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The genecral method of u51ng a cohort is sound and in accordance
#lth the pest standards of criminological research.

R.

3 The sample sizes are usually adeguate. This is not always the
cace but in most of the studies considered sample sizes are up
to at least minimially acceptable standar ds.

-3, The length of time for follow-up is usually but not always
deguate. _ .
£, rata are usually not presented in sufficient detail or claritwy,
An cxception to this 1s "A comparison of the Community Perrormanc
of Cermunity Correctional Center and Institution Releasees: Some
Prelipinary Findings.™ : .

%. =he basic unit of measurement (Failure on release) is poorly defi:
The definition of railure as 'those convicited and sentenced o
30 days or rwore" is contra-intuitive. What of the cases of the
‘geleasces who are re-arrested for felonies, let out on some form
of conditional release who fles from +rial ? Under the above

definiticon such perscons are counted as "successest 17

€. ?hﬂ“§ﬁﬁin£tlon of failure is repeatedlv switched when comparinc
R L.i. -nis alone invalidatss che comparisons peifween
the Dlstrich - and other guxls&ac*mcﬁs. Co

i A—— - ad

¥. The degree of follow-up is switched when comparing jurisdictions.
Recidivism fior a large state like Celifornia is baseq on failiur=z
“anywhere within the state; recidivism in the District of Columbia
does not include any but that inside the small geograph¢c arﬁa of
~~the District.

8. Several statistical Practices ara Susmecg

4. A QUDIoUS practice 15 eSLpleyed QJ rejecting the actual high
failure rate of D: C. releasees and aorractlng" to make the data
appear more favorable.

b. cCurves are plotted with insufficient data in some cases

based apparently, on one ‘point !

C. Statistical tests to back up the claims advanced are &lthﬂ iz
ing or crudely emploved.

-

-
"

8. The claims made in the research *esmrts are frequantly contradicte
by the data presented. -
It is not true that vouth Center Releasees fare better than
Community Treatment Center releasces. + is not true tnhat

+
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Cormunity Correctional Centerg’ﬁ%é‘performing better than e
fnstitutional relcasees ! This is admitted in p.5 of Addenda
{eic) B but in spite of this thelsam? report claims the contrary
-en p9- L . The claim ?hat the Dlstrlct‘fares bette; than other
jurisdictions is certainly not substantiated by their data.
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CRITIQUE'OF RESEARCH REPORTS ISSUED BY
QHE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA'S DEIPARTMENT L .-
GF CORRECTIONS S e

. " o Leonard D. Savitz ; ;,u
Professor of Sociclogy -
Temple University
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This report: summarizes and »valuatew the research reports issued by
the Department of Corrections of the District of Columbia concerning
failure on release. Each report is described, its principzl claims
put forth and evaluated. They are each aCCOPpnnied by an appralaal
of the methods used and the results thaxned .

I.

Parol& Performance Trends Amona Communl%y Treatment Center Release

Adams, Stuart, Wanda Heaton, Dimlitrili Monos and Margaret Upchurch.
District of Columbla, Department of Carxectlons, Research Report No. 7
(September, 1968). .

-

A. "Description ) iy
This study traces 259 men who were released 8/65 through 6/68 and
“whose follow-up ended 7/68; thus some were released for 30 months
or more and some were out for less than 4 weeks. This latter
. group had little risk of recidivism due to their brief exposure
and consaguently they inflate the sucgess rate. This brief
exposure group comprises 53 of the 259 (over 20%) of the entire
population. The cohort out the longest and which gives the best
“indicator of success or failure had a recidivism rate of 87%

-
. - - -

The recidiwism rate for ‘the tothl pepulation however long at risk
was 47.8%, with 34% cof the total population having sentences or 3
days or more. It was suvuggested that particular attention be paid

~.to those released for 18 months (¥=58). Of this group of 58,

more than half were arrested and 43% of the 58 wera sentenced %o
—.30 or more days.

* .

B. Claim
Conmunity Treatment Center Zor Youth Releasaes are paxrorﬁlng

reharkabLy well on parole {p.ii}.

C. Evaluation

The comoarison of violation rates to those in California is
dubicus. Ths violation rates for three year risk is probably
over 20% | Any program where most will ultimately fail can
hardly be called a "success” :

D. Analvsis

A very dubious rcomparison is mm§e of the viclation rate of 43%
{only those ccnvictod of a new crime) with the California Youth
Act rate of 22% for "revocaticn of parcle" (which includes
conviction of a new crime and technical violation of parole
conditions.) 1If the same definition were used in both
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jurisdictions the recidivism rate could well be higher

in D. C. compared to California. The failure rates

among cchorts arce unstable sinee there are vast differences
among the vmolatlon ratas of the various cchorts studxed
For instance, during the first two guarters of release s
(table 3) the 30 month cohort had 33% violations, the 24

month cohort had 9% violations and the 0-& month cohort

had 18% v1olatlons, . _ . .

*

©
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] TIf We use the eymerlenca of the “oldest cohort {30 month) tha
*-- ultimate recidivism rate will ke over 90% ! This rate can be
"estimated because at 30 months it is already 87% and the so-

T galled Glazer rule of detecting 90% of all VlOlatlQﬁs at 36

monthw has not as yet been fulf&lled

The reiteration is dubious that the April 1968 rxots artificially

inflated the failure rate and that another lower parabolic curve
—.o."of failure is to be preferred. —_— . e
The teahniques of graphing are occasionally misleading. The .
qgr;ous use of grevhical data can be illustrated by an example
in which it is made to appear to the casual reader that those -
Not Booked are increasing over time ! The following charts
4 xllustra»e ‘the two v&r51onsbo: the szme data.
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Based on Department of . ,Im*’acmu of Bw‘cxngw 30-Day Gontences, ond Other

Ct}x‘xeut:.ona Figure 3 : .+ DRispositions Over Time: 16-I nih CQ‘}G:E“L 1
- Dececmber . , . June s Deconber " Jume '
o 1586 ; 1567 L 19G7 1868 "
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. | L . 1), Not. Beoked - ot - .
Lol L 80% 1 'Z2) PBooked & (isnmissed at court . ' D
St 00 B e 1 3) Booked & awaiting further hearing N E '
SRS RO EDAFTERNE N o, 4) “Booked, fincd & dismissed o E'b
RS A B 5} . Bentenced for 30 days ox moye p
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The same data properly "y Incldence of Bookinpgs, Z0-Day Scvntences, o

nd Qthoxr

plotted Dispositlons Over Time: 18-ionth Cohort oo
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. 1856 ' 1867 1967 1333 °
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IX. '?arformqpc& Trends Among Youth Center Parolees, Adams, Stuart, .
Wanda Heaton, Dimitri #onos and Margaret Upchurcn. District of
- polumbkia, Department of Correctlons Research Report No. B ([October

g 19683

- . e - .

g'i

CA. Bescrlptlan e
The report states that 23% of 148 releasees from the Youth Center
failed (were sentenced to 30 days in prison or morel} after 15
months of release. These releasees include Youth Center cases
released during August 1965 thraugh December 1967 except CIC
placements. D ) _ :

¢‘...u-

- -

-

S P

B. Claims “
- The Youth Center appears to be functlon;ng at a relatively high
level of effectiveness (p.ii}. - : S ST

C.. Evaluation : o

The definition of *allure changes from D. C. ta Califorpia‘t%areb;

invalidating the comparison. The population at risk is pegullaEWx
- defined. If various 'corrections' (propocsed in the research

papers} are made the failure rate is very high.

T DL Analysis - - T T m -
The Tailure rate of 23% of Youth Cent=r releasses 15 months after
release are compared to Celifornia with a failure rate {switched
to any parole violation) of 356% at 15 months. The same failure-
rate 1s claimed for D. C. Community Treatment Center. The lataest
comparison between Youth Center and Community Tresatment Center
releasees is in "Trends in Pesriormance in the Cem;wnity Youth

Center and Community Treatment Center Releasees." The analysis
. ©of that report shdws no dlx*erenhas‘proveﬁ between the two modes
of release. : S : . -

“Why should persons who are released to detainers be included in
the sample of releasees at risk? Is it not the case that these

“rpersons may be incarcerated in another jurisdiction and thus
counted as "succesges” by the veculiar definition employed 7 In
*Post Release Periormance of 432 Reformatory Releasees” detainers
were excluced as peing not sultable Zer Zollow up; what makes
such persons suitable in this case ? If we recalculate the
failure rate without persons released to detainers it becomes
40/131 or 31%. 1If we correct for undercounting due to the
lack of follow-up by usiny the estimated results of ¥.B.I1.

- records then:

. _ o - 40/131 = 44% '
: T R SR

If we correct even further for the fact that this is only a 15
month follow-up thsn we do not even have 73% cof the ultimate
failures thus the ultimate rate will be surely more than 60%.
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We do not advocate the use of these "corrections". I introduce
them to show how the figures may be "corrected" to produce
almost any desired result. What is needed 1s a follow-up of
gufficient length using F.B.I. records and the same definition
applied to insure some degree of coniidence in an important
matter such as the effectiveness ochouth Act releasees.

$1x. Post-Release Performance of 432 Reformatory Releasees, Adams,
Stuart, wanda Heaton, and John Spevacek. ~District of Columbia,
Department of Corrections, Research Report XNo. 11 (Febxruary, 1269).

A. Description _
A group of 432 releasees from the reformatory are traced for 36

‘months after release.

B, Claim ) R
D. . releasees are doing well compared to California Releasees.

- o=

¢C. Evaluation ~ i -
The conclusion 1s unwarranted from thg data.

D. Analvsis ]

~qhe D. C. failure figures are in all likelihood understatsad
and bias is more severe in D. €, then in California.

According to this report (p.21; the use of F.E.I. records
indicate that D. C. statistics uvnderestimate the failure
by 30%. Thus. the statistics could he 'corrected’ to take
account of this fact. Specifigally, let
a = District of Columbia statistics. not
- gorrected by ¥.3.I. data

-
L

- " b = the corrected statistics

a=5b (1 - .30) )
a=b (.7)

] a=b
7"

-

thi§.means that the D. C. figures should be divided by .7 ( or,
equivalently, multiplied by 1.43) to adjust for undercounting.

Thus the "true" rate is over 40% more than the reported rats !

From the above, the failure figures can be corrected to incrzasc
comparability and this again sharply reduces the vaunged suocess
rates.

This bias is rost important for D. C. since its small size
entails missing many offenders who go only shorc dictances to
commit crimes.
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The paper presents a very dublous comparison to the California
Prison System. Why should we assume as the authors do that al
California prisoners returned to prison received a sentence of
over 1 year ? Some probably were technical violations returned
to prison without any sentence. Why assume a one-year sentence
other than an artificial expedient to make them comparable to
the D. C. population ?
NOTE: 'The Department of Corrections assumes that all Californi:
arolees who are returned to prison get a sentence of 1 vear or
more. Their own D. C, Chart (table 8) shows that of all parole:s
in D. C. who get a prison sentence 62/126 get 1 year or more.
We can question, should the same likelihood apply teo California
If so, one-half of the figures offered on p.23 table 10 seem to

‘apply to California felonies and therefore, by this standard:

Comparison of D. C. Corrections and California
Corrections Releases Periformance

_b.C. o L ) Californis*
"* 12 months T ss '_ PR o 6% -
24 months . 16% | S 15.25%
36 months 26% T 20.5%
g Sen : . - " ‘ ' '

& 'oorrected' as above
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IV¥. Comnunity Performance of Three Categories of Institutional
Releasees, Heaton, Wanda and Stuart Adams. District of Columbias
Department of Corrections, Research Report No. 15 {(June 1969).

- * A, Description
This study traces releasees divided into parole, cond;tlon
release and sentence cxpiration. B2All were traced for 36 mon.
after release in 1963. ) . o

B. Claim
Parolees recidivate less than conditional rel&asees and thev
in turn-recidivate less than expmrees.

-

C. Evaluaticn
This clalm is substantiated by the data prasentad

D. Analvsis )
There are some peculiar results: consider the 101 who were
aroled with characteristics of 3.8 previous arrests and 1.
_prior commitments {%@t@- 5.3 Years gervad with currant oflz-
' 28% were booked and 14% were convicied Of new crimes.
released under Good Tims Release Conditions with charac
of 5.7 previous arrests &nd 3.5 prior commitments (Nok
years served with current coffense), 43% were booksd an
; convicted of new crimes. 126 released be sae of Bani
i Expiration with characteristics of 7.4 oravzcus ar 1*es

M o
Lt

B 0] ws t

.

LT g ol O

l?r}’ D

Tt e O3

h DJ(%)

3
1 b2

- prior commitments {Note: 1.3 years served on curr
were booked and 41%. wexe»convmchaa oL new cr*pas‘

"Q

NOTE: The very peculiar natures of the warst population - So

..E¥piration - who fail the most and yet, whose last stay in o
after an average of 7.4 previous arrests and 4.5 pricr comm:

r {1
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i
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o

:3
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o

.,
e
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T

_ served only 1.3 years ! Is this category compesed of viocla:
who are by definition extremely likely to racidivate and be
greatest failure in any population ? This question
been purs;mé

s, *

~
St
pirizan o

V. A Comparative Studv of Recidivism Rates in Six Correctiornal =
Adams, Stuart. District of Colwabia 9epaxtment of Corrections, -
Report No. 21 {(January, 1370},

i

A, Descrinticn
This study compares recidivism rates for a number of releasc
from D. ¢., California, Wisconsin, New York and washington o
and the Federal Bureau of Prisons.

+

B. Claim . ) :

The "partiallvy? adjustod ultimate recidivism rates" for D. <.
"lower than those of ¢ther jurisdictions. in the memorancud
Peputy Mayor Watt {dated April <1, 1871} the claim becomes L0°
this report "provides cvidence that our recidivism rate is L&
lowest of any major correctional system in the United Stotcs.
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Ca Evaluatlmn - . .
Neither claim, especially the latter vexsxon, is warranteé on
the basis of the data reported.

D. Analysis : ' IR .

D1 Lack of Sufficient data:

This study tries to compare recidivism rates by reconstructing
a curve based on the experience of other jurisdictions but 3 of

"5 other populations have only estimated rates of failure, thus

any comparison with them is not justified. It seems true that
in the one state with actual experimental data there is only one
data point ? If this is so, how then can the proper curve be
drawn ? BExamination of Figures 1 and 2 do not indicate the use
of sufficient data points with any non-D.C. cohort and

therefore one can't really determine mf these curves Ifeollow the
form suggesteé.

*

D2 Shiftlng Definition of Recmdzvzsm.
The comparison ol the Districts failure :ates to those of other
jurisdictions is invalid bkecause the same definition is not used

‘as a basis for comparison. In the District a faillure is anyone

vwho 1s convicted and sentenced to at least 30 days but in -
Wisconsin for, instance,a failure is anvone convicted of-a new
offense or declzared in violation of parole or conditicnal ralaasa
If we restrict Wisconsin to only those convicted of a new offens
their failure rate is 132.7%. It is a fundamental reguirement bai
whatever definiticn is chosen, the same definition should be
amployed in the comparisgn areas The-present study persistently

fails Ln this regard. . SRR el

_b3. The Use Qf Selacted Ccrr&ctlons of the Data‘
“Some fcorrections' make the Discrict appear better off compared
to other jurisdictions while other 'corrections' {(undercounting
due to the District's smell size) would make the District seem
worse. This paper uses the ones which favor the District
compared to other jurisdictions. Indesd the uncorrected raw
data (Eigura £} do not at &il suppoxrt the claims mzdo.  Thus
the use of 'correcticns' becomes central. What is needed is
information that doss not namd dubipus 'ecorrections' introduced
after the fact. -

D4 Basic Unit of Measurement: .
The basic unii of measurcment is failure upon release, however, 1
is not the same for the several studies compared. Data is not ev
given sufficient detail to be sure of what renxesents failure in
several of the studies used for comparative purposes.

l - » s Wby




Eyen within the category uniquely applied to the D. C. population
{new crime), Adan's basic unit of evaluating success (sentenced
to 30 days or more) is not adequate. He must include thosé fined
- -and,dismissed {guilty of a new crime) and then make some allowance
- for those whose cases have not yet been disposed of. I feel this
1s a particularly bad definition of failure and most individuals
‘'who have studied this problem in detail ({England, Recves) have
concluded that the best definiticn of failure is a notation in

" the releasee's file that he has. engaged in some act for which

his parcole officer chose to do so. Admittedly, most studies use
revocation of parcle, but this clearly involves new crimes
committed and technical violation, not the very bizzare unit used
here: Convicted and sentenced to at least 30 days.

Trends in Performance in the Community Youth Center and Community

Preatment Center Releasses, Clarence Allen and Xathleen O'Brien.

District of Columbila, Department of Corrections, Research Report No.
36 (November, 1970} <

A. 9&$$rlpt‘$ﬂ‘

"This study examines the post-release @eriermance of 372 youthful
offenders who were released from the D. C. Youth Center during
1967-69. Of the total group of subjects, 217 were released direct
from the Youth Center to parole, The remzining 155 were in the
Community Treatment Center for six to =ight weeks.

The 372 relecasees vers grougaé into ten cohorts, =ach cohort
rav1ng been released during one.of ths five half-year pariods
in the time covered-by tHé study. There were five Youth Center
" ¢ohorts, ¥C-1 through YC~5, and five Commanity Treatment Cente*
,aaharts, CTC~1 thrmagh CTC-5.

.

B. Claims: )

l. Failure rates have increased (p.il).

2. Youth Center releasees fail less than Communitfy
. ?r&atm@mﬁ Center Releaseses. (g*ii}

. Evaluation:d :

The first claim is supported bv thear data but the second is
not. There are no significant ﬁ@fﬂ&vences between failure
rates of the two groups as claimed. i

E‘ ‘Analvsis

We may caﬁgare the cohorts in several wayvs, based on data taken
from Tables 4 and 5. Each pair of cchorts kas been at risk the
same length of time thus the cohorts With the lower fa;lara rate
is faring betEEW on releaﬁe :




. "8 6f Failure for é Cohorts

.
L)
+

Pair A Pair B

——— -

. S Pair € Pair D Pair
. + . 12 months 18 months 24 months 30 months 36 me
Youth Center 22% 313 38% 633 38%
Community - : S —
Treatment 302 29% 29% 33% 65%
Center ‘

- Community  30%  29% 20% 143 ° 32% 28%

FProm the above five separate cohorts at risk for varying lengths
of time CTC is betier in 2 cases, YC is better in two cases and
they are about even in one case. No superiority for either mode
of release seems warranted. :

But we may better test the claim made that at. 12 months out the
YC was doing better by examing failure rates for all cohorts when
they all were at risk 12 months, The relevant data become:

.

- 7 3 Failure 2t 12 months
—A ' B € D i E. - OVERALL )
Youth 228 27% 163 378 243  25% R

~ bEﬂter

.

Treatment
Center

“®ranslating the above percentages into number we may test the

hypothesis concerning three-factor interactions in a 2x2xk table
following the techm;ques described Dy ﬁeo A.-Goodman. The null
hypothesxsikgmw;ﬁk for all k wn&re;a‘ is "a measure of the tﬁed
factor interaction in a 2x2 table correaponﬁzng to the k tabl
layer and the null hypothesis specifies that this two-factor
interaction is the same for each layer." None of the comparisons
is significant at commonly accepted levels. Thus none of the
cohorts differ appreciably from =ach other. In addition tne
overall perzormance or CIC versus ¥YC at 12 months can be caicu
by using chi-squara. The results of these calculations shovw t
overall therp is no difforance in the propertion of rfailures oo

‘CTC and YU at 12 mepihs conrvrary to the claim advanced.

*
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VII. A Comparison of the Community Perfcrmance cf Community

. Qorrectional Center and Institution Helcaseos Some ?rellmlnarv
Fxnélngg, Hardy, Kenreth L. District of Csltmbla, Department of
Corrections, Statement of Findings {(March 15, 1971). .

"A. Descraptlon:

This study traces 120 Community Correctioconal Center {(CCC)
releasees and 119 Institutional releasees (INST) and compares
‘ their fallure rate after 8 months of community exposure.

B. Claims: F
1. CCC relecasces have a lower rate of recidivism that INST
- . releasees. in the sample.
2.. Those persons who have problems like a history of drug
" or alcohol abuse are aided more by CCC than INST.

3. coc's are sound investments.

"

C. Evaluation:
d. There is no sxgnmf1c&nt difference between failure and
mode of release as long as they regeive the same
proportion of handicapped persons.- {Claim 1 is false)
- 2. CCC does no better than INST in lowering the failure
. . rates of handicapped releasees. (Claim 2 1is false} . .
. 3. CCC's can not be justified as superior to INST insofar
as failure cn release goss on the basis of the data
presented (Claim 3 is false).

+
*

D. Ana1v51s-
- In making this analysis we shall use the definitions and technzqu
. wsed in the paper 1tselﬁ. 3

- -

s .

. ”Handlcapped? zncluﬁas men with a known history of drug use or
~alcohol abuse as follows:

79 ‘Drug Handicap
29  Alcochol Handicap

© 5 Other Handicap e
133 Total S L

We shall also adopt their cwn definiticon of success {(men
convicted of sentences restliing in new confinements of 30 days
or more including parolezes whose parole were revocated dus to

the new conviction; parclees whoss parole was revceked for & new
arrest but for vhom there has been no conviction; parclees wnose
parcle was revoked for technical violations; and men incarcerated
pending disposition of arrest reveocation status). We shall
further utilize their own key data from Table 6a.* Further, we

* Table 6a contains some obvious errors on line 1.b these were
corrccted for thoe present analysis,
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shall adopt the statistics vsed by them in evaluvating their own
efforts. Finally, we shall consider the effects of two variables
{felony vs misdemeanor and handicap Ao handlcap} which they
themselves have noted. Within these confines the result is
clear: CCC relecasees fare no better than INST releasees.
To demonstrate these conclusions the overall table (Table 1}
should be examined. It breaks down all releases by handicap/
no handicap, by misdemcanor vs felony and by institutional vs
community correctional center releases. For each handicap/
erime/ release condition the number of successes and failures
is indicated. All this is derived from Table 6a. It will be
voted that the chi-square is significant for the overall table.
But from what point of the table does the significance arise ?
To answer this crucial guestion the standard technique of
partitioning the overall chi-sguare into itz separate components
was adopted. The detailed components are displayed in tables 2,
3 and 4. The results, may be summarized as follows:
1. There is a significant difference between handicapped
and non-handicapped releasees. Handicayyad releasees
_ fail more freguently.
2. Among handicapped released felons zaxe no dlffarsntly
than misdemeanants., .-
The same is true among nonmhandlcammea.
3. Among handicapped felons INST fare no differently than
cCc, .
4. The sams is true for all other groups. .

Thus the onlv significant result is that handicapved persons fail
more than.non-hnanaicappaed Dersans. .. ‘

~.In additicn the relationship between type of release and success
is trivial in any case. 7To demonstrate this we emploved the
technigue of partizl association using Goodman and Xruskal's
tau~-b, To interpret the results of the analysis, let 100%
represent the case where we could predict success or failure
on, release from a knowledge of handicamzc*ime/we’ease condition

worthless in specifiying failure or release. It turng out hhah
knowledge of whether or not an individual is handicapped adds
12%; the additional knowledge of %ype of release contributes

1% more and felonv vs misdemeanor contributes less than that.
Thus, whether za person was released from CCC or INST adds only
1% to opur ability to precict success or failure on rale2se once
'We know wiether a person was nancicapped Or noc.
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‘ADDENDUM A: : .

.
-

' The statistical methods used in this paper are described in the
* "two following sources.

Leco A. Goodman, "Simple Methods for Aﬁalyzing Three-Factox
Interaction in Contingency Tables," Journal of the American
Statistical Asgociation, June, 1964, Vol 539., No. 306, pp. 319-
352. ‘ ‘ ,

Bresnahan, Jean Lard;Shapiro, Martin M., "A General Equation and
Technigque for the Exact Partitioning of Chi-Sgare Contingency
Tables,"” Psychological Bulletin, 1966, €6, 256-262.

. The following tables present the results of partitioning for the
data described; the casual reader should be warned against
calculating chi-squares in the ordinary fashion.

i
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ADDENDUM B:

-

Was the increase in failure in 1968 due to temworary social
unrest or was 1t due to a real increase 1n failure 2

¥. The research reports reiterate that the increase in failure

"  ryate in the 2nd guarter of 1968 as being due to the April riots
and thereby choosing, instead of actual failure rates, a projectec
hypothetical curve of what their behavior should have been like

. had there begen no riot. This claim does not appear to be based
on their own data. In study I, (Releaseeg from CTC) the left
marginal description of Table 3 is difficult to understand and
therefore I will use 6 months periods.-

Comparing the increase in failure during the 1st six months of
‘1968 with that of the last 6 mwonths of 1987 (7/67 - 12/67), it
will be noted that for the 30 month cchort there was a 6.6
percent increase for 1/68 - 6/68 and a 6.7 percent increase in
7/67 ~ 12/67. The 18 months cohort shows a 6.8 percent increase
in 1/68 - 6/68 and an identiczl 6.9 percent increase a 7/67 -
12/67. .

L3

In Study II, (Releasees from Youth Center) if Table 31s taken to
mean that the last gquarter studied is 4/68 —- 6/68, once again
the supposed massive Ilncrease in failure for the population -
compared to oraviocus patterns of failures is not borne out.
‘Even should my original supposition be-wrong, then by combiiing
- the last -2-quartesrs studied (wnﬂch must then Include the April
riots) the comparison with six months periods immediately
proceeding them reveals for several cochorts, no enormous shift
~in failure rate. :

. NOTE: Although published data into 1970 is available ,the rasearch
5till .does not go meyor& £/68, possibly feellng that the laua data
may confirn the ypswing in the ﬂ/€° -~ /68 muartar as something oths
“than a temporary and peculiar rise duse solely to the April rlot. it
seesmns to me that this point is essential to their early arcgument, and
considering the availability of the failure rate for his early cohort
populations for the quarters after 6/68, they would use this informeti
{for 7/68 - 9/68, 10/68, 12/68) to confirm their belief in the spuriov
nature cf the 4/628 - 6/68 rise, if the data did indeed confirm this.
The very fact that they never deal with this information (although
available by 1970) may indicate data would not substan itiate this pret
parabolic curve construed in the early studies.

pes
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An additional test of the claim could have been carried out but
was not. The following tables describe the offense and arrest
distributions for the period under consideration {(¥Fiscal 1968).
Inspection show that the only main effect noticeable is an
increase in Burglary arrests - further analysis reveals that
these arrests are overwhelmingly for Burglary II. Thus the

" yecords of the cohorts could have been checked to ascertain if

the increase in failure rates in the cohort was due to increased
arrests for Burglary II. Ir they were not the claim advanced
wounld be weakened considerably. -

- “
- -
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