39 

.01 

j 
I 

~ 
I 

"j 

, 1 
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TABLE 15C 
LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO 

RECIDIVISM Compar- Compar-
ANOVA 

Exp. Con. 
MEASURES (mod) (mod) ison 1 ison 2 F 

Mean Arrest Rates 

For All Offenses 5.2 5.6 6.9 5.8 .77 

For Income- 3.4 3.2 4.6 4.2 .76 
Producing Offenses 

For Part I 1.9 2.8 2.7 2.7 .81 
Offenses 

Hgsao Humb~r: Mootbfi 8.7 12.9 8.5 9.3 .26 
~§O:t~O~~sJ 

* 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 • 

'", 
,-, 

(r 

-t,l 

.j 

I 
.I 

P 

.51 

.52 

.49 

.86 

-128-

TABLE 150 
LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY PLACEMENT STATUS: BOSTON 

T-TEST 
RECIDIVISM 

I 

MEASURES Pl aced Not Pl aced T-Valu~ Probe 

H!i210 Ar:[~~ Bi:tg5 * 

For All Offenses 6.7 7.8 -1.41 .26 

4.5 5.4 -1.15 .25 
Fo.r Income-
Producing Offenses 

For Part I 3.6 4.9 -1.78 .08 

Offenses 

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

) 
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TABLE 15E 
LONG.-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY PLACEMENT STATUS: CHICAGO 

RECIDIVISM T-TEST 
MEASURES Placed Not Pl aced T-Value Probe 

Hean Arrest RatQ~ 

For All Offenses 5.8 8.8 -3.40 .00 

For Income- 3.9 5.6 -2.25 .02 
Producing Offenses 

For Part I 3.6 5.4 -2.45 .02 
Offenses 

MesUI t:iumbQI: MoDtb~ 15.2 26.9 -1.64 .10 
.smt..~ 

MellO NumbQI: Mootb~ 1.0 2.2 -3.58 .00 
SQDQd 

* Arrest rates were calc4lated by dividing the humber of arrests 
during the follow-up period by the length of the lOl)g-term 
period (which for Chicago was 22.5 months) and multipl~ing 
that number by 100. 

(.) 

( 

C) 
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TABLE 15F 
LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY PLACEMENT STATUS: SAN DIEGO 

RECIDIVISM T-TEST 

MEASURES Pl aced Not Placed T-Value Probe 

MQan Arl:Qst ~ 

For All Offenses 5.3 6.4 -1.26 .21 

For Income- 3.4 4.4 -1.48 .14 
Producing Offenses 

For Part I 2.1 2.7 -1.22 .22 
Offenses 

MQIIDNumbQI: Moutb5- 9.5 8.8 .24 .81 
SQDtQD~Qd 

* Arrest rates were calculated by dividing~~he 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. 
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TABLE 15G 
LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY GROUP: BOSTON 

T..;TEST 
RECIDIVISM 

MEASURES Experimental Control T-Value Probe 

Hean Arrest Rates* 

For All Offenses 7.8 6.2 1. 74 .08 
\" 

1.99 .05 For Income- 5.5 4.0 
Producing Offenses. 

For Part I 4.4 3.7 1.10 .27 
Offenses 

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

.p !' 
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TABLE ISH 
LONG-TERM RECIDIVISM RATES BY GROUP: CHICAGO 

RECIDIVISM T-TEST 

MEASURES Experimental Control T-Val ue Probe 

Mean Arrest Rateji* 

For All Offenses 7.0 8.2 -1.25 .21 

For Income- 4.9 5.0 - .20 .84 
Producing Offenses 

For Part I 4.7 4.7 - .02 .99 
Offenses 

MeiD ~glbi[ Mootbi 19.2 25.5 - .80 .43 
SenUmced 

MeiD ~Lllllbil: Month$. 1.6 1.9 - .72 .47 
"" Sil:'led 

" 

* 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 multiplying 
that number by 100. 
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TABLE 151 
LONG-TERM RECIDIV~SMRATES BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO 

RECIDIVISM 
T-TEST 

MEASURES Experimental Control T-Value Probe 

* Mean Arrest Rates 

For All Offenses 5.7 5.9 - .21 .84 

For Incorne- 3.9 3.7 .24 .81 
Producing Offenses 

For Part I 2.2 2.9 -1.17 .24 
Offenses 

MelD ttumb~U: Moll:tb~ 8.0 H.B - .99 .32 
~~ 

* 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. 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tables'16A - 161: Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: 
Boston, Chicago, and San Diego 

Brief Description of Contents: Tables 16A - 161 present frequencies of 
arrest for all groups. 

Conunents Related to Statistical Methodology Employed: 
Calculation of statistical mean. 

hts and Polic -Relevant Findin s: Comparison group members had 
19 er arrest means than modi:fied experimental or modified control 

group members in all three sites. Thirty-eight percent of the Boston 
clients had no rearrests during the follow-up period, while 3,3 percent 
of Chicago clients and 43 percent of San Diego clients had no rearrests. 
For offenders who were rearre;sted, most were rearrested qn·ly once. 

0 

Computer-Related Corrments; SPSS FREQUENCIES 

Data Source: Rap sheets 
~ 
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TABLE 16A 
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: BOSTON 

Exper. Can. (mod) Compar- TOTAL ARREST RATES (mod) ison 1 

II % II % II % II % 

Total Arr:ests 

No Arrests 47 34.8 34 42.0 55 39.9 136 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 6.7 1 1.2 7 5.1 17 4.8 
}. 

5 Arrests 3 2 .. 2 2 ?5 5 3.6 10 2.8 
; 

6 Arrests 1 0.7 1 1.2 4 2.9 6 1.7 

7 ,Arrests 1 0.7 1 1.2 1 0.7 3 0.8 
) 

8 Arrests 0 0.0 1 1.2 1 0.7 2 0.6 

9 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.7 1 0.3 
'.' 

Donit 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 

a 

,0 

. / 
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Table 16A. Long-Term follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Boston 
(Continued) 

·ARREST RATES 7xP~). Con. (mod) Compar-
mod i Siln 1 

II % II % II % II 

I~ome-PL2du~jDg 
Arrests . 

No Arrests 70 51.9 49 69.5 70 50.7 189 

1 Arrest 26 19.3 16 19.8. 27 19.6 69 

2 Arrests 20 14.8 9 11.1 21 15.2 50 

3 Arrests 13 9.6 2 2.5 10 7.2 25 

4 Arrests 3 ,2.2 2 2.5 4 2.9 9 

5 Arrests 2 1.5 1 1.2 1 0.7 4 

6 Arrests 1 0.7 1 1.2 2 1.4 4 

7 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.4 2 
., 

8 Arrests 0 0.0 1 1.2 1 0.7 2 
-. 

DOh't Know 12 - 8 - 7 - 27 
" ;; 

TOTAL 135 100.0 81 100.0 138 99.8 354 

"=--...; 

TOTAL 

% 

53.4 

19.5 

14.1 

7.1 

2.5 

1.1 

1.1 

0.6 

0.6 

-

100.0 

MEAN .98 
'/ . 

.83 1.12 1.00 
; 

\\ 

(t, 

/! 

(~ 
\;~. 

c 
" 

0 ~,I 
(> ( .. 

(\ 

0 

-------"._"-
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Table 16A. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Boston 
(Continued) 

Exper. Can. (mod) Compar- TOTAL 
ARREST RATES (mod) ison 1 

# % # % # % # % 

Part I Arrests 

No Arrests 77 57.0 45 55.6 76 55.1 198 55.9 

1 Arrest 31 23.0 25 30.9 23 16.7 79 22.3 

2 Arrests 15 11.1 3 3.7 22 15.9 40 11.3 

3 Arrests 8 5.9 6 7.4 8 5.8 22 6.2 

4 Arrests 3 2.2 1 1.2 3 2.2 7 2.0 

5 Arrests 1 0.7 1 1 .• 2 2 1.4 4 1.1 

6 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 2.2 3 0.8 

7 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0;10 1 0.7 1 0.3 

:1 

Don't Know 12 8 
,-

7 27 - - ' - -, ' -

TOTAL 135 99.9 81 100.0 138 100.0 354 99.9 
) 

, 

MEAN .76 .72 1.00 '} .84 
I 

(j 

" l' -
~""~' , ·_· ..... l . 

-~-, ' .. ----,--~---
I. 
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TABLE 168 
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: CHICAGO 

ARREST RATES 
~xpes· Con. (mod) Compar- Compar-

mod i<:;on 1 1son 2 
TOTAL 

II % # % # % # % # % 

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 4 10.0 23 17.3 29 20.1 70 15.0 

3 Arrests 11 7.4 3 7.5 22 16.5 11 7.6 47 10.1 . 
4 Arrests 6 4.0 1 2.5 -13 9.8 7 4.9 27 5.8 .. ~ 

5 Arrests 6 4.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 4 2.8 11 2.4 

6 Arrests 1 !J.7 0 0.0 2 1.5 6 4.2 9 1.9 

7 Arrests 1 0.7 2 5.0 1 0.8 4 2.8 8 1.7 

8 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.5 0 0.0 2 6.4 

9 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 1 0.7 2 0.4 

10 Arrests 1 0.7 0 0.0 1 0.8 1 0.7 3 0.6 

11 Arrests 1 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.2 

16 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 1 0.2 

20 Ar,rests 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.7 1 0.2 
o 

Don't Know 191: :j", - 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 1.71 

,.,' ,) I 

1 

,j 
1 
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Table 166. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Chicago 
(ContinueoJ 

Expes' Can. (mod) Compar- Compar-
ARREST RATES (mod is( n 1 isnn ? 

II % II % IF % IF % 

ID~gme-P[QdY~iD9 
Arrests 

No Arrests 78 52.3 25 62.5 55 41.4 74 51.4 

1 Arrest 44 29.5 8 20.0 ·38 28.6 35 24.3 

2 Arrests 13 8.7 2 5.0 18 13.5 16 11.1 

3 Arrests 6 4.0 3 7.5 13 9.8 5 3.5 

4 Arrests 4 2.7 0 0.0 4 3.0 4 2.8 

5 Arrests 1 0.7 '0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.4 

6 Arrests 0 0.0 2 5.0 1 0.8 4 2.8 

7 Arrests 1 0.7 0 0.0 1 0.8 2 1.4 

8 Arrests 1 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

9 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 1 0.7 

10 Arrests 1 0.7 0 0.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 

15 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 

19 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.7 

Don't Know 19 - 5 - 15 - 24 -
-

TOTAL 149 100.0 40 100.0 133 100.3 144 100.1 

MEAN .90 .82 1~c3'2 1.21 

- - - ------- ---- -----
, . 
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Table 166. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Chicago 
(Continued) 

1 

TOTAL Exper. Can. (mod) Compar- Compar-
ARREST RATES (mod) 1son 1 1son 2 

IF % IF % II % IF % IF % 

232 49.8 

125 26.8 

49 10.5 

27 5.8 

12 2.6 

3 0.6 

7 1.5 

4 0.9 

1 0.2 

2 0.4 

2 0.4 

1 0.2 

1 0.2 

63 -
466 100.0 

Part I Arrests 

No A.rrests 79 53.0 24 60.0 53 39.8 81 '56.3 

1 Arrest 43 28.9 9 22.5 42 31.6 26 18.1 

2 Arrests 17 11.4 4 10.0 18 13.5 17 11.8 

3 Arrests 6 4.0 1 2.5 12 9.0 8 5.6 

4 Arrests 1 0.7 0 0.0 3 2.3 4 2.8 

5 Arres.ts 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.7 

6 Arrests 1 0.7 2 5.0 2 1.5 4 2.8 

7 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.7 

8 Arrests 1 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

9 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 

10 Arrests 1 0.7 0 0.0 1 0.8 0 000 

11 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.7 
. 

15 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 

19 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.7 

. 
Don't Know 19 - 5 - 15 - 24 -

, 
I 
1 
~I 
" :) i . 
. ! 

i! 
it 

Ji 
H 

i I ',j r r 
11 
i! 

tl q 
\. ~ Ii 
IJ 

11 

tt 0 

~ 
~ 0 

r 
! 
f 

TOTAL 149 100.1 40 100.0 133 100.1 144 100.2' 
;'.Il~ 

1.11 
MEAN .83 .80 1.29 1.15 

{ 

.-----~--

TOTAL 

IF % 

237 50.9 

120 25.8 

56 12.0 

27 5.8 

8 1.7 

1 0.2 

9 1.9 

1 0.2 

1 0.2 

1 0.2 

2 0.4 

1 0.2 
.' 

1 0.2 

1 0.2 

63 -

466 99.9 

G 
. .;., 

1.06 
* 

~ 
1 • 
~ ., I 

I 
1 

11 

-I 



"1 
I 
i 

1 
-141-

TABLE 16C : I 
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: SAN DIEGO 'I 

./ 
t I 
') 

7xP~). Can. (mod) Compar- Compar- TOTAL 
ARREST RATES mod iscln 1 ison 2 

: ! , 
i 

II % II % II % II % II % I 
! 

Total Arrests 
\ 

: .{ 

No Arrests 55 45.5 15 53.6 29 42.0 18 34.6 117 43.3 ! I 
d 
,-'1 

1 Arrest 38 31.4 5 17.9 18 26.1 21 40.4 82 30.4 
:1 
I 

2 Arrests 15 12.4 4 14.3 8 11.6 8 15.4 35 13.0 1,1 
. t 

3 Arrests 8 6.6 1 3.6 5 7.2 3 5.8 17 6.3 

4 Arrests 2 1.7 2 7.1 5 7.2 0 0.0 9 3.3 

II 

II 
H 
ki 

5 Arrests 1 0.8 0 0.0 3 4.3 1 1.9 5 1.9 

6 Arrests 0 0.0 1 3.6 1 1.4 1 l.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 - 35 -
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 

d 

11 
l! II . 
II 
iJ k 
lJ 
ti 
i4 
!.! 

11 

I r 
1 

f 
I 
I 
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Table 16C. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: San Diego 
(Continued) 

Exper. -.-
Can . (mod) Compar- Compar-

ARREST RATES (mod) is( n 1 is n 2 

II % II % II % II % 

T, P Ina 
Arrests 

No Arrests 76 62.8 20 71.4 38 55.1 25 48.1 

1 Arrest 25 20.7 4 14.3 14 20.3 18 34.6 

2 Arrests 11 9.1 2 7.1 11 15.9 6 11.5 

3 Arrests 7 5.8 1 3.6 2 2.9 1 1.9 

4 Arrests 4 0.8 0 0.0 3 4.3 1 1.9 

5 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.9 

6 Arrests 1 0.8 1 3.6 1 1.4 0 0.0 

Don't Know 16 - 3 - 7 - 9 -

TOTAL 121 100.0 28 100.0 69 99.9 52 99.9 

MEAN .64 .61 .87 .81 

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

TOTAL 

II % 

159 58.9 

61 22.6 

30 11.1 

11 4.1 

5 1.9 

1 0.4 

3 1.1 

35 -

270 100.1 

.73 
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Table 16C. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: San Diego 
(Continued) 

~xp~). Con. (mod) Compar- Compar-
ARREST RATES mod isnn 1 i<::nn , 

Il % II % II % II % 

PiU:t I ~[I"es:bi 

No Arrests 91 75.2 19 67.9 46 66.7 32 61.5 

1 Arrest 22 18.2 7 25.0 13 18.8 14 26.9 

2 Arrests 4 3.3 0 0.0 8 11.6 5 9.6 

3 Arrests 3 2.5 1 3.6 1 1.4 1 1.9 

4 Arrests 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.4 0 0.0 

5 Arrests 1 0.8 1 3.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Don't Know 16 - 3 - 7 - 9 -
TOTAL 121 100.0 28 100.1 69 99.9 52 99.9 

MEAN .36 .54 .52 .52 

II 

188 

56 

17 

6 

1 

2 

35 

270 

"!-. 'k 
.0....-

% 

69.6 

20.7 

6.4 

0.4 

0.4 

0.7 

-

99.9 

.45 

; 
I­
I 

o 

(..:.' 

----, ------
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TABLE 160 

LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: BOSTON 

ARREST RATES 
Pl aced Not Plrtced TOTAl 

II % II % II . % 
. 

Mal Arrests 

No Arrests 81 37.5 55 39.9 136 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 0.9 1 0.7 3 0.8 

8 Arrests 1 0.5 1 0.7 2 0.6 

9 Arrests 0 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 
:1 
\' 

. 
o I 
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Table 160. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Boston 
(Continued) 

ARREST RATES 
Pl aced Not Placed TOTAl 

Ii % # % /I % 

IO~ome P[2dy~jD9 
Arrests 

, 

No Arrests ll9 55.1 70 50.7 189 53.4 

1 Arrest 42 19.4 27 19.6 69 19.5 

2 Arrests 29 13.4 21 15.2 50 1'4.1 

3 Arrests 15 6.9 10 7.2 25 7.1 

4 Arrests 5 2.3 4 2.9 9 2.5 

5 Arrests 3 1.4 1 .7 4 1.1 

6 Arrests 2 0.9 2 1.4 4 1.1 

7 Arrests 0 0.0 2 1.4 2 0.6 

8 Arrests 1 0.5 1 0.7 2 0.6 

Don't Know 20 - 7 - 27 -
TOTAL 216 99.9. 138 99.8 354 100.0 , 

MEAN .93 1.12 1.00 

A, 

",146 ... 

Table 16D. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Boston 
(Continued) 

ARREST RATES 
Placed Not Placed TOTAL 

# % # % # % 

Pact I Offe05g 
Arnpst5 

.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 0.9 2 1.4 4 1.1 

6 Arrests 0 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 

(J 
I) if 

'Ii 

.;.::::- ', .. 
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TABLE 16E 
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: CHICAGO 

ARREST RATES Placed _Not Pl aceJi TOTAL 

'# % '# % '# % .. 

Total Arrests 

No Arrests 74 39.2 80 28.9 154 33.0 

\ t 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 11.9 47 10.1 

4 Arrests 7 3.7 20 7.2 27' 5.8 

5 Arrests 6 3.2 5 1.8 11 2.4 

6 Arrests 1 0.5 8 2.9 9 1.9 

7 Arrests 3 1.6 5 1.8 8 1.7 

8 Arrests 0 h 0.0 2 0.7 2 0.4 

9 Arrests 0 0.0 2 0.7 2 0.4 

10 Arrests 1 0.5 2 0.7 -::I. 
.J 0.6 

11 Arrests 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.2 

16 Arrests 0 0.0 1 0.4 1 0.2 

20 Arrests 0 0.0 1 0.4 1 0.2 

'\., 

Don't Know 24 - " 39 'j - 24 -
, I..~,-: 

TOTAL 189 100.0 
" 

277 100.0 466 10q.O 
, 

'" 

I) MEAN 1.31 " .', 1.98 1.71 ,. . 
c' 

" 
0 

, (, \1 

. " 

~_~~ ____ ,~ .. L._, __ _ 
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Table 16E. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Chicago 
(Continued) 

ARREST RATES Pl aced Not Placed TOTAL 

'# % # % '# % 

lo,ome-P[Qdu,jOg 
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 12.3 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 Arrests 1 0.5 2 0.7 3 0.6 

6 Arrests 2 1.1 5 1.8 7 '1-,5 

7 Arrests 1 0.5 3 1.1 4 0.9 

8 Arrests 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.2 

9 Arrests 0 0.0 2 0.7 2 0.4 

10 Arrests 1 0.5 1 0.4 2 0.4 

15 Arrests 0 0.0 1 0.4 1 0.2 

19 Arrests 0 0.0 1 0.4 1 0.2 
, 0 

Don't Know 24 - 39 - 63 -
c 

I:;; 

TOTAL 189 99.9 277 100.2 466 100.0 
, 

" 

--, 

MEAN .88 1.26 1.11 
" 

i.r' 'u 
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Table 16E. 
(Continued) 

Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Chicago 

ARREST RATES 
P _aced 

# % 

PiU:t I OfUD9 
A[[gsts 

No Arrests 103 54.5 

1 Arrest 52 27.5 

2 Arrests 21 11.1 
.'. 

3 Arrests 7 3.\1 

4 Arrests 1 0.5 

5 Arrests 0 0.0 

6 Arrests 3 1.6 

7 Arrests 0 0.0 

8 Arrests 1 0.5 

9 Arrests 0 0.0 

10 Arrests 1 0.5 

11 Arrests 0 0.0 

15 Arrests 0 0.0 
. 

19 Arrests 0 OgO 

Oon't. Know 
f) 

24 -
~+ 

TOTAL .. :\ 
:; 

189 99.9 

" 
(~:, 

MEAN ;:;.82 
" 
, 

" 
" II 

)~ 

Not Placed 

# 

134 

68 

35 

20 

7 

1 

6 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

39 

277 

." 
" 

% 

48.4 

24.5 

12.6 

7.2 

2.5 

0.4 

2.2 

0.4 

0.0 
'. 
0.4 

0.4 

,·0.4 

0.4 

_p.4, 
\f.! 

,I 
-

" 100.2 

1.22 

TOTAL 

# % 

237 50.9 

120 25.8 

56 12.0 

27 5.8 

8 1.7 

1 0.2 

9 1.9 

1 0.2 

1 0.2 

1 0.2 

2 0.4 

1 0.2 

1 0.2 

1 0.2 

" 

63 -
466 99.9 

;;-

,,!,t, , 

!i:., 

1d)e> 
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TABLE 16F 
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: SAN DIEGO 

ARREST RATES 
Placed Not PlaClitd_ TOTAl 

t! % # % # % 

:! 

I!ltl] Il[[gsts 

No Arrests 85 45.0 32 39.5 117 43.3 

1 Arrest 54 28.6 28 34.6 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 L6 2 2.5 5 1.9 

6 Arrests 2 1.1 1 1.2 3 1.1 

() 7 Arrests 2 1.1 0 0.0 2 0.7 

Don't Know 25 - 10 - 35 -

TOTAL 189 100.1 81 100.0 270 100.0 

. 
MEAN 1.08 1.12 1.10 

\\ 

\\ 
'7 

(I 

o ,. 
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Table 16F. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencie~ of Arrest: San Diego 
(Continued) 

ARREST RATES 
Pl ice_d Jio_t PI_aced T)TAL 

# % # % # % 
t--

ID~ome-P[Qdy~JD9 
Arrests 

No At'rests 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 Arrests 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.4 

6 Arrests 2 1.1 1 1.2 3 1.1 

Don 9t Know 25 - 10 - 35 -
TOTAL 189 100.1 81 100.r) 270 100.1 

MEAN .74 .70 
,'C: 

.73 

.II! I • 

! ' 
[ 

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

Placed Not Placed TOTAl 
ARREST RATES 

# % # % #. % 

eiJ:t I OfmD:i~ 
,~rr§m 

No Arrests 110 73.8 78 6405 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 

I (i 
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TABLE 16G 
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: BOSTON 

ARREST RATES 

Total Ar:r:gsts 

No Arrests 

1 Arrest 

2 Arrests 

3. Arrests 

4 Arrests 

5 Arrests 

6 Arrests 

7 Arrests 

8 Arrests 

9 Arrests 

Don't Know 

TOTAL 

MEAN 

,1-. 

Exoer imental 

II 

69 

49 

29 

29 

12 

6 

3 

2 

1 

1 

15 

201 
. ':':\' 

% 

34.3 

24.4 

14.4 

14.4 

6.0 

3.0 

1.5 

1.0 

0.5 

0.5 

-

100.0 

-
1.60 

j 

l\ 
1\ 
',\ 

Control TOTAL 

II % ;; % 

67 43.8 136 38.4 

34 22.2 83 23.4 

35 26.4 54 15.3 

13 8.5 42 11.9 

5 3.3 17 4.8 

4 2.6 10 2.,8 

3 2.0 6 1.7 

1 0.7 3 0.8 

1 0.7 2 0.6 

0 0.0 1 0.3 

12 - 27 -
153 100.1 354 100.0 

1.28 1.46 

u 

~ ;,.... fl _ \' 
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Table 16G. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Boston 
(Continued) 

ARREST RATES 
Exoerimental Control TOTAL 

II % II % II % 

In~ome-Pr:Qdy~jD9 
Ar:r:ests 

No Arrests 99 49.3 90 58.8 189 53.4 

1 Arrest 39 19~4 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 
.' 

0.6 7 Arrests 2 1.0 0 0.0 2 

8 Arrests 1 0.5 1 0.7 2 0.6 

Don't Know 15 - 12 - 27 -
TOTAL 201 lOp. 1 153 100.1 354 100.0 

. ~ . 
MEAN 1.13 .82 1.00 

.' 

\'\. 
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Table 16G. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Boston 
(Continued) 

ARREST RATES Exnerimental Control TOTAL 

II % II % II % 

PsU:,t I OffeDl2!t 
Arrests 

No Arrests 108 53.7 90 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 0.7 3 0.8 

7 Arrests 1 O.~ 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 

c' 

I 
)' 

I ,-
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TABLE 16H 
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES OF ARREST: CHICAGO 

ARREST RATES 
EXDerimental Control TOTAL 

II % II % II % 

Total Arrel2"bi 

No Arrests 89 36.0 65 29.7 154 33.0 

1 Arres:t 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 2.3 8 1.7 

8 Arrests 0 0.0 2 0.9 2 0.4 

9 Arrests 2 0.8 0 0.0 2 0.4 

10, Ar:-rests 1 0.4 2 0.9 3 0.6 

11 Arrests 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.2 

16 Arrests 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.2 

20 Arrests 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.2 

/1 
:'!~~"<--:"Don:'t Kn ow 31 - 32 - 63 -

TOTAL c. 247 100.0 219 100.0 466 100.0 , 
'.> " " 

MEAN 1.59 1.84 I 1. 71 
(( ~. 

<', .,,"'; ~ 

i:' v 

U ~ 
! ~ 
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Table 16H. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Chicago 
(Continued) 

ARREST RATES 
Exoerlmental Control TOTAL 

# % # % #. % 

!n~ome-P[QdU£jD9 
Arrests 

No Arrests 125 50.6 107 48.9 232 49.8 

1 Arrest 72 29.1 53 24.2 125 26.8 

2 Arrests 22 8.9 27 12.3 49 10.5 

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 0.4 3 1.4 4 0.9 

8 Arrests 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.2 

9 Arrests 2 0 .• 8 0 0.0 2 0.4 

10 Arrests 1 0.4 1 0.5 2 0.4 

15 Arrests 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.2 
, .. 

19 Arrests 1 .0.4 0 0.0 1 0.2 

Don't Know 31 - 32 - 63 -., 

TOTAL 247 99.9 .. 219 10'0.0 i) 466 100.0 
,', 

<> C) 

MEAN 1.09 1.13 1.11 

-~-... -

\ 

o 

IJ 
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Table 16H. Long-Term Follow-Up Frequencies of Arrest: Chicago 
(Continued) 

E'llnerimental Control TOTAL ARREST RATES 

I # % # % # % 

Eart I Offeo§!! 
Arrest§. . 

No Arrests 127 51.4 110 50.2 237 50.9 

1 Arrest 70 28.3 50 22.8 120 25.8 

2 Arrests 25 10.1 31 14.2 I 56 12.0 

3 Arrests 13 5.3 14 6.4 27 5.8 

4 Arrests 3 1.2 5 2.3 8 1.7 

5 Arrests 0 0.0 1 0.5 1 0 .• 2 

6 Arrests 3 1.2 6 2.7 9 1.9 

7 Arl~ests 0 0.0 1 0.5 1 0.2 

8 Arrests 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.2 

9 Arres:ts 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.2 

10 Arresi:s 1 0.4 1 0.5 2 0.4 

11 Arrest;; 1 0.4 0 0.0 ·1 0.2 

15 Arrests 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.2: 

19 Arrests 1 0~4 0 0.0 1 0.2 

Don't Know 31 - 32 - 63 -
,F (i 

~. ,.' .', 

TOTAL 247,' 
\". 

99.9 219 100.1 466, 99.9 
,. 

., 
fj V ,. 

" MEAN 1.06 c, i,;' 1.06 1.06 

[) 
.:::::; 

, i 
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TABLE 161 
LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP FREQUENCIES UF ARREST: SAN DIEGO 

ARREST RATES Exoerimenta1 Contro] TOTAL 

1/ % 1/ % 1/ % 

Total Arrests 

No Arrests 85 45.0 32 39.5 117 43.3 

1 Arrest 54 28.6 28 34.6 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 1.1 1 1.2 3 1.1 

7 Arrests 2 1.1 0 0.0 2 0.7 

Don't Know 25 - 10 ~ 35 -

TOTAL 189 100.1 81 100.0 270 100.0 

MEAN 1.08 1.12 1.10 

D . , 
(] 

,~J 

,. 
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Table 16I. Long-Term Follow-Up of Frequencies of Arrest: San Diego 
(Continued) 

r-' 

ARREST RATES Exoer-imental Con_trol TOTAL 

1/ % 1/ % 1/ % 

ID~ome-P[2du~jD9 
Arrests 

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 Arrests 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.4 

6 Arrests 2 1.1 1 1.2 3 1.1 
_-. -_-c--· --

Don't Know 25 - 10 - 35 -

TOTAL 189 100.1 81 100.0 270 100.1 

MEAN .74 .70 .73 

'0 

c:) 

I" 

: ~ 
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Table 16I. Long-Term Follow-Up of Frequencies of Arrest: San Diego 
(ContinueoJ 

ARREST RATES 
EKoer i menta 1 Control TOTAl 

# % # % # % 

PiU::t I Of~D:i!ll 
Arrests 

No Arrests 137 72.5 51 63.0 188 69.6 

1 Arrest 36 19.0 20 24.7 56 20.7 

2 Arrests 9 4.8 8 9.9 17 6.3 

3 Arrests 5 2.6 1 1.2 6 2.2 

4 Arrests 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.4 

5 Arrests 1 0.5 1 1.2 2 0.7 

Don't Know ?5 .- 10 - 35 -
TOTAL 189 99.9 81 100.0 270 99.9 

MEAN .41 .54 .45 

o 

1\ 

I) 

I 
I 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

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 a'rrests during the long-term follow-up period 
for modified experimental and modified control groups. 

CO!l1l1ents Related to Statistical ~1ethodology Employed: 
T-tests and calculation of statistical means. 

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: 
Recidivism rates for cl ients in the modified experimental group 
(those who received lIspecial1' follow-up services) did not significantly 
differ from recidivism rates for modified control group clients (those 
who received "normal" follow-up services). Thus, "special" follow-up 
services had no,~dded effect to "nor.maP follow-up services. 
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TABLE 17 
SUMMARY OF T - TEST RESULTS ON RECIDIVI SM RATES 

Exo. (mod) enn (mod) T-TEST 
RECIDIVISM RATES , 

BY SITE Mean Mean T-val ue Probe 

BOSTON 

Total number 1.45 1.25 .93 .35 
of arrests 

Income-producing .98 .83 .82 .41 
arrests 

Part I arrests .76 .72 .26 .80 

qUCAGO 

Total number 1.33 1.25 • 25 .80 
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 .13 

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 

I 

I' 

} 

{ 1 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tables 18~ - 181: Cumulative Failure Rates by Group: 
Boston, Chicago, and San Diego 

Brief Description of Contents: Tables 18A - l8Cpresent cumulative arrest 
rates for the modified experimental group, modified control group, 
comparison group land 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 a's 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 
i:,1crease over time. Frequency of arrest is not accounted for. 
Tables, lBD - l8F present the above data for cl ients placed versus 
cl ients not placed; Tables laG - 181 present this data for experimental 
and control group clients, as they were 'originally assigned. 

Comrr~nts 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~arrests for all offenses.) 
Little vari.ance was evident between modified experimental J and modified 
control group clients, however, comparison group clients, overall, had, 
higher arrest rates than modified experimental or modified control group 
clients. Clfents that were not placed had higher arrest rate"s than 
placed clients. these Qifferences were statistically significant in 
Chicago at a,ll follow-up intervals except at the 24-month follow-up, 
and at 1, 3, and 6 months in Boston. 

Com,Euter-Re 1 ated Comments: SPSS FREQUENCIES, ANOVA 

Data Source: Rap sheets 
II I, 
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TABLE 18A 
CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY GROUP: BOSTON 

ARREST RATES 
(by follow-up 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) ComOrl ri ~onl 

interval) Ii % Ii % Ii % 

Total Arrests 

1 month 5 3.7 2 2.5 10 7.2 

3 months 19 14.1 10 12.3 29 21.0 

6 months 40 29.6 19 23.5 53 38.4 

12 months 70 51.9 32 39.5 71 51.4 

18 months 82 60.7 43 53.1 83 60.1 

24 morr'chs 89 71.2 46 65.7 87 71.9 

los;~ erodll!;iOg 
OtteOse Arrests 

1 month 4 3.0 1 L,2, 6 4.3 

3 months 12 8.9 7 8.6 21 15.2 

6 months 25 18.5 13 16.0 41 29.7 

12 months 49 36.3 22 ?,7.2 57 41.3 

18 months 62 45.9 28 34.6 65 47.1 

24 months 68 57.1 34 50.0 70 60.9 

eiU::t I QffftDiil 
Arrests 

1 month 2 1.5 2 2.5 5 3,/6 
, 

3 months 9 6.7 8 9.9 18 1~.0 
'i 
/' 

6 months 21 15.6 15 18.5 36 26 1 
f! • I 

12 months 40 29.6 25 30.9 55 139.9 

18 months 53 39.3 34 42.0 62'1 44.9 

61 24 months 61 52.1 40 58.8 57.9 
II 
1 

,Ii , 

"I 

ANOVA 

F P 

1.56 .21 

1.83 .16 

2.86 .06 

1.85 .16 

.70 .SO 

.45 .64 

.83 .44 

1.74 .18 

3.70 .03 

" 2.22 .11 

/1.84 .16 
I 

1/ 1.03 .36 

/ 
</ 

.63 .53 

1.56 .21 

2.46 .09 

1.81 .16 

.45 .64 

.54 .58 

~ 

----·----1 , ,.,' .' .'.'" ,. . I 

I 
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TABLE 18B 
CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY GROUP: CHICAGO 

ARREST RATES Exp. Con Compar- Compar- ANOVA 
{by follow-up ~mod) (mod) iSlln 1 i~l)n 2 

interval) tI % tI % Ii % Ii % F P 

!gal ~I:reiti 

1 month 3 2.0 2 5.0 9 6.6 14 9.5 2.60 .05 

3 months 15 9.9 4 10.0 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 91 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 

IO!;OIII8-Produ!;iog 
QffilOiil Al:l:ilsts 

1 month 1 .7 1 2.5 7 5.1 11 7.4 3.04 .03 

3 months 8 5.3 4 10.0 29 19.0 23 15.4 4.60 .00 

6 months 23 15.2 6 1:5.0 47 34.8 40 26.8 5.90 .00 

12 months SO 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 71 49.0 3.08 .03 
'I ; 

24 months 72 48.6 19 48.7 78 59.1 73 50.7 1.19 .31 

.) 

fir:t I QffilDiI 
Al:msts J 

1 month 1 .7, 1 2 .. 5 7 5.1 11 7.4 " 3.04 .03 

3 months 8 5.3 .' 4 10.0 25 18.2 21 14.1 4.11' .01 
c " .. 

6 months 24 15.9 8 20.0 48 35.6 36 24.2 5.28 .00 

12 months 49 32.7 13 32.5 66 48.9 51 34.5 3.35 .02 

18 months 62 41.3 ,ltf 40.0 80 60.2 65 44.8 4.12 .01 

24 months 71 48.0 19 48.7 82 62.1 I, 67 46.5 2.77 .04 
u 

\ 

" 

i 
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ARREST RATES 
(by follow-up 
interval) 

Iotal Arrests 

1 month 

3 months 

6 months 

12 months 

18 months 

24 months 

lOkome-P[QdYkiDg 
Offense Arrests 

1 month 

3 months 

6 months 

12 months 

18 months 

24 months 

PiU:t 1 OffgOH 
Ar~ 

1 month 

3 months 

6 months 

12 months 

18 months 

24 months 
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TABLE l8C 
CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO 

(fu~§) Cog Compar- Compar- ANOVA - (mo ) 1so 1 1 isol 2 
1/ % 1/ % 1/ % /I % F p 

9 7.4 0 0.0 4 5.8 2 3.6 .98 .40 

24 19.8 3 10.3 12 17.4 10 18.2 .48 .70 

37 30.6 8 27.6 23 33.3 24 43.6 1.15 .33 

53 43.8 13 44.8 38 55.1 29 52.7 .93 .42 

64 52.9 14 48.3 42 60.9 35 64.8 1.16 .32 

70 69.3 17 70.8 45 72.6 41 77.4 .38 .77 

6 5.0 0 0.0 3 4.3 1 1.8 .76 .51 

15 12.4 0 0.0 9 13.0 5 9.1 1.48 .22 

22 18.2 4 13.8 19 27.5 12 21.8 1.10 .35 

32 26.4 8 27.6 28 40.6 19 34.5 1.50 .22 

43 35.5 9 31.0 31 44.9 25 47.2 1.27 .29 

48 50.5 10 47.6 33 56.9 ' 31 62.0 .75 .52 

3 2.5 0 0.0 2 2.9 0 0.0 .76 .52 

6 5.0 1 3.4 6 8.7 2 3.6 .67 '057 

10 8.3 3 10.3 13 18.8 7 12.7 1.59 .19 

18 14 .. 9 9 31.0 19 27.5 12 21.'8 2.10 .10 

28 23.1 10 34.5 22 31.9 17 32.7 1.02 • 39 
,.' 

32 34.8 12 54.5 25 43.9 22 ", 50.0 1.54 .20 
" 

" 

" 
~,. w ~"'~""""-<:<~"""''''''':t=1.":r~:::;;:t;':=':::;~'::;:;::7::':~;:;'~~::::::,::>,:~:::'~:'::::"::~:~;"~::~:,:'~::.:::~::~;~~:~};~:~:'=:~-

~ _________ ~ ___ d~! ______ ~ ______ ~4U'~--~----------

\ 

, \ 
r 

f 
! 
I , 
I 
r 

j 
t 

l 
r 

{ 
f 
I 

\ 
I 
! , 
) 
t 

I I 
:! 
,1 
t 
! 

I 
J 

I I 
il 
i 1 
; ! 

Ii , f 

If 
l! q 

U 
H,', , j II ' I 
11,' ,j 
1't I 

If 
1~ 
1 L r" 

j' \, ' 

. 
J. _" _ ..... k __ I .• _l·-. 

-168-

TABLE 180 
CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY PLACEMENT STATUS: BOSTON 

-ARREST RATES Not ANOVA 
(by follow-up Placed Placad 
interval) 1/ % 1/ % F P 

Iotal Arrests 

1 month 7 3.2 10 7.2 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 

lo~ome-P[QdY£iDg 
Qffe08 Arrests 

1 month 5 2.3 6 4.3 1.15 .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 32.9 57 41.3 2.60 .11 

18 months 90 41.7 65 47.1 1.01 .32 

24 months 102 54.5 70 60.9 1.16 .28 

Pjlrt I QfflO&§ 
Arrests 

" 1 month" 4 1.9 ~ 3.6 1.06 .30 

3 months 17 7.9 18 13.0 2.53 .11 

6 months 36 16.7 36 26.1 4.65 .03 
" 

,12 months 65 30.1 55 39.9 3.60 .06 
,,, " " 

18 months 87 40.3 ') 62 44.9 .74 .39 
< i . 

(0 

24 months 101 54.6 66 57.9 .31 .58 
" 

'. 



-169- -170-

,. 
i TABLE 18E 

CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY PLACEMENT STATUS: CHICAGO 
TABLE 18F 

CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY PLACEMENT STATUS: SAN DIEGO i 
1 
{ 

AR.~EST RATES Not ANOVA (by follow-up Placed Place.d. 
interval) 

/I % /I % F P 

I 
~ 
t 
{ 

I 
! 

ARREST RATES Not ANOVA 
(by follow-up Placed Placed 
interval) /I % II % F P 

Iota] ArraW 
I i 

f 
1 Total Arrests 

1 month 5 2.6 23 8.1 6.20 .01 

, 
f 
1 . t 

f 
1 month 9 6.0 6 4.8 .18 .68 

3 months 19 9.9 68 23.9 15.23 .00 
6 months 45 23.6 121 42.8 19.13 .00 
12 months 84 44.2 169 59.9 11.50 .00 
18 months 106 55.8 189 67.7 6.99 .01 

i' 

24 months 120 64.2 200 71.4 2.74 .10 

IOcQl9-frodu,iOg 
Offense Arrests 

1 month 2 1.0 18 6.3 7.94 .00 
3 months 12 6.3 49 17.1 12.35 .00 
6 months 29 15.2 87 30.6 15.18 000 
12 months 62 32.6 ' " 

120 42.4 " 4.61 .03 
18 months 76 40.0 146 ' 52.5 7.17 .01 
24 months 91 48.7 151 54.7 1.63 .20 

[ 
. I 
.1 t 

.j ,-
I '~ ) 

H i 
II ! 
;I i 

II 1 'I !I (, ) 
if 

I~ I., 

q I 
II 
H c I (I 

~ 
tJ I 0 

~ 
{, 

!. 
I 

3 months 27 18.0 22 17.7 .00 .96 

6 months 45 30.0 47 37.9 1.90 .17 

12 months 66 44.0 67 54.0 2.74 .10 

18 months 78 52.0 77 62.6 3.11 .08 

24 months 87 69,,6 86 74.8 .80 .37 

Ioca.e ProdU'iog 
QffilDse Arrests 

1 month 6 4.0 4 3.2 .12 .74 

3 months 15 10.0 14 11.3 .12 .73 ' 

6 months 26 17.3 31 25.0 2.43 .12 

12 months 40 26.7 47 37.9 .86 .05 
. 

18 months 52 34.7 56 45.9 3.57 .06 

24 months 58 50.0 64 59.3 1.93 .17 
(I 

fAa I QffaD8 
Arrests " 

,:.~ i\" 
fAa I Q~~ 
.Arrests II 

1 month 2 1.0 18 6.3 7.94 .00 1 month' 3 2.0 2 1.6 .06 .81 
" 3 months 12 6.3 46 16.1 10.48 .00 3 months c' 7 4.7 8 6.5 .42 .52 

6 months 32 16.8 .84 29.6 10.35 .00 
i, 

6 months 13 8.7 20 16.1 3.59 .06 

12 months 62 32.6 117 41.3 3.68 .06 ''OJ 

tJ 

12 months 27 18.0 31 25.0 1.99 .16 ,-

.' ,18 months 78 41.1 145 52.2 5.62 .02 
0 

.j 

24 months 90 48.1 '149 54.0 1.53 " .22 

~ 
,~, 

18 months 38 25.3 39 32.2 1.56 .21 
,; 

',' 

24 months 
" 44" 38.6 47 46.5 1.38 .24 

" . " .. 
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TABLE l8G 
CUMULATIVE FAILURE HATES BY GROUP: BOSTON 

TABLE I8H 
CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY GROUP: CHICAGO 

o ARREST RATES !=:IlnA"'i nental Control ANOVA 
(by follow-up 
interval) /I % II % F P 

ARREST RATES E:IlnArimantal Control (by follow-up ANmA 
interval) II % II % F P 

Tota] Arrests 
Tatal atl"ests 

1 month 11 5.5 6 3.9 .75 .39 
1 month 15 6.0 13 5.8 .01 .93 

3 months 39 19.4 19 12.4 3.10 .08 
3 months 40 15.9 47 20.9 1.95 .16 

6 months 72 35.8 40 26.1 3.78 .05 
6 months 76 30.5 90 40.0 4.69 .03 

12 months 109 54.2 64 41.8 5.40 .02 
12 months 121 48.8 132 58.9 4.89 .03 

18 months 125 62.2 83 54.2 2.26 .13 
18 months 147 59.3 148 67.0 2.97 ,,08 

24 months 133 72.3 89 67.4 .86 .35 
24 months 163 66.0 157 7104 1.56 .21 

" 

1 o,ome-frodY,iOQ 
Offense Arrests 

lo,ome-Pmdll,jOg 
Offense atl"ests 

1 month 8 4.0, 3 2.0 1.68 .20 
1 month 10 4.0 10 4.4 .07 .80 

) 

3 months 28 13.9 12 7.8 3.70 .06 
3 months '27 10.7 3~ 15.1 2.06 .15 

6 months 50 24.9 29 19.0 2.05 .15 
6 months' 55 22~0 I 61 ,.27.1 1.68 .20 

12 months 8~ 41.3 45 29.4 5.81 .02, 12 months 
",.; (", 

91 36.5 !if 40.6 .83 ,.36 

18 months 97 48.3 . 58 37.9 4.17 .04 
18 mOr,iths 110 44.4 112 50.9 . 2.01 .16 

24 months 104 59.1 68 54.0 .97 .33 
24 months 122 ,:50.0 120 54.8 1.06 .30 

'" 

.~. 

) Ii 

fAd I Off§D~§! 
. at rem 

" :1 

eAa I' QfiI05e " 
(, 

6t[:ists ;< 

~ .::.:::) 

'1 month 5 2.5 4 2.6 .01 .94 
1 month 

" 10 4.0 10 4.4 .07 .80 
~ 

'.) 

3 months 23 11.4 12 7.8 1.26 .26 :, 
"",3 months 27 10.7 31 13.8 1.04 .31 

,-, 

6 months 43 2n4 29 19.0 .32 .57 
6 months ), 

58 23.2 58 25.8 .42 .52 
'l 

36.3 C=: 
ty' 

12 months 73 47 30.7 1.21 .27 
12 months " " 92 36.9 

" 
87 38.8 .18 .67 

18 months 88 43.8 61 39.9 .54 .46 
" 

\- rJ I') 

" 18 months ')' III 44.8 112 50.9 1.77 .18 
( 

24 months 
r 

97 55.7 70 56.0 .00 .97"., 
i·~ 

24 months 120 49.2 119 54.3 1.23 .27 l( 
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TABLE 181 
CUMULATIVE FAILURE RATES BY GROUP: 

ARREST RATES Exoermental Contt"ol 
(by follow-up 
interval) # % # % 

Ig:t~] tltmsts 
. 

1 month 15 7.9 0 0.0 

3 months 40 20.9 9 10.8 

6 months 62 32.5 30 36.1 

12 months 89 46.6 44 53.0 

18 months 106 55.5 49 59.8 

24 months 117 70.5 56 75.7 

ID~ome-P[~jDg 
Offense Attests 

1 month 10 5.2 0 0.0 
.::,:-, 

3 months 26 13.6 3' 3.6 

6 months 41 21.5 16 19.3 

12 months 59 30.9 28 33.7 

18 months 76 40.0 32 39.0 
',' 

24 months 85 54.5 37 54.4 

· .. ·0 

PiU:t I Qff§DH 
Atrnsts -

" 

1 month 5 2.6 0 0.0 , 

3 months 11 5.8 4 4.8 

" 6 months 18 '9.4 15 18"~1 

12 months 33 17.3 25 30.1 

18 months ' 48 25.4 29 35.4 

24 months 56 38.1 35 51.5 
':' ,. 

SAN DIEGO 

ANOVA 

F P 

7.02 .01 

4.05 .04 

.35 .56 

.95 .33 

.42 .52 

.68 I .41 

4.55 .,03 

6.20 .01 

.17 .68 

.22 .64 

.02 .88 

.00 .99 
" 

f', 

2.22 .14 

.10 .75 

4.11 .04 

5.80 .02 

2.80 .10 

3.43 .06 " 

'" , 

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

I 
t 

I 
I, 
I 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Tables 19A - 19F: Type of Offense by Group: 
Boston, Chicago, and San Diego 

Brief Description of Contents: Tables 19A- 19C report the type of first, 
second, and third offemses clients were arrested for during the long-term 
follow-up period. Data are presented far modified experimental group 
clients, modified contrqJ: group clients, comparisan graup 1 clients, 
comparison group 2 clients, and the total population. Tables 190 - 19F 
present these same data for experimental and,control group clients, as 
they were originally assigned. 

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed: 

Calculation of percentages. 

Highlishts,and Policy-Relevant F;ndin~: The majority of offenses clients 
were ,.arrested for during the follow-up period were income-producing 
offenses,! particularly larceny/theft and burglary/breaking and entering. 

o 

o 

() 

Computer-Related Comments: SPSS CROSSTABS 

Data Source: Rap sheets 
'v 

,1 

"-

I 

Ii 
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TABLE 19A 
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: BOSTON 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Comp 1 
FIRST OFFENSE 

II % II % II % 

None 46 34.1 34 42.0 53 38.4 

Homicide 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Rape 1 .7 1 1.2 2 1.4 

Robbery 10 7.4 6 7.4 8 5.8 
Aggravated Assault 3 2.2 7 8.6 5 3.6 

Burglary/Breaking 10 7.4 6 7.4 17 12.3 
and Enterirg 

Larceny/Theft 10 7.4 8 9.9 9 6.5 

Auto Theft 2 1.5 3 3.7 8 5.8 
Arson 2 1.5 0 0.0 1 .7 

Other Assaults 2 1.5 1 ~.2 2 1.4 
Forgery and 2 1.5 1 1.2 2 1 .. 4 

Counterfeiting " 

Fraud 1 .7 ,. 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Stolen Property 7 5.2 2 2.5 3 2.2 

., 
Burglary Tools/ 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 ' ,.7 

Tampering .. 

Property pamage/ 2 1.5 2 2.5 2 1.4 
Vandalism . 

Trespa$sfng 1 .7 1 1.2 2 1.4 
Weapons 2 1.5 1 1.2 1 .7 

Prostitution 2 1.5 0 0.0 ,0 0.0 
Possession Drugs 6 4.4" 1 1.2 8 5~,8 

Sell Drugs 2 1.5 0 0.0 1 1.7 
Gambling 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Liquor Laws 1 .7 0 0.0 0 0.0 ' 
Motor Vehicle 1 .7 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other 22 16.3 7 8.6 13 9.4 
() 

TOTAL 13'5 99.9 81 99.8 138 tWO.6 
..:i. 

() , 

_ . _ ,._~' •. -.;';':::.. •. :;:::;-...::~;:.=.;o.eY.."--r-'*"'.;..'_,,.."",_H .... _ ... _~.~''''¥~'''''-.-......... , .. _.'c, __ -< .... , •••• -' .: • ., _' __ ,_c'H""~ "._- ~ ~ •••• 

Total 

II % 

133 37.6 

0 0.0 
4 1.1 

24 6.8 
15 4.2 

33 ~.3 

27 7.6 

13 3.7 
3 1.4 

c 

5 .8 
5 1.4 

1 .3 
12 3.4 

1 .3 

6 1.7 

4 1.1 
4 1.1 

2 .6 
15 4.2 

3 .8 

0 0.0 

1 .3 
" 

1 .3 

42 11.9 
, 

354 99.9 
.) 

/1 

____ -----------'-~-.L. .. !~__________'_~--'-"--'., ~ .. ..,~.' -=-'=-'." ~.~ 'jeo'~' ~~. '~~-~-" ,~,~"-'''~'' 

,. q 

, , 
. _ .. ",'---;:'; 
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TABLE 19A. TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: BOSTON 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) COin. 
SECOND OFFENSE 

II % II 

None 82 60.7 56 

Homicide 0 0.0 0 
Rape 1 .7 0 

Robbery 4 3.0 3 
Aggravated Assault 7 5.2 1 

~urglary/Breaking 7 5.2 1 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 13 9.6 5 

Auto Theft 2 1.S 2 
Arson 0 0.0 0 

Other Assaults 1 .7 2 
Forgery and 0 0.0 0 

Counterfeiting 

Fraud 0 0.0 1 
Stolen Property 7 5.2 3 

Burglary Tools/ " 0 0.0 2 
Tamper,ing 

, . 
Property Damage! 0 0.0 0 

Vandalism 

Trespassing 3 2.2 1 
Weapons 0 0.0 0 

Prostitution 2 " h5 1 
Possession Drugs 1 .7 2 

Sell Drugs 1 .7 0 
Gamblfng 0 0.0 0 

" :~, 

L 1 quor Laws " 0 0.0 0 
Motor Vehicle l' .7 0 

. 0 f' 

Other " 3 2.2 1 
" 

0 

,~, 

TOTALr;:::::::::' 135 99.8 81 

" , 2! 

-:/) 

(mod) Compl Total 

% II % II % 

69.1 79 57.2 217 61.3 

0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0.0 1 .7 2 .6 

3.7 5 3.6 12 3.4 
1.2 4 2.9 12 3.4 

1.2 10 7.2 18 5.1 

6.2 10 7.2 28 7.9 

2.5 6 4.3 10 2.8 
0.0 0 .0 0 0.0 

2.5 3 2.2 6 1.7 
0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

1.2 0 0.0 1 .3 
3.7 3 2.2 13 3.7 

2.5 0 0.0 2 .6 

0.0 2 1.4 2 .6 

1.2 0 0.0 4 1.1 
0.0 1 .7 1 .3 

1.2 1 .7 4 1.1 
" 

2.5 3 2.2" 6 1.7 
" 

(' 

0.0 2 1.4 3' .8 
0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 ' 

0.0 0 0.0 1 .3 

1~2 8 5.8 12 3.4 

99.9 138 ,,99.7 354 100.1 

() 
, . 
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TABLE 19A. TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: BOSTON 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) Con. 
THIRD OFFENSE 

II % II 

None 100 74.1 69 

Homicide 0 0.0 0 
Rape 0 0.0 0 

Robbery 3 2.2 1 
Aggravated Assault 4 3.0 1 

Burglary/Breaking 6 4.4 1 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 5 3.7 5 

Auto Theft 2 1.5 0 
Arson 0 0.0 0 

other Ass"!Jl ts 0 0.0 0 
Forgery and 0 0.0 1 

Counterfeiting 

Fraud 1 .7 0 
Stolen Property 5 3.7 0 

Burglary Tools/ 0 0.0 0 
Tampering 

Property Damage/ 1 .7 0 
Vandalism 

Trespassing 2 1.5 2 
Weapons 1 .7 0 

Prostitution 1 .7 0 
Possession Drugs 1 .7 1 , 

Sell Drugs 0 0.0 0 
Gambling 0 0.0 0 

; 

Liquor Laws 0 :1 0.0 0 
Motor Vehicle 1 .7 " 0 

Other 2 1.5 0 
,::::.~ 

TOTAL 135 99.8 81 

II 
o 

(mod) 

% II 

85.2 102 

0.0 1 
0.0 2 

1.2 3 
1.2 1 

1.2 2 

6.2 7 

0.0 2 
0.0 0 

0.0 1 
1.2 0 

0.0 1 
0.0 3 

0.0 0 

0.0 2 

2.5 1 
0.0 0 , 

0.0 0 
1.2 2 

0.0 4 
0.0 0 

0.0 0 
0.0 1 

0.0 3 

99.9 138 

Compl Total 

% I % 

73.9 271 76.6 

0.7 1 0.3 
1.4 2 .6 

2.2 7 2.0 
.7 6 1.7 

1.4 9 2.5 

5.1 17 4.8 

1.4 4 1.1 
0.0 0 0.0 

.7 1 .3 
0.0 1 .3 

.7 2 .6 
2.2 8 2.3 

0.0 0 0.0 

1.4 3 .8 

.7 5 1.4 
0.0 1 .3 

0.0 1 .3 
1.4 4 1.1 

2.9 4 1.1 
0.0 0 0.0 

0.0 0 0.0 
.7 2 .6 

~ 

2.2 5 1.4 
" 

c, 

99.7 354 100.1 

II 
I 

f 

! 
I 

" 

" 

. I~ 

1 

! 
I 

(> 

(I 

(I 

FIRST OFFENSE 

None 
. 

Homicide 
Rape 

Robbery 
Aggravated Assault 

Bu r·gl a ry /areak i ng 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 

Auto Theft 
Arson 

Other Assaults 
Forgery and 

Counterfeiting 

Fraud 
Stolen Property 

Burglary Toolsl 
Tampering 

Property Damage/ 
Vandalism 

Trespassing 
Weapons 

Prostitution 
Possession Drugs 

Sell Drugs 
Gambling 

Liquor Laws 
Motor Vehicle 

Other, 

TOTAL 

. .... -_:... -,. 

.it! ~. '-;:' .' 
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TABLE 19B 
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: CHICAGO 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) Compl Comp2 Total 

II % I % II % II % II % 

59 39.6 IS 37.5 30 22.6 SO 34.2 154 32.9 
1 .7 2 5.0 1 .8 1 .7 5 1 .1 
1 .7 1 2.5 2 1.5 1 .7 5 1.1 

12 8.1 1 2.5 12 9.0 7 4.8 32 6.8 
2 1.3 0 0.0 3 2.3 3 2.1 8 1.7 

13 8.7 1 2.5 15 11.3 9 6.2 38 8.1 

28 18.8 10 25.0 29 21..8 28 19.2 95 20.3 
0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.5 2 1.4 4 .9 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
7 4.7 2 5.0 10 7.5 9 6.2 28 6.0 
0 0.0 1 2.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .2 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.5 1 .7 3 .6 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .8 0 0.0 1 .2 

3 2.0 1 2.5 2 1.5 5 3.4 11 2.4 

4 2.7 1 2.5 4 3.0 1 .7 10 2.1 
4 2.7 2 5.0 3 2.3 5 3.4 14 3.0 

3 2.0 1 2.5 1 .8 3 2.1 8 1.7 
11 7.4 2 5.0 6 4.5 12 8.2 31 6.6 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .8 3 2.1 4 .9 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.4 2 .4 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

.' 

1 .7 0 0.0 9 6.8 
(I 

4 2.7 14 3.0 

" 

149 100.1 40 100.0 133 1QQ.3 146 100.2 468 100.0 ! , 
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TABLE 19B. TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: CHICAGO 
(Continued) 

, 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) 
SECOND OFFENSE . 

tI % # % 

None . 107 71.8 30 75.0 

Homicide 1 .7 0 0.0 
Rape 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Robbery 4 2.7 0 0.0 
Aggravated Assault 2 1.3 0 0.0 

Burglary/Breaking 5 3.4 2 5.0 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 17' 11.4 4 10.0 

Auto Theft 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arson 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other Assaults 5 3.4 0 0.0 
Forgery and 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Counterfeiting 

Fraud 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Stolen Property 2 1.3 0 0.0 
Burgl ary Tool s/ 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Tampering 
Property Damage/ 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Vandalism 

Trespassing 0 0.0 1 2.5 
Weapons 1 .7 0 0.0 
Prostitution 2 1.3 1 2.5 
Possession Drugs 2 1.3 2 5.0 
Sell Drugs 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Gambling 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Liquor Laws 1 .7 0 0.0 
Motor Vehic'le 0 0.0 0 0.0 
other 0 0.0 0 0.0 

TOTAL 149 100.0 40 100.0 
.:-. 

Comp1 Comp2 

# % tI % tI 

66 49.6 80 54.8 283 

2 1.5 1 .7 4 
2 1.5 2 1.4 4 

7 5.3 5 3.4 16 
0 0.0 1 .7 .3 

5 3.8 8 5.5 20 

20 15.0 19 13.0 60 

1 .8 1 .7 2 
0 0.0 1 .7 1 

10 7.5 8 5.5 23 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
3 2.3 1 .7 6 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

3 2.3 2 1.4 5 

1 .8 2 1.4 4 
6 4.5 5 3.4 12 

1 .8 1 .7 5 
5 3.8 7 4.8 16 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

~ 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

1 .8 2 1.4 3 

-
;\ 

133 100.3 146 100.3 468 

Total 

% 

60.5 

.9 

.9 

3.4 
.6 

4.3 

12.6 

.4 

.2 

4.9 
0.0 

0.0 
1.3 

0.0 

1.1 

.9 
2.6 

1.1 
3.4 

0.0 
0.0 

.2 
II 0.0 

'.' .6 

99.9 

I 
I! 
, i 

:j 
! 

11 
, ! 
! f 
I; 

U 
Ij 
u 
II 
If lJ q 
1t rj 
h 
\l rj 
1,1 

11 
t-1 I 

~ 
11 

rl 

~. 
!I', , [' 

I· 
I 
f 

t 
~ 

"""1 
+ 
j I 

( l 
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TABLE 19B. TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: CHICAGO 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) 
THIRD OFFENSE 

tI % tI % 

None 122 81.9 34 85.0 

Homicide 2 1.3 0 0.0 
Rape 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Robbery '1 .7 1 2.5 
Aggravated Assault 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Burglary/Breaking 4 2.7 0 0.0 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 9 6.0 3 7.5 

Auto Theft '0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arson 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other Assaults 3 2.0 0 0.0 
Forgery and 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Counterfeiting 

Fraud 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Stolen Property 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Burglary Tools/ 1 .7 0 0.0 
Tampering 

Property Damage/ 0 0,,0 0 0.0 
Vandalism 

Trespassing 2 1.3 0 . 0.0 
Weapons 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Prostitution 2 1.3 1 2.5 
Possession Drugs 3 2.0 1 2.5 

, Sell Drugs 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Gambling 0 ,,0.0 0 0.0 

Liquor Laws 0 0.0 0 ;cO.C 

Motor Vehicle 0 0.0 0 0.0 
, 

Other' 0 " 0.0 0 0.0 

" I 

" TOrAL 149 99.9 40 100.0 
y/ 

o 

------

Compl Comp2 Total 

tI % tI % tI % 

89 66.9 110 75.3 355 75.9 

1 .8 0 0.0 3 .6 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

5 3.8 2 1.4 9 1.9 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

5 3.8 2 1.4 11 2.4 

15 11.3 15 10.3 42 9.0 

1 .8 1 .7 2 .4 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

6 4.5 4 2.7 13 2.8 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 1 .7 1 .2 

0 0.0 1 .7 2 .4 

3 2.~ I 0 0.0 3 .6 

1 .8 0 0.0 3 .6 
2 1.5 2 1.4 4 .9 

0 0.0 3 2.1 6 1.3 
4 3.0 4 2.7 12 2.6 

1 .8 0 0.0 1 .2 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

.7 1 .2 0 0.0'; 1 

133 100.1 146 1,00.1 468; 100.0 

I , ' 

1 
I 

, ,i 



FIRST OFFENSE 

None 

Homicide 
Rape 

Robbery 
Aggravated Assault 

Burglary/Breaking 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 

c· 
Auto Theft 
Arson 

Other Assaults 
Forgery and 

Counterfeiting 

Fraurl 
Stolen Property 

Burglary Too1s/ 
Tampering 

Property Damage/ 
Vanda" ism 

Trespassing 
Weapons 

Prostitution 
Possession Drugs 

Sell Drugs 
Gambling 

Liquor Laws 
Motor Vehicle 

Other 

TOTAL 

, / 

.. , 
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TABLE 19C 
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO 

Exp. 

# 

56 

0 
0 

2 
3 

7 

8 

0 
0 

3 
4 

3 
4 

2 

2 

1 
2 

3 
3 

6 
0 

0 
3 

8 

120 

(mod) 

% 

46.7 

0.0 
0.0 

1.7 
2.5 

5.8 

6.7 

0.0 
0.0 

2.5 
3.3 

2.5 
3.3 

1.7 

1.7 

.8 
1.7 

2.5 
2.5 

5.0 
0.0 

0.0 
2.5 

6.7 

100.1 

o 
11') 

Con. 

I 

15 

0 
0 

1 
0 

2 

1 

0 
0 

1 
1 

0 
1 

0 

0 

2 
10 

0 
2 

0 
0 

0 
2 

1 

,. 

~9 

(mod) Comp1 

% # % tI 

51.7 29 42.0 17 

0.0 0 0.0 2 
0.0 0 0.0 0 

3.4 5 7.2 2 
0.0 0 0.0 0 

6.9 12 17.4 6 

3.4 1 1.4 4 

O~O 0 0.0 0 
0.0 i' 0 0.0 0 

3.4 1 1.4 2 
3.4 3 4.3 2 

0.0 0 0.0 .0 
3.4 2 2~9 2 

0.0 1 1.4 0 

0.0 0 0.0 0 

6.SJ 0 0.0 1 
0.0 3 4.3 0 

0.0 2 2.9 2 
6.9 6 8.7 4 

0.0 3 4.3 5 
" 

0.0 0 0.0 0 
~ 

0.0 0 0.0 0 

6 •. 9 1 le4 0 

3.4 0 0.0 4 

99.7 169~l'99.6 53 

Comp2 

% tI 

32.1 117 

3.8 2 
0.0 0 

3.8 10 

0.0 3 

11.3 27 

7.5 14 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 

3.8 7 
3.8 10 

0.0 3 
3.8 9 

0.0 3 

0.0 2 

1.9 4 
0.0 5 

3.8 7 
7.5 15 

9.4 14 
0.0 0 

0.0 0 
0.0 6 

7.5 13 

;-:.> 

100.0 271 

1'1 
1 
I 

I , 
. } 

j 
j 
I 
I 

,j 
i 
! 

Total 
I , 
j 
t 

i 
% I 

I 

43.2 

.7 
0.0 

3.7 
1.1 

10.0 
'. 

5.2 

0.0 
0.0 

, I " 

i! 
:1 , , 

II 

il 
i·1 

1/ , 
1 I 

, 

tl , 
J 

" 
2.6 
3.7 

1.1 
3.3 

1.1 

.7 

1.5 
1.8 

r. 

\ 
t') 

i 
II 

I 
2.6 
5.5 

5.2 
0.0 

0.0 
2.2 

4.8 

98.8 
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TABLE 19,C. TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO 
(Continued) 

Exp. (mod) Con. (mod) 
SECOND OFFENSE 

tI % II % 

None 93 76.9 20 69.0 

Homicide 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Rape 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Robbery 2 1.7 2 6.9 
Aggravated As.sault 1 .8 1 3.4 

Burglary/Breaking 2 1.7 3 10.3 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 2 1.7 1 3.4 

Auto Theft 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arson 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other Assaults 2 1.7 0 0.0 
Forgery and 3 2.5 1 3.4 

.' CO,unterfe1ting 

Frat:d 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Stolen Prop~rty 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Burglary Toolsi 1 .8 0 0.0 
Tampering 

Property Damagel Q 0.0 0 0.0 
Vandalism 

Trespassing 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Weapons 2 1.7 1 3.4 

i.' 

Prostitution 0 0;0 0 0.0 
Possession Drugs 3 2.5 0 0.0 

Sell Drugs 9 7.4 0 0.0 
Gamb11ng 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Liquor Laws 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Motor Vehicle 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other 1 .8 0 0.0 

TOTAL 121 100.2,. 29 99.8 

Comp1 Comp2 Total 

tI % II % # % 

47 68.1 40 75.5 200 73.5 

0 0.0 1 1.9 1 .4 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

1 1.4 3 5.7 18 2.9 
1 1.4 0 0.0 3 1.1 

3 4.3 2 3.8 10 3.7 

1 1.4 4 7.5 8 2.9 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 2 .7 
2 2.9 1 1.9 7 2.6 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
2 2.9 2 3.8 4 1.5 

1 1.4 0 0.0 2 .7 

2 2.9 0 0.0 2 .7 

1 1.4 0 0.0 1 .4 
0 0.0 0 0.0 3 1.1 

1 1.4 0 0.0 1 .4 
3 4.3 0 0.0 6 2.2 

2 2.9 0 0.0 11 4.0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

2 2.9 0 0.0 3 1.1 

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) 
THIRD OFFENSE 

# % # % 

None 107 88.4 24 82.8 

Homicide . 1 .8 0 0.0 
Rape 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Robbery 4 3.3 0 0.0 
Aggravated Assault 1 .8 0 0.0 

Burglary/Breaking 2 1.7 2 6.9, 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 2 1~7 1 3.4 

Auto Theft 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arson 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other Assaults ~ 0 0.0 0 . 0.0 

Forgery and 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Counterfeiting 

Fraud 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Stolen Property 2 1.7 0 0.0 

Burglary Tools/ 0 0.0 0 0.0 
, Tampering 

Property Damage/ 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Vandalism 

Trespassing 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Weapons 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Prostitution 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Possession Drugs 1 .8 0 0.0 

Sell Drugs 1 .8 0 0.0 
Gambling 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Liquor Laws 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Motor Vehicle 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other 0 0.0 2 609 

TOTAL 121 100.0 29 100.0 

, " ..... 't~~-:..".:;::;;;r~~"""-~~"t> ,. "'-, ~~-~ •. - ... " .... ~'>,--~'~---' ~"""'~"_""""'~"'''''''~'.' __ '''1_~_~'~ >-

, .. .. ' 

Comp1 

# % 

55 79.7 

0 0.0 
0 0.0 

2 2.9 
1 1.4 

3 4.3 

1 1.4 

0 0.0 
0 0.0 

0 0.0 
0 0.0 

0 0.0 
0 0.0 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 
" 

1 1..4 

0 0.0 

2 2.9 
2 2.9 

0 0.0 
0 liO.O 

0 0.0 
2 2.9 

0 0.0 

69 99.8 

Comp2 

# % # 

48 90.6 1234 

0 0.0 1 
0 0.0 0 

0 0.0 6 
0 0.0 2 

3 5.7 10 

0 0.0 4 

0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 2 

0 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 

0 000 1 

0 0.0 0 

1 1.9 3 
1 1.9 4 

0 0.0 , 1 
0 0.0 0 

0 0.0 0 
0 0.0 2 

0 0.0 2 

53 100.1 272 

Total 

% 

86.0 

.4 
0.0 

2.2 
.7 

3.7 

1.5 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
000 

0.0 
.7 

0.0 

0.0 

.4 
0.0 

1.1 
1.5 

~4 

0.0 

0.0 
.7 

.7 

100.0 

" 

\. 

() 

I 
I 
Ie 
I CJ 
i' 

I 
1" 

I 
I 

FIRST OFFENSE 

None 

Homicide 
Rape 

Robbery 
Aggravated Assault 

Burglary/Breaking 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 

Auto Theft 
Arson 

Other Assaults 
Forgery and 

Counterfeiting 

Fraud 
Sto 1 en Prope'rty 

Burglary Tools/ 
Tamperfng 

Property Damage/ 
Vandalism 

Trespassing 
Weapons 

,Prostitution 
Possession Drugs 

Sell Drugs " 

Gambling " 

Liquor Laws 
Motor Vehicle 

Other 
" 

TOTAL 
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TABLE 190 
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: BOSTON 

Experimental Control Total 

# % II % # % 

68 33.8 65 42.5 133 37.6 
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
2 1 • .0 2 1.3 4 1.1 

14 7.0 10 6.5 24 6.8 
6 3.0 9 5.9 15 4.2 

18 9.0 15 9.8 33 9.3 

15 7.5 12 7.8 27 7.6 
7 3.5 6 3.9 13 3.7 
2 1.0 1 .7 3 .8 
4 2.0 1 .7 5 1.4 1 

I 
4 2.0 1 .7 5 1.4 

1 .5 0 0.0 1 .3 
8 4.0 4 2.6 12 3.4 
1 .5 0 0.0 1 .3 

4 2.0 2 1.3 6 1.7 
:'.' 

", 

2 1.0 2 1.3 4 1.1 
" 2 1.0 2> 1.3 4 1.1 

2 ~ii 0 0 0.0 2, .6 
4\\.0 t 

.,"; 

8 4.6 15 4.2 \( " ~ . ".:, 
3 1 \. j" 0 0.0 3 .8 . ~\:~~:;//-

'\ 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 O\~O 
1 .5 0 0.0 i .3 

(I 

1 .5 0 ,0.0 1 .3 
28 66.7 14 33.3 I 

i 42 11.9 

" 201 100.0 153 00.1 354 99.9 
(j 

-

. , 
,)" 



TABLE 19D. Type of Offense by Group: 
(Continued) 

Experimental 
SECOND OFFENSE .' , % 

None 118 58.7 

Homicide 0 0.0 
Rape 2 1.0 

Robbery 8 4.0 
Aggravated Assault 9 4.5 

Burglary/Breaking 11 5.5 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 19 9.5 

Auto Theft 5 2.5 

-185-

Boston 

Control , % 

99 64.7 

,0 0.0 
0 OeO' 

4 206 
3 2.0 

7 4.6 

9 5.9 

5 3.3 

- - ------. ---

Total \ 

II % 

217 61.3 

0 0.0 
2 .6 , , 

12 3.4 
12 3.4 

18 5.1 

28 ,1.9 

10 2.8 o 

TABLE 190. Type of Offense by Group: 
(Continued) 

THIRD OFFENSE 
Experimental 

II % , 

None 146 72.6 
HomiCide 1 .5 
Rape 1 .5 
Robbery, 5 2.5 
Aggravated Assault 4 2.0 
Burglary/Breaking 

and Entering 
6 3.0 

larceny/Theft 11 5.5 
Auto Theft 

Arson 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
5 3.3 

Arson 
. f 

Other Assaults 2 1.0 4 2.6 6 1.7 
Forgery an'd 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Counterfeiting 

Fraud 0 0.0 1 .7 1 .3 
Stolen Property 8 4.0 5 3",3 13 3.7 

0 0.0 
Other Assaults 0 0.0 
Forgery and 0 0.0 Counterfeiting 

Fraud 2 1.0 
Stolen Property 6 3 .. 0 

I 
I 
'0 

Burglary Tools/ ,0 0.0 2 1.3 2 .6 
Tampering 

Burglary Tool 51 0 0.0 Tampering 
Property Damage/ 1 .5 1 .7 2 "~6 

Vandalism 
Property Damage/ 2 1.0 Vandal i"sm 

o 

Trespassing 3 1.5 . 1 .7 4 1~1 
II 

1 .5 0 0.0 1 .3 Weapons i\ 
n 

\1 
3 1.5 '" 1 .7 4 1.1 Prostitu\~ion 

Possess1fn Drugs 2 1.0 4 2.6" 6 1.1 
" 

Trespassing 3 1.5 
Weapons 1 .5 
Prostitution 1 .5 
Possession Drugs 2 1.0 ,,/Z, 

.7' ,.8 Sell Dru~\!~,) 2 1.0 1 3 
t~ i 

Gambling » 0 0.0 0 0.0 " 0 0.0 
~~~;\ -~f'i\ 

(: Sell Drugs 2 1.0 
Gambling 0 0.0 

0 0.0 0 0.0 Liquor Laws 0 0.0 
" 0.0 1 .3 Motor Vehicle 1 .5 0 , 

Liquor Laws 0 0.0 ,; " Motor;Veh1cle 2 1.0 
Other 6 3.0 6 3.9 ( 12 3.4 , " 

Other ,3 1.5 
" , 

n () 

" 
TOTAL 201 100.2 ' 153 100.3 354 100.1 \';:,-, 

TOTAL 201 100.1 
" 

() 

o 

! $ . -... ' .- ~ . '. 
, , 

, -- __ ... , ____ ,_.-__ ,"'"'.,-"'.,...-_ ,_,.·.",,, ... '.,4 ,.-"" •. _, ... ....."_~ __ < .. ,..~,;,,.~~,,>,>.,.~.r .. ~~=I:_~.~.:.:::::.::;-"--::..t:~ .. :%.::::'::.::·'f·~.:>;;:;;' .. "';~.:'r..=:::;:~t,'::~.;:1~~~,~:;:=" 

.~: 

'-::;;~..1'r~~~~~,,,,,,"'" '--.... """".."_ .... ~_""c.''''-,,..,.~~_~~~-.,_~ 

, ... _____ , __ ;.1. __ ,< 
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Boston 

Control 
. 

Total 

II % '11 % 

125 81.7 271 76.6 
0 0.0 1 .3 
1 .7 2 .6 
2 1.3 7 2.0 
2 1.3 6 1.7 
3 2.0 9 2.5 

6 3.9 17 4.8 
3 1.5 8 1.1 
0 0.0 0 0.0 
1 .7 1 .3 
1 .7 1 .3 

0 0.0 2 .6 
2 1.3 8 2.3 
'0 0 .. 0 0 0.0 

1 .7 3 .8 

2 1.3 5 1.4 
0 0.0 1 .3 
0 0.0 1 .3 
2 1.3 4 1.1 
2 

':. 
1.3 4 1.1 

0 0.0 0 I' 0.0 
0 0.0' 0 0.0 
0 0.0 ,-, 2 .6 
2 1.3 ,5 1.4 

153. 100.2 354 100.1 
" 

" 

'I' 

" 
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TABLE 19E 
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: CHICAGO 

Experimental Control 
FIRST OFFENSE 

tJ % tJ % 

None 89 36.0 65 29.4 

Homicide 1 .4 4, 1.8 

Rape 2 .8 3 1.4 

Robbery 19 7.7 13 5.9 

Aggravated Assault 6 i ..... , 2,.4 2 .9 
< 

(, Burglary/Breaking 21" 8.5 17 7.7 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 50 20.2 45 20.4 

Auto Theft 2 .8 2 .9 

Arson 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other Assaults 11 4.5 17 '7.7 

Forgery and 0 0.0 1 .5 
Counterfeiting 

Fraud 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Stolen Property 0 0.0 3 1.4 

Burgl~ry Tools/ 0 0.0 1 .5 
. Tampering 

Property Damage/ 3 1.2 8 3~'6 

Vandalism 

Trespassing 6 2.4 4 1.8 

Weapons 8' 3.2 6 2.7 

Prostitution 4 1.6 4 1.8 

Possession Drugs 16 6.5 15 6.8 
.; Sell Drugs 1 .4 3 1.4 

" Gambling 1 .4 I.> 1 o? 

l'1ql1or Laws 0 0.0 0 0.0 
<) 

~) 

Motor Vehicle 0 0.0 0 O·IPV' 
~I ,OJ,!) 

Other 7 2.8 7 3.2 
'0 

TOTAL 247 99.8 0 221 100.3 
;? 

\" 
.0 

'. , o 

I' 
o 

Total 

# 

154 

5 
5 

32 
8 

38 

95 

4 
0 

28 
1 

~ 

0 

3 

1 

'11 

;~q 

l~4 . 
., 
8 

" 3([1 
II 

\~ :2 
" ,[ 

\\(. II () 

If 

(\ 
- II 

'\ 14, 

c II 
:1 (",468:i 

11. 1\ 

i, 1\ I, 

1\ I; 
II 
,I 
;,'1 

,[ 

% 

32.9 

1.1 
1.1 

6.8 
1.7 

8.1 

20.3 

.9 
0.0 

6.0 
.2 

0.0 
• 6 

.2 

2.4 

2.1 
' 3.0. 

1.7 
6.6 

c 

.9 

.4 

0.0 
0.0 

3.0 

~OO.O 

,':{ 
I 

I 

l 
I 
1 
f , 
I 
1 
1 

Gt 
, 1 

l 
I 
I 

. " , 
I 

~. 

I 
./ 

: t 
t 

, I (I 

d 
!$ 

"1 , 
\'1 
~ . t 
:.1' 
I j 

q 
; ~ .' Ll q 
11 i 
jl 

') lJ 

ii , .. 

r" 1 
t 
f' 
I 0 t 
I' 

I:' 
1 

I' 
I ~ 
/ 0 1 
\ 
; 

" I 
I 
I 
! 

I' 
I' 

i , 
~ 
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TABLE 19E Type of Offense by Group: Chicago 
(Continued) 

I 

Experimental Control 
SECOND OFFENSE 

# % # % 

None 165 66.8 118 53.4 

Homicide 1 .4 3 1.4 
Rape 0 0.0 4 1.8 

Robbery 10 4.0 6 2.7 
Aggravated Assault 3 1.2 0 0.0 

, ~ >."-: 

Burglar'y!Braak f ng 10 4.0 10 4.5 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 31 12.6 29 13.1 

Auto Theft 2 .8 'i 0 0.0 
Arson 0 0.0 -1 .5 

Other Assaults 8 3 .. 2 15 ( 6.8 
Forgery and 0 0.0 0 0.0 

,Counterfeiting 

Fraud 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Stolen Property 3 1.2 3 1.4 

Burglary Tools/ 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Tampering 

Property Damage/ 1 .4 4 1.8 
Vandalism 

Trespassing 1 .4 3 1.4 
Weapons 2 .8 10 4.5 

() 

'. Prostitution I, 2 .8 3 1.4 
Ii 

Possession Drugs 5 2.0 11 5.0 

Sell Drugs II 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Gambling " 0 0.0 0 0.0 

L 1quor Laws 1 .4 0 0.0 
Motor Vehicle 0 0.0 0 0.0 

, 

Othe,r .. ' 2 .8 1 .5 ,. 

TOTAL 247 99.8 221 100.2 

1.\ 

Total 

II % 

283 60.5 

4 .9 
4 .9 

16 3.4 
3 .6 

20 4.3 

60 12.6 

2 .4 
1 .2 

23 4.9 
0 0.0 

0 0.0 
6 1.3 

0 O.O' 

5 1.1 

" 

4 .9 
12 2.6 

5 1.1 
"j 

16 3.4 

0 0.0 
0 , 0.0 

1 .2 
rJj 0.0 

1 .4 

468 99.9 

--------' 

. 

I 

j 
1 
i 
l 

:1 
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TABLE 19E. Type of Offense by Group: Chicago 
(Continued) 

Experimental Control 
THIRD OFFENSE 

I ,; % II % 

None 199 80.6 156 70.6 
I" 

[" 

Homicide 2 .8 1 .5 
Rape 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Robbery 2 .8 7 3.2 
Aggravated Assault ",,, 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Burglary/Breaking 5 2.0 6 2.7 
and ~ntering 

Larceny/Theft 17 6.9 25 11.3 
'I 

Auto Theft 1 .4 
" 

1 .5 
Arson 0 ," 0.0 0 0.0 

other Assaults 7 2.8 "-'","6 
) 2.7 

,f orgery and, :',;:: 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Counterfeiting 

Fraud <'/ 0 0.0 

J .~ 
0.0 

Stolen Property 0 0.0 .5 
e 

Burglary Tools! 1 .4 .5 
Tampering -""~~7;':: 

Property Damage/ 2 .8 ' 1 .5 
Vandalism 

Trespassing 2 .8 1 .5 
Weapons 0 0.0 4 1.8 

Prostitution 2 ",.8 4 1.8 
", 

Possession Drugs 6 2.4 6 2.7 

Sell Drugs 0 0.0 1 .5 
Gambling 

" ,,,0 0.0 O:;:,-?- 0.0 

Liquor Laws 0 0.0 0 0.0 " 
Motor ,Vehicle 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other 1 .4 0 0.0 

TOTAL 247 99.9 -221 ~ 100.3 

" 

Total 

II % 

" 
355 75.9 

3 .6 
0 0.0 

9 1.9 
0 0.0 

11 2.4 

42 9.0 

2 .4 
0 0.0 

13 ,,2.8 

0 0.0 
I:":: 

I;: 

0 0.0 
1 .2 

" 2 .4 

3 .6 

3 .6 
4 u .9 

6 1.3 
12 2.6 

rr 

1 .2 
0 0.0 

0 O-~O 

0 O~~O 
() 

1 .2 Q 
<;1 

,) 
'.!1J 

468 100.0 

i~'1 , 
i 

r· 
,L!1i I • L, ' 

( 
\.' 

() 

(J 
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TABLE 19F 
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY GROUP: SAN DIEGO 

-
'J-,' Experimental Control 

FIRST OFFENSE 
" II % II % 

None 86 45.5 31 37.8 
'" 

HomicidE:! 0 0.0 2 2.4 
Rape 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Robbery ? 2.6 5 6.1 
Aggravated Assault .3 1.6 0 0.0 

Bu rg 1 a ry IB rea~ i ng 17 9.0 10 12.2 
and E,\(teri ng 

La rceny ltJleft 10 5.3 4 4.9 

Auto Theft 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arson 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other Assaults 5 2.6 2 2.4 
Forgery and 6 3.1\2 4 4.9 

Counterfeitil"-g 
(.) 

fraud 3 1.6 
(\ 

0 0.0 
Stolen Property 8 4.2 1 1.2 

" 

Burglary Tools! 2 1.1 1 1.2 
Tampering " 

Property Damagel 2 1.1 0 0.0 
Vandalism 

0 . 
Trespassing , 1 .5 3 3.7 

c, 

Weapons 3 1.6 2 2.4 
0 

Prostitution 7 3.7 0 ' 0.0 " 

" 
Possession Drugs 8 4.2 7 08•5 

, " 
Sell Drugs 12 6.3 2 2.4 
Gambling 

;, 
e 0 0.0 0 0.0 , 

" L i qti~r La;s 0 
" 0 0.0 0 "0.0 '" ".', 

Motor Vehicle 3 1.6 3 6.1 

Other p 0 8 4.2 5 3.7 
" 

c, 

TOTAL -;') 189 99.9 ., &2 99.9 

() 

o 
o 

o 

Total 

II % 

117 43.2 

2 .7 
0 0.0 

10 3.7 
3 1.1 

27 10.0 

14 5.2 

0 0.0 
0 0.0 

7 2.6 
10 3.7 

3 1.1 
9 3.3 

3 1.1 

2 .7 
c 

4 1.5 
5 1.8 

7 2.6 
15 5.5 

14 5.2 
°0 0.0 

0 0.0 
" & 6 2.2 ~) 

0 

J3 ' 4.8 
1,.1;1 

,'~ 

\~ :" I' '. 

""!~ 1;,';'(, c ~0>l·,,,, \\',1';.1,),1' 

f12~1 lcl'l'flb 
'~ " " \:v\ 
, \l f.PI ,(il 
H '-((1 r-;:" 

j 
----.. --~·-I 

., 
... :.' 

.-

'" 

I 
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TABLE 19F. Type of Offense by Group: ,San Diego 
(Continued) 

-
Experimental Control 

SECOND OFFENSE _. 
# % I % 

None 140 73.7 60 73.2 

Homicide 1 .5 0 0.0 
Rape 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Robbery 3 1.6 5 . 6.1 
Aggravated Assault 1 .5 I 2 2.4 

Burglary/Breaking 4 2.1 6 7.3 
and Entering 

Larceny/Theft 6 3.2 2 2.4 

Auto Theft 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arson 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other Assaults 2 1.1 0 0.0 
Forgery and 6 3.2 1 1.2 

Counterfeiting 

Fraud 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Stolen Property 2 1.1 2 2.4 

Burglary Tools/ 2 1.1 0 0.0 
Tampering 

Property Damage/ 1 .5 1 1.2 
Vandalism 

Trespassing 0 O~O 1 1.2 
Weapons 2 1.1 1 1.2 

Prostitution 1 .5 0 0.0 
Possession Drugs 6 3.2 0 0.0 

Sall Drugs 10 5.3., ,; 1 1.2 
Gambling 0 0.0 0 0.01' 

. ) 

Liquor Laws (, 0 0.0 0 0.0 " 
Motor Vehicle 0'\, 0 0.0 0.0 

" /1 
Q':;:'>!.,,' other 3 1.6 ,0.0 

,~ 

TOTAL < 190 lQO.3 82 99.8 '''" 
. 

'" Total 

II % 

200 73.5 

1 .4 
0 0.0 

8 2.9 
3 1.1 

10 3.7 

8 2.9 

0 0.0 
i 

0 0.0 

2 .7 
7 2.6 

0 0.0 
4 1.5 

2 .7 

2 .7 
( 

" 1 .4 
3 1.1 

1 .4 
" 

6 2.2 

11 4.0 
0 0.0 ,' . 
0 0.0 

'. 
0" 0.0 

;). 

'3 1.1 

,. 
c· 

272 99.9 (" 
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TABLE I9F. Type of Offense by Group: San Diego 
(Continued) 

THIRD OFFENSE 
Experimental Control 

# % # % 

None 163 85.8 71 86.6 
Homicide 1 .5 0 0.0 
Rape 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Robbery 5 2.6 1 1.2 
Aggravated Assault 2 1.1 0 0.0 
Burglary/Breaking 5 

and Entering 
2.6 5 6.1 

Larceny/Theft 3 1.6 1 1.2 
Auto Theft 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Arson 0 0.0 0 0.0 
other Assaults 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Forgery and 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Counterfeiting 

Fraud 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Stolen Property 2 1.1 0 0.0 
Burglary Tools/ 0 

Tampering 
0.0 0 0.0 

Property Damage/ 0 
Vandalism 

0.0 0 0.0 

Trespassing 0 0.0 1 1.2 
Weapons 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Prostitution 3 1.6 0 0.0 
Possession Drugs 3 1.6 1 1.2 
Sell Drugs 1 .5 0 0.0 
Gambling 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Liquor ~aws 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Motor Vehicle ~ 2 1.1 0 0.0 
other 0 0.0 2 2.4 

, 

TOTAL 190 100.1 82 99.9 

Total 

# % 

234 86.0 

1 .4 
0 0.0 

6 2.2 
2 .7 

10 3.7 

4 1.5 

0 0.0 
0 0.0 

0 0.0 
0 0.0 

0 0.0 
2 .7 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

1 .4 
0 0.0 

3 1.1 
4 1.5 

1 .4 
0' 0.0 

0 0.0 
2 .7 

2 .7 

272 100.0 

1 

,j 
I 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title! of Output: Tables 20A - 20C: Recidivism by History of I).rug or Alcohol 
Use: Bosto·n, Chicago, and San Diego 

Brief Description of Contents: Crosstabulations 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 ar~ provided for Chicago clients. In addition: t-test results 
are reported. 

Comments Related to Statistical Methodology Emp1oyed:' 
T-tests and calculation of statistical means. 

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: No statistically significant 
differences in mean arrest rates were found for drug Osers 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-Related .Comments: SPSS FREQUENCIES,' T-TEST 

Data Source: Form C, Rap sheets 
j ,<'.-r ' ~ -

~. ~ -- -------------
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TABLE 20A 
RECIDIVISM BY HISTORY OF DRUG OR ALCOHOL USE: BOSTON 

\ 

'I 
'f 
I 
, I 

(J 

(I 

(l 

RECIDIVISM MEASURES 

Mean arrest rate: 
,all offenses 

Mean arrest rate: 
income-producing 
offenses 

Mean arrest rate: 
Part I offenses 

Past use No past use T-TEST of drugs of drugs T-Value Probe 

7.9 6.5 1.60 .11 

5.4 4.4 1.29 .20 

4.1 4.1 - .l3 .90 

I 

1 
", j 

j 1 
I 
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TABLE 20B 
RECIDIVISM BY HISTORY OF DRUG OR ALCOHOL USE: 

. 

Past use No past use 
RECIDIVISM MEASURES of drugs of drugs 

Mean arrest rate: 10.0 7.0 
all offenses 

Mean arrest rate: 7.2 4.4 
income-producing 
offenses 

Mean arrest rate: 6.6 4.2 
Part I offenses 

Mean length of 17.5 23.5 
time sentenced 
(months) 

Mean length of 2.2 1.6 
time served 
(months) 

Q 

. " 

CHICAGO 

. . . . 
T-TEST 

T-Val ua Probe 

2.42 .02 

2.63 .01 

2.21 .03 

-1.02 .31 

1.16 .24 

- . 
',., ,,-'" -,,~, --'A 

f 
! 

f 

j 

I 
I. 

c' 

c' 

-196-

TABLE 20C 
RECIDIVISM BY HISTORY OF DRUG OR ALCOHOL USE: SAN DIEGO 

Past use No past use T-TEST RECIDIVISM MEASURES of drugs of drugs T-Value Probe 

Mean arrest rate: 5.6 6.1 - .52 .60 
all offenses 

Mean arrest r~te: 3.B 3.9 - .20 .B4 
income-producing 
offenses 

Mean arrest rate: 2.3 2,.5 - .30 .77 
Part I offenses 

Mean length of 9.3 9~.l .OB .94 
time sentenced 
(months) 

" 

" II 

<j 
.:. 

I Q . ,~ 

j 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output: Table21 ~ Summary of Regression 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 Re 1 a ted to Stat 1st; ca 1 ~1ethodo logy Employed: 
Ordino;?y least-squares. 

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Fi~d1n~s: Independent variables found to 
be posltively related to recldlvlsm rates were race (dunmy-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 marital status (dummy~coded\TIarried). . , 

,;-, 

u Computer-Rel ated COll111ent~: SPSS NEW REGRESS;ION 
o 

Data Source: Form C, Form G, rap sheets 

.... j." ".n 

(\ 
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TABLE 21 
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION OF LONG-TERM ARREST RATES ON SELECTED VARIABLES 

Significant Variables 

Recidivism Measures 
By Site 

BOSTON 

Total Arrests -* -** 
Income-Producing 
Arrests 

-** +* -** 

Part I Arrests -** +** 

CHICAGO 

Total Arrests 

Income-Producing 
Arrests 

Part I Arrests 

SAN DIEGO 

Total Arre$ts. 

Income-Prpducing 
Arrests 

Part I A r,rests 

-* 

-* 
0 

-if 

+ positively related to recidivism 
inversely related to recidivism 

-**' +* 

-** 

-** +* 

* significant at p = <.05 for ,a2-tailed test 
** "significant atp= <.01 for a 2.,.tail ed test 

",; 

" 

';'i" 

:.' 
I!i 

'i;~ 
"'I) 
Ii 

11 

+** 

+** 

+** 

+** 

+** +** 

+** +** 

(i 

._---"-........... -... -.-"...~ 

!rj) " " 

" 
'\' 

<j 
.;, 

~ I 
" 

1 ,,' 
\\ 

:! 
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I 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of Output Table 22A; Regression of Long-Term Arrest Rates on Selected 
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-pr9ducing offense 
arrests, and the total number of arrests for Part I offenses. The inde­
pendent variables for all three equations are age, race (dummy, black = 1), 
marital status (dummy, married = 1), number of dependents, years of education, 
number of prior adult arrests, work history scale, prior drug or alcohol 
use (dummy, past user = 1), 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). 

Slope coefficients and their corresponding t-values are included for 
all variables in the regression equatjons. 

" 

Corrments Related to Stat.istical Methodology Employed: 
Ordinary least-squares. 

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: 
Consistent with past criminological research, prior criminal history was 
found to be significantly and positively related to all three measures 
of recidivism. Age was found to be inversely related to recidivism, 
signifying a "maturing out ll effect. Neither group membership nor . 
pl acement status had a si gnifiCant effect on the three measures of rearrest. 
However, a higher program completion rate was found to significantly 
decrease the total number of rearrests for all offenses. Married individuals 
had fewer arrests for income-produoing offenses, while blacks_had 
significantly more arrests for income-pl~oduc;ng offenses and Part I offenses. 

Computer-Related Comments: SPSS NEW REGRESSION 

Data Source: FonnG, Fonn G., rap sheets 

.-----""' .. '-'-,~-~~-~~--~.~ ............ . 
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TABLE 22A 
REGRESSION OF LONG-TERM ARREST RATES ON SELECTED VARIABLES: BOSTON 

-, 

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS 
VARIABLES 

lotal number Income-producing Part I 
of arrests Offense Arrests Offense Arrests 

Age -0.28335** -0.21711** -0.20009** 

Black (dummy) 1.02580 1.76256* 1.41640** 

Married (dummy) -2.94917 -3.31312** -1.23172 

Number of Dependents. 0.23503 0.23169 -0.02367 

Years of Education 0.28988 0.14220 0.18062 

Number Prior Adult 0.19022** 0.16503** 0.10881** 
Arrests 

Work History Scale -0.13097 -0.09178 -0.10415 

Prior Drug or Alcohol 1.18645 0.78195 ~0.15807 
Use (dummy) 

Experimental Group 1.20838 1.21349 0.5i976 
Member (dummy) 

Hours Personal Program 0.05396 0.05388 0.01082 
Service$ 

Hours Group Program 0.05327 ',0.06130 0.09105 
.Services 

Program Completion Rate -0.04799* -0.03316 '." -0.02457 

Placed by Program (dummy 0.14341 -0.34334 -0.57544 

" 

Intercept '. 10.46~79.** ! ..7.40841** 7.20881** .' 
! . 

" R-Squared l 
0 

• 144 , 0138 .113 

* Significant 'at < .05 for. a 2-tail ad test 
G 0 ** Significant at < .01" for a 2w·~tailed test 

. .. ., 
' . 



." 
"" 'I' 

-201-

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 
:;( 

Title of Output, Table 22B~ ~egression of Long-Term Arrest Rates on Selected 
Variables: Chicago 

Brief Description of Contents: See description of Table 22A. 

Corrments Related to Statistical Methodology Employed: 
;"
F 

" 

Ordinary least-squares. 

Highlights and Policy-Releva~t Findfl~gs: 

Clients that were placed by the Chicago program had significantly fewer 
arrests than clients who were not placed. Individuals admitting to past 
drug or al cohol use experienced a . significantlY~; ~her rearrest rate. . . . 
Prior criminal history was signiflcantly and posltlvely related to recldlvlsm 
for income-producing and Part I<:'Of~hses. ' 

-,,~~ 

" ::1 

o 

Computer-Related Conments: ,SPSS NEW' REGRESSION 
\, 

'Data S6Lrce: Form G, Form G, rap sheets 

'.';. 

,. :. ~_ , .. _. l 
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\ 

.l 
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. TABLE 228 
REGRESSION OF LONG-TERM ARREST RATES ON SELECTED VARIABLES: CHICAGO 

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS 
VARIABLES 

Tota 1 number Income-produc'lng Part I 
of arrests Offense Arrests Offense Arrests 

Age 

Black (dummy) 

Married (dummy) 

Number of Dependents 

Years of Education 

Criminal History Scale 

Work His~tory Scal e 

Prior Drug or~l(;ohol 
Use (dummy) . 

Experimental Group 
Member (dummy) 

~ou rs Personal Program 
Serv;lces 

Hours Group Program 
Services 

Prog~amCompletion Rate 

Pl ac,~d'!P by Prog ram (d ummy) 
"; ;1 '; 

Intercept 

R-Squared 

C 

0.10019 

1.97531 

-2.55344 

0.34892 

0.04366 

0.08102 

-0.11643 

3.51747** 

-0.52703 

0.00358 

,0.01336 
; 

0.01009 

';;'3.20353* 

2.70401 

.069 

,I 

* ,Signiffcant at <.05 for a 2-tailed test 
, " ~ 

*' ' "., '" . * Significant at<" . 01 Tor a 2-tailed!test 

" 

0.12606 

1.44238 

-2.21794 

0.11065 

-0.06218 

0.09130** 

-0.12033 

3.16706** 

-0.19899 

-0.02613 

1\ 

It ' .\ 
· 0.0158~, 

0.00932 " 

-1.92559 

o. 77805~"" 

d .066 

0 

0 

0 

0.12765 

1.66207 

-1.97005 

0.03304 

-0.14638 

0.10604** 

-0.02576 

2.85941*'* 

0.16847 

-0.01705 

0.01;392 

" 

0.00835 
0 

-2.13841 

o if 
0 

1.16777 
" 

.068 
0 

0 

-. 

1· '. 

.' . .,:;.: 

~ 
"", 

~.-

i, ~ 

... " 

" 

, .I~ 0 

·0 
, 

~ 

\ 

1 

,1 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OUTPUT 

Title of outtut Table 22C~ Regression of Long-Term Arrest Rates on Selected 
Varlab es: San Diego 

{?' (~~i 

Brief Descri2j:ion of Contents: See description of Table 2,?!1C'7:ccc
o 

~-:~:-::.:::..~:::.::::::::::.~~-;{;:y:'/ . 

COlTlJlerits Related to Statistical Methodology Employed: 
Ordinary least-squares. 

Highlights and Policy-Relevant Findings: 

Older offenders)had a significantly lO'iJer recidivism rate while bla~ks 
had a significantly higher rate in all three arrest~ategorie~. The 
number of hours of group program servi ces recei ved by cl ients vIas 
found to be inversely related to the total number of arrests and the 
number of arrC?sts for income-producing offenses. Neith.er placemen-q: 
nor group membership significantly reduced recidivism rates. ~ 

() 

{I 

d 

o 1\ 

Computer-Related Conments: SPSS NEW REGRESSION 

Data Source: Form C, Form G, rap ~heets o 
Q 

~.-. 

" 
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. TABLE22C 
REGRESSION OF LONG-TERM ARREST RATES ON SELECTED VARIABLE&: SAN DIEGO 

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS 
',I' 

VARIABLES 

,-

Age 

Black (dummy) 

Married (dummy) 

Number of Dependents ! 
Years o.f Education 

Criminal History" Scale 

Work HistorYilScale 
, ,i! 

Prior Drug Or Alcohol 
Use (dummy) 

':- >' 
':"" 

Experimental Group 
.:, 

Member (dummy> 
(> 

Hours Personal Program 
Services 

Hours(,;,Group Program
o 

Services 
? oJ ~ 

Program Completion Rate 

" Pl aced by Prog'ram (dummy) 
II 

I 
I, 

~ 

{ 

Intercept 
'" 

R-Squared \I 

D 
.- " 

Total number 
of arrests 

-0.22567** 

2,.53467* 

0.60518 

0.01099 

0.27750 

0.20475 
" 

-0.26776 

-0.04524 
',' 

0 0.31099 

f\ 

0.03993 

-0.08798* 

-0.00516 

-0.39574 

--::, , 

7.64688 

.125 
0 

'" ' 
~. 

Income-producing 
Offense ArTests 

;, 

0 

0 

II 

'" 
" 

-0.21734** 
-
1.62750 

1.07065 

0.01482 

0.11992 

0.04992 
" -0.15728 

O.2301l(j 

0.58758 

0.03840 
, 

-0.05717* 
" 

3 

-0.00293 
, 

-0.86930 
" 

D 

8.22975* 

l' 

I' 
" " 

.121 

" 

* Significant at .< . OS/ifor "a2-tailed test 
• , ' t> . ~ 

**Si9Jli~\cant at< .01 for a 2":tailed tes,;t 

Part I 
Offense Arrests 

•. 
-0.14895** 

1.49723* 

0.24949 

O~01692 

0.13974 

-0.05644 
, 

0.00434 
'. 

0 • .50721 
, 

-0.46613 

4 -0.00032 
0 

':z.; 
"~~ i. 

.~, ~I 

I~t .~\ 

-0 • 023)~~) 0 

>:.; (I 
I:; 

" 

c' -0.003-26 c 

-0.58972 ~). 

" 
Co 

f " 
4.12766 

< 

•. 123 
" 

fi' 

·--...... '-----1 

" 
0) 

(~ 
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IV. COMPARISON OF ARREST RATES OVER TIME 
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FIGURE 1 
COMPARISON OF ARREST RATES OVER TIME: 

l1li Experimental 

D Control 
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ARREST RATES 
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FIGURE 2 
COMPARISON OF ARREST RATES OVER TIME: 

• 
Experimental 
(Modified) 
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V. PROJECT PUBLICATIONS 
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PROJECT PUBLICATIONS 

Evaluation of a Field Test of the Employment Services for Ex-Offenders 
Program: Data Collection Approach and Forms, Lazar Institute, Washing­
ton, D.C. December 1980. 

Application to COlllTIonwea)th of Massachusetts for Access to Criminal 
Offender Record Information, Lazar Institute, Washington, D.C. 
April 16, 1981."" 

Analysis of Client Retention Rates of Safer Foundat"(on, Chicago, 
Lazar Institute, Washington, D.C. July 28, 1981. 

Evaluation of a Field Test of the Employment Services for Ex-Offenders 
Program: Methodology for Delivery Systems Analysis, Lazar Institute, 
WasQington, D. C. November 1981. ' 

Employment Services Field Test: Project Status Analysis, Lazar Institute, 
Washington, D.C. November 1981. 

Evaluation of a Field Jest of the Employment Services for Ex-Offenders 
Program: Del ;very Systems Analysis of Safer Foundation, Chicago, III i­
nOis, Lazar Institute, Washington, D.C. July 1981. 

Evaluation of a Field Test of the Employment Services for Ex-Offenders 
Program: Delivery Systems Analysis of-COERS, Boston, Massachusetts, 
Lazar Institute, Washington, D~.C. ,~uly 1982. 

(~I \. 

Evaluation of a Field Test of the Employment Services for Ex-Offenders 
Program: DelfVrery Systems Analysis of Project JOVE, San Diego, 
Cal ifornia, Laiar Institute, Washington, D.C., July, 1982. 

Employment SerVices for Ex-Offenders Fi el d Test: ' Detail ed Research' 
Results, Lazar!nstitute, McL,ean, c·Virginia. becember15, 1984. 

An Evaluation of Employment Services Programs for Ex-Offenders, thesis 
submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for 'the M.A. 
degree by Anita D. Timrots, University of Maryland,c,College Park. 
December 1984 (draft). . 

" >,:",-

Employment Se/rvices for Ex-Offenders Field Test: Summary Report, Lazar 
Institute, McLean, Virginia., Expected Publ ication' Date December 28, 1984. 
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