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1. INTRODUCTION
Over the last decade, the use of community supervision for sex offenders has
generated an intensity of public debate rarely experienced with regard to issues of
community corrections. Nationally visible cases involving sex offenders who re-offended
once released into the community have prompted legislators, the media and local
communities to focus on the risk sex offenders pose to public safety and the most
appropriate means of dealing with this unique offender population. Recent legislation
has, for instance, mandated community notification in an effort to enhance community
safety, created the possibility of lifetime probation for sex offenders as a means to extend
formal supervision and control indefinitely and, for those deemed to be “sexual
predators,” authorized their continued incarceration for an indefinite period for the
purpose of “treatment” once their sentence to the Department of Corrections has expired.
These initiatives are based on assumptions regarding the risks posed by this
offender population, including the wide-spread belief that strangers pose a greater risk
than family members, friends and acquaintances, that all sex offenders pose similar levels
of risk and exhibit similar risk factors and that prevailing methods of community
supervision and treatment of sex offenders are inadequate. As noted by Prentky, Lee,
Knight and Cerce (1997:655) these and other assumptions, and “indeed, all facets of the
social and political response to sexual violence... rely upon an informed, empirically
sound understanding of the reoffense risks posed by different groups of sex offenders."
There is an increasingly large amount of research on sex offender treatment and
recidivism which examines these assumptions and which provides the type of data

necessary to make informed policy decisions. This study of 419 adult male sex offenders
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on probation contributes new information to the discussion of risk factors and successful
probation outcomes.
Sex Offender Recidivism

Any summary of the findings from existing studies of sex offender recidivism
must begin by acknowledging that there is a great deal of variation in the offender
populations studied, the size of the sample, the definition of recidivism, the length of the
follow-up period, and in the use of control or comparison groups (Furby et al., 1989;
Prentky et al., 1997). Most studies of sex offender recidivism are studies of only those
persons released from prison or prison-based treatment programs (Barbaree, Seto,
Langston and Peacock, 2001; Beech, Friendship, Erikson and Hanson, 2002; Dempster
and Hart, 2002; Dobson and Konicek, 1998; Escarela, Francis and Soothill, 2000; Nunes,
Firestone, Bradford, Greenbert and Broom, 2002; Prentky et al., 1997), and most
typically these studies sample a mixed group of sex offenders (Barbaree et al., 2001;
Dempster and Hart, 2002; DiFazio, Abracen and Looman, 2001; Dobson and Konicek,
1998; Hanson and Harris, 2000; Nunes et al., 2002). Recidivism studies of persons
convicted of the same type of sexual offense, such as rapists (Prentky et al., 1997; Rice,
Harris and Quinsey, 1990), child molesters (Hanson, Steffy and Gauthier, 1993; Hanson,
Scott and Steffy, 1995) or, more specifically, extrafamilial child molesters (Firestone,
Bradford, McCoy, Greenberg, Curry and Larose, 2000; Prentky et al.,1997; Rice,
Quinsey and Harris, 1991) are less common.

In nearly all these studies, recidivism is defined in terms of either a rearrest
(Barbaree et al., 2001; Dempster and Hart, 2002; Firestone et al., 2000; i\lunes etal.,

2002) or, even more commonly, a reconviction (Beech et al., 2002; Berlin, Junt, Malin,
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Dyer, Lehne and Dean, 1991; DiFazio, Abracen and Looman, 2001; Dobson and
Konicek, 1998; Escarela, Francis and Soothill, 2000; Hanson et al., 1993). Further,
recidivism generally is defined as the rearrest or reconviction for a new sex offense
(Barbaree et al., 2001, Beech et al., 2002; Dobson and Konicek, 1998; Escarela, Francis
and Soothill, 2000; Firestone, Bradford, McCoy, Greenberg, Larose and Curry, 1999;
Prentky et al., 1997; Quinsey, Rice and Harris, 1995,), although there has been some
effort to extend the definition of recidivism to include the commission of a violent non-
sexual offense (Barbaree et al., 2001; Dempster and Hart, 2002, Firestone et al., 2000) or
any new criminal offense (Barbaree et al., 2001; Escarela, Francis and Soothill, 2000).

Finally, variations in the length of time at risk in the community following release
from incarceration range from as little as a few months (Barbaree et al., 2001) to the more
typical follow-up observation after 5 to 7 years (Dempster and Hart, 2002; Dobson and
Konicek, 1998; Firestone et al., 2000; Nunes et al., 2002). Only a few studies have
looked at sex offender recidivism for as long as 20 years (Escarela, Francis and Soothill,
2000; Hanson et al., 1993; Hanson et al., 1995; Prentky et al., 1997; 10b).

Given these differences in the nature of the sample studied, the length of
observation and the definition of recidivism, it is not surprising that reported rates of
recidivism among sex offenders vary widely. Rates of reconviction for a new sex offense
among mixed groups of sex offenders who have been observed for five years following
release have been reported variously as (1) 4.3 percent of 5,098 offenders released from
Ohio’s state prisons (Dobson and Konicek, 1998), (2) 9.3 percent of 321 offenders
released from the Canadian federal correctional system (Dempster and Hart, 2002) and

(3) 28 percent of 178 offenders released from a Canadian maximum security psychiatric
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facility (Quinsey et al., 1995). Hanson and Bussiere (1998) reviewed 61 sex offender
data bases containing information on a total of 28,972 offenders; they conclude that 36.3
percent of these offenders committed a new sexual offense and 13.4 percent were
reconvicted for a new sexual offense during the first five years following release from
prison.

Recidivism rates vary by offense type. Hanson and Bussiere’s (1998) analysis
notes that the rates of reoffending and reconviction for a new sex offense among the
9,603 child molesters are 36.3 and 12.7 percent, respectively, and that the rates of
reoffending and reconviction among the 1,839 rapists are 46.2 percent and 18.9 percent,
respectively. Firestone and his colleagues report that whereas 15.1 percent of their
sample of extrafamilial molesters committed a new sexual offense during a follow-up
period that averaged 7.8 years (Firestone et al., 2000), 6.4 percent of a sample of
intrafamilial molesters committed a new sexual offense during a follow-up period that
averaged 6.5 years (Firestone et al., 1999). Prentky et al. (1997) studied a group of 115
extrafamilial child molesters released from prison and report that 14 percent committed a
new sexual offense during the first five years following release and that 52 percent
committed a new sexual offense over 25 years of observation. Similarly, a 19 year
follow-up study of child molesters released from prison notes that half of all those
reconvicted for a new sex offense were reconvicted 10 years after release (Hanson et al.,
1993).

Predicting Sex Offender Recidivism

Recent sex offender recidivism research has been characterized by a distinction

between static and dynamic risk predictors. Static risk factors are those relatively
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unchangeable factors that are historically antecedent to the time the probationer is placed
at risk in the community. Among the static risk factors identified by previous research
are the offender’s age (Escarela et al., 2000; Firestone et al., 1999; Firestone et al., 2000;
Hanson and Bussiere, 1998; Hanson and Harris, 2000), educational history (Firestone et
al., 2000; Hanson and Harris, 2000), employment history (Dempster and Hart, 2002), and
marital status (Hanson and Harris, 2000; Quinsey et al., 1995; Rice et al., 1991).
Additional static predictors are the offender’s criminal history (Dobson and Konicek,
1998; Firestone et al., 1999; Firestone et al., 2000; Grubin, 1999; Hanson and Harris,
2000; Hanson et al., 1993; Hudson, Wales, Baker and Ward, 2002), history of alcohol
and drug use (Dobson and Konicek, 1998), and such elements of the instant offense as
the number of victims (Dobson and Konicek, 1998, Maletzky, 1991), the age (Dobson
and Konicek,1998; Escarela et al., 20009) and sex (Hanson and Harris, 2000; Hanson and
Harris, 2001; Hanson et al., 1993) of victims and the use of force or injury to the victims
(Barbaree and Marshall, 1988; Dempster and Hart, 2002; Dobson and Konicek, 1998;
Hanson and Harris, 2000; McGrath, 1991).

Select socio-demographic characteristics of the offender and select aspects of his
history of offending and substance abuse and of the instant offense have been used to
create a number of actuarial risk prediction scales, including the 12-item Violence Risk
Appraisal Guide (VRAG) (see Harris et al., 1993), the 10-item Sex Offender Risk
Appraisal Guide (SORAG) (see Quinsey, Harris, Rice and Cormier, 1998), the 4-item
Rapid Risk Assessment of Sexual Offense Recidivism (RRASOR) (see Hanson, 1997)
and the 10-item Static-99 (Hanson and Thornton, 1999), each of which has been found to

be significantly associated with recidivism (see Barbaree et al., 2001; Beech et al., 2002;
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Hanson and Harris, 2000; Hanson and Harris, 2001; Nunes et al., 2002; Quinsey et al.,
1995).

Other important risk factors are dynamic characteristics of the offender, which are
more subjective in measurement and more malleable over time (Gendreau et al., 1996;
Hanson and Harris, 2000; 2001). Dynamic factors, which can be the focus of intervention
and treatment, are of two types: stable and acute. Stable dynamic factors are expected to
remain unchanged for months, or even years, whereas acute dynamic factors change
rapidly, perhaps by the day or even by the hour. Stable dynamic factors which have been
found to be associated with sex offender recidivism are positive social supports,
especially from family members (Hanson and Bussiere, 1998; Hanson and Harris, 2000),
deviant sexual preferences (Hanson and Bussiere, 1998), use of alcohol and illegal
substances (Hanson and Harris, 2000; 2001), access to victims (Hanson and Harris, 2000;
2001) and self regulation (Hanson and Harris, 2000). |

Acute dynamic factors, which are the more fluid and more proximate causes of
recidivism, have received less systematic attention by researchers. Recent efforts to
identify significant acute dynamic factors have produced inconsistent results, but there is
some suggestion that sex offender recidivism is associated with the offénder’s
willingness to accept responsibility for his actions (Hanson and Bussiere, 1998; Lund,
2000) and with such emotional states as impulsivity (McGréth, 1991), anger (Hanson and
Harris, 2000) and negative moods (Hanson and Harris, 2000; 2001). Further, the
offender’s motivation for treatment and cooperation with supervision have been found to
be significant predictors of subsequent reoffending (Dempster and Hart, 2002; Hanson

and Bussiere, 1998; Hanson and Harris, 2000).
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Dynamic factors often become the focus of treatment and, it is argued, should be
monitored regularly to provide “cues as to when supervision may be relaxed or needs to
be intensified (Quinsey et al., 1998: 37). Among the efforts to create a risk assessment
instrument to monitor dynamic risk factors are the Fantasy Report (Prdulx, McKibber and
Lusignan, 1996), the Initial Deviance Assessment, the Evaluation of Progress and the
Risk Management elements of the four-element Structured Risk Assessment (see
Thornton, 2002) and Hanson and Harris’s (2001) Sex Offender Need Assessment Rating
(SONAR).

The relative importance of static and dynamic factors is unclear. Gendreau et al.
(1996) and Zamble and Quinsey (1997) conclude their meta-analysis of recidivism
among both sexual and non-sexual offenders with the statement that dynamic risk factors
are as salient as static risk factors in predicting recidivism. Hanson et al. (1995) find that
both static and dynamic factors are important in predicting the recidivism of child
molesters. Hanson and Bussiere (1998) conclude their review of 61 previous studies with
the conclusion that sex offender recidivism is best predicted by static or highly stable
dynamic factors. Hanson and Harris (2000) used a matched sampling strategy which
limited the variation in static factors among their sample 409 recidivists and non-
recidivists and found that both stable and acute dynamic factors make significant
independent contributions to the prediction of recidivism.

However, any effort to weight static predictors versus dynamic predictors soon is
undermined by the fact that the distinctions between a static predictor and a stable
dynamic predictor often are blurred; marital status, employmént, personality disorders

and alcohol/drug use may be considered to be static predictors in some research but stable
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dynamic predictors in other studies. Similarly, whereas some studies define access to
victims, alcohol/drug use, social supports and relationship with parents or spouse as
stable dynamic factors, other studies may consider these as acute dynamic factors.
Hanson and Harris (2000:23), for example, find that access to victims, noncooperation
with supervision and anger were the three best predictors of recidivism among the acute
factors they studied, explaining that “most of the factors that were stable risk factors were
also acute risk predictors.” However these factors are labeled, it is evident that sex
offender recidivism is associated with a number of both static and dynamic factors.
Sex Offenders On Probation

Almost invariably, the research to date focuses on sex offenders released from
state or federal prisons and/or prison-based treatment programs. As such, most of our
extant knowledge about sex offender recidivism applies to those whose criminal history
and instant offense are serious enough to receive a lengthy period of confinement. Sex
offenders sentenced to probation (or to a short jail sentence followed by probation) may
differ in important ways from those sentenced to prison --- at least in the view of the
court --- and certainly they differ in that they are placed on community supervision much
more quickly than those who spend some amount of time in a state or federal prison. As a
result, conclusions based on prison-based populations of sex offenders should be applied
to probationers with caution. |

Probation (with or without some time in the local jail) is awarded to convicted sex
offenders nearly as often as is a lengthy sentence to prison (Greenfeld, 1997). Given the
large numbers of sex offenders on probation, clearly in excess of 150,000 nationally

(based on data presented in Greenfeld, 1997), it is interesting that only a handful of
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studies of sex offenders on probation have appeared recently. These studies suggest that
recidivism rates among probationers are similar to those among prison releasees. Berlin
et al. (1991) tracked probationers for an average of 5.1 years and report a reconviction
rate of 7.5 percent. Romero and Willams (1985) report that 6.2 percent of the
probationers they studied were reconvicted over a ten-year (and more) follow-up period.
Kruttschnitt, Uggen and Shelton (2000) observed that nearly 35 percent of the
probationers in their study had been rearrested for any new offense, but only 5.6 percent
for a sex offense, after a follow-up period that ranged from 54 to 66 months.

In the absence of research on sex offenders on probation, insights can be gained
from studies of recidivism among non-sexual offenders (e.g., drug offenders, property
offenders, and non-sexual violent offenders) on probation. These studies suggest that
recidivism among non-sexual offenders is significantly predicted by the same static
factors as have been reported elsewhere to predict sexual recidivism among sex offenders
released from prison. Among these are the probationer’s age, education, employment and
marital status, past use of alcohol or illegal substances, age at first arrest, history of prior
arrests and offense type (see, for example, DeJung, 1997; Gendreau et al., 1996; \
MacKenzie, 1991; Morgan, 1994; Roundtree et al.,' 1984; Stanz and Tewksbury, 2000;
Whitehead, 1991; Williams et al., 2000; Zamble and Quinsey, 1997).

Indeed, in one of the few studies of the predictors of sex offenders’ success on
probation, Kruttschnitt et al. (2000) report that offender’s age, criminal history,
employment stability, drug use and victim’s age (child or adult) were static predictors of
any reoffense among probationers; but they note that criminal history was the only static

predictor of a new sex offense. Interestingly, they also find that court-mandated sex
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offender treatment reduces the likelihood of a new sexual offense among only those
probationers with a history of stable employment.

While the limited data available suggest that similar static and dynamic risk
factors are at work in predicting recidivism among sex offenders on probation as in
predicting recidivism among non-sexual offenders on probation, and while the limited
evidence also suggests that there are similar risk predictors for both those sex offenders
placed in prison and those sex offenders placed directly on probation, further research is
needed. One reason, as noted earlier, is that there may be important differences in
criminal histories or elements of the instant offense between those placed on probation
and those sentenced to prison. A second reason is that “failure” on probation may be
measured in terms of both the commission of a new offense and the violation of the
conditions of probation. Probation failure occurs whenever the probationer is discharged
unsuccessfully from probation, and the predictors of unsuccessful discharge are important
to probation administrators. Third, it is important to note that many studies of prison
releasees have incorporated sophisticated assessment instruments, such as measurements
of the mental health, self-esteem, locus of control and other socio-emotional states, which
rarely are available for probationers. Probation departments have access to a limited array
of static factors and to only those dynamic factors that are observed easily and routinely
by probation officers in the course of their work with the sex offender probationers they
supervise. Consequently, it is important to identify which of those static and dynamic
factors available to probation supervisors are significant predictors of successful
probation outcomes. Finally, the success of sex offenders on probation is important

because, as noted earlier, cooperation with supervision is a dynamic factor in predicting
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long-term sexual recidivism. For these reasons, this is a study of the relative contributions
of available static and dynamic factors to predicting the success on probation of sex
offenders supervised by the Maricopa County Department of Adult Probation.
Sex Offender Probation in Maricopa County, Arizona'

Serving the greater Phoenix, Arizona metropolitan region, the Maricopa County
Adult Probation Department (APD) has created a specialized unit to supervise adult sex
offenders. Two factors contributed to the development of the specialized unit in 1991.
One was the implementation of legislation (A.R.S. 13-902.E) in 1987 authorizing lifetime
probation for sexual offenses, stalking offenses or child abuse offenses, resulting in an
increasingly larger proportion of sex offenders who will remain on probation indefinitely.
The other was the creation of specialized conditions of probation for sex offenders which
were developed in 1991. All probationers must register with the Sheriff’s Office as a sex
offender and adhere to the 15 specialized conditions of probation listed below (in
addition to the standard conditions of probation):

1. Do not initiate, establish or maintain contact with any male or female child
under the age of 18, including relatives, or attempt to do so, without the
prior written approval of the APD. Sign and abide by the APD definition
of “no contact.”

2. Have no contact with victim(s) without prior written approval of the APD.

3. Do not go to or loiter near schools, school yards, parks, playgrounds,
arcades, swimming pools or other places primarily used by children under
the age of 18, or as deemed inappropriate by the APD, and without the

prior written approval of the APD.
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4. Do not date, socialize, or enter in to a sexual relationship with any person
who has children under the age of 18 without the prior written approval of
the APD.

5. At the direction of the APD, attend, actively participate, and remain in sex
offender treatment. Authorize therapists to disclose to the Court and the
APD information about your progress in treatment.

6. Submit to any program of psychological or physiological assessment at the
direction of the APD, including, but not limited to, the penile
plethysmograph and/or the polygraph, to assist in treatment, planning and
case monitoring.

7. Residence, employment, and education, including any temporary changes,
must have the advanced written approval of the APD,

8. Do not travel outside Maricopa County without the advanced written
approval of the APD.

9. Abide by any curfew imposed by the APD.

10. Do not possess any sexually stimulating or sexually oriented material, in
any form, without the prior written approval of the APD, or patronize any
adults-only establishment where such material or entertainment is
available.

11. Do not possess children’s clothing, toys, games, videos, etc., without prior

written approval of the APD.
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12.  Beresponsible for your appearance, including the wearing of
undergarments and clothing in locations where another person might see
you.

13. Do not hitchhike or pick-up hitchhikers.

14. Do not operate a motor vehicle without prior written approval of the APD.

15. Do not use any computer equipment or access the internet without prior
written approval of the APD. If granted use of access, abide by APD
computer usage guidelines.

Most of these specialized terms are designed to (1) reduce the probationer’s opportunity
to have contact with children, (2) reduce the probationer’s access to places, electronic,
print materials, and activities which might provide a situational inducement to anothef
sexual offense, and (3) compel participation in treatment.

In addition to the specialized conditions of probation, the probationer/probation
officer caseload ratio is lowered somewhat for probation officers in this unit. The State
of Arizona has a legislated caseload ratio of 60:1 (60 probationers to 1 probation officer)
for standard probation and 25:2 (25 probationers to a team of one probation officer and
one surveillance officer) for probationers on intensive supervision (IPS). With the
standard probation sex offender caseloads the caseload ratio is 60:2. The two officers
consist of a probation officer/surveillance officer team.

Surveillance officers play a significant role in the supervision of sex offenders.
Surveillance officers are trained to do field contacts which are conducted on a random
basis, 24 hours a day, seven days a week. Other aspects of supervision that surveillance

officers are involved in include participating in treatment with the sex offender, providing
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transportation for sex offenders, providing referrals to urinalysis testing, verifying and
approving the sex offenders residence, and making field arrests with the assistance of
local law enforcement.

Treatment also plays a significant role in the supervision of sex offenders. All sex
offenders must attend 45 hours of classes on human sexuality, the development of sexual
deviancy, understanding the offense cycle, and the impact of victimization, after whicﬁ
they are placed into group treatment for as long as is deemed necessary (Scott, 1994).
There are several components of sex offender treatment in which Maricopa County Adult
Probation currently holds contracts. The services include: sex offender treatment, sex
offender education, sex offender physiological assessment, sex offender evaluation,
couples and family therapy, victim services and polygraph evaluations. Additionally, the
department has been able to create non-offending spousal treatment groups. These
individual or group sessions are designed to offer services to the partner or significant
other of the offender. They are structured to offer the partner education and insight and
will often include understanding the stages of the offense cycle.

Each probationer also receives a polygraph examination upon entry to probation
that inquires into prior deviant sexual activities and thoughts; this first, “disclosure”
polygraph examination focuses on gathering information about the sex offender’s sexual
history and is thought to be more useful than official conviction data in discovering the
scope and intensity of the probationer’s sexual offense background. This information
aids in identifying the probationer’s risk to the community and needs for treatment, and it
also serves as a “baseline” against which information from subsequent “maintenance”

polygraph examinations may prove useful in the probationer’s continued supervision and
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treatment. At a minimum, most sex offenders have an annual polygraph which serves as
a useful treatment tool. Finally, penile plethysmography is available as a measure of
deviant arousal to aid in cognitive-based treatment, although it is rarely used.

Focus of the Research

This study is designed to identify those static and dynamic factors that best

{ predict success or failure among adult sex offenders while on probation. Information on a
f large number of diverse factors for a sampling of probationers in Maricopa County is

: examined. This information will permit us, initially, to locate those factors that are

; associated with unsuccessful probation outcomes. Then, multivariate analyses will be

) used to identify the smallest number of factors which provides the greatest predictive

power. The findings then will be discussed in terms of their implications for probation

sy

supervision and treatment.
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2. SEX OFFENDERS ON PROBATION: THE SAMPLE STUDIED
Sampling

Data were obtained by probation officers and staff on each of the 437 probationers
who entered probation as sex offenders during the 30-month period between January 1,
1997 and June 30, 1999. This population of sex offenders may include sex offenders
sentenced directly to probation or sex offenders placed on probation after serving a
period of incarceration. In addition, these sex offenders may include individuals
convicted of a sexual offense or individuals convicted of a non-sexual offense who have a
prior conviction for a sex offense. Of this number, one probationer was almost
immediately withdrawn from probation by the court when his attorney was able to
arrange for alternative treatment, and this case was excluded from analysis. Because the
number of female probationers was too small to constitute a meaningful group for
analysis purposes, the 17 women? who entered probation as sex offenders during this
time also were excluded from the analysis. The following analysis, then, is based on a
sample of 419 male probationers.

The progress of each probationer was followed from the date of entry to probation
to either the probationer’s termination from probation supervision or to the end of data
collection, March 30, 2001. This creates a minimum follow-up period of 21 months, or
630 days (for those who entered in June, 1999) and a maximum follow-up period of 51
months, or 1530 days (for those who entered in January, 1997). The distribution of cases
by the length of time between entry to probation and March 30, 2001 is presented in

Figure 1.
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{0 The average follow-up period-is 36 months, or 1077 days, which is far less than

typically is used in studies of sex offender recidivism; it is, however, consistent with

{ many studies of probationer outcomes. An observation period which averages only 36
E montbs is unlikely to identify all those probationers who ever will commit another sex

offense, or even another offense of any kind, but it is sufficiently long to identify those

probationers who fail to comply with the terms of probation during the first few years of

(:
{ probation. In essence, this becomes a study of early attrition from probation supervision.
{
( FIGURE 1
; LENGTH OF OBSERVATION, IN DAYS
40
{
{
8 Std. Dev = 242,64
{ > Mean = 1077.0
; g o N =419.00
A o
( R, B e
(N total days between entry and 3/30/01
{ Data Collection
{

A variety of data was collected by the probation department. At entry, data were
- obtained on the socio-demographic characteristics of each probationer, his criminal

. justice and substance abuse history, and select information about the offense of
conviction. After six months, semi-annual progress reports by the probation officer were

designed to obtain information on relevant dynamic factors, such as employment,

. . . 7
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relationships with family and friends, treatment participation énd assessments of the
proi)ationer’s emotional state and responsiveness to treatment. Finally, data regarding
any technical violations or new crimes were recorded as the occasion arose, and final
outcome information was recorded for all cases no longer on probation supervision at the
end of the observation period.

Although information on the dynamic factors was to have been collected at six-
month intervals, this occurred very rarely’ due to the difficulties involved in complying
with time-sensitive reports. As a result of the irregqlaritics in the collection of successive
waves of interim data, the analysis relies on only those data obtained at the first interim
report. These interim data provide a measure of the probationer’s status and progress at
some point during supervision on probation, after entry and prior to any outcome. In
essence, the interim data provide an initial and, generally, an early assessment of the
dynamic risk factors while on probation. Changes in dynamic risk factors that might have
occurred during the course of probation are not recorded, however. Since all information
was obtained prospectively, the data on subjectively assessed dynamic risk factors are not
influenced by the final disposition of the case.

Measurement and Distribution of Static and Dynamic Factors

The analysis is designed to identify those static and dynamic factors which
significantly predict success or failure on probation for sex offenders. The goal is to
identify as many relevant factors as possible and to build a parsimonious model that will
predict future outcomes. Many of the factors examined here have been identified in

previous studies, and their inclusion in the analysis is based on their known relevance to
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criminal justice outcomes. Because this analysis is exploratory, however, it also includes
a short list of other static and dynamic factors.

Measurement of Static and Dynamic Risk Factors

Data for nearly all of the static risk factors were obtained from official records,
including pre-sentence investigations, police arrest reports and court documents.
Offender’s ethnicity, employment status, level of education and mental limitations, and
age at entry to probation were obtained from the pre-sentence report. The probationer’s
criminal history and information on the instant offense were obtained from official police
records and from court documents. Probationer self-reports at the original disclosufe
polygraph supplement the official data on criminal history and provide the basis of our
information on the history of past alcohol and drug use and on a wide array of possible
sexual deviance. These polygraph-based self-reports also provide data for our measures
of prior history of treatment for alcohol and drug use, sexual dysfunction or mental
health.

Single-item indicators are used for most of the dynamic predictors included in the
analysis. Although there are a number of reliable and valid scales available to measure
these important dynamic characteristics of the probationer (as reviewed earlier), such
scales are not (and cannot reasonably or affordably become) a part of the tools available
to the probation officer. Instead, probation officers rely on information obtained during

routine conversations and interviews to assess in the most general terms such

characteristics as the probationer’s level of motivation to change, his acceptance or denial
of responsibility for the offense, the presence or absence of positive relationships with

family members and the presence or absence of non-familial social support networks.
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Such information is subjectively assessed and recorded by the probation officer at the
time of the interim status review—generally at least six months after entry to probation. It
is at this time that the probation officer also subjectively assesses and records whether or
not the probationer feels depressed, angry or isolated and whether or not the probationer
is impulsive or immature.

It is important to note that the use of single-item measures which indicate only the
presence or absence of a particular trait or characteristic as a result of subjective
assessments by probation officers and self-reports by probationers are far from the usual
criterion of a reliable and valid psychometric assessment instrument that would be
preferred as a measure for each of these many dynamic factors. The limitation is that the
measures created by these subjective assessments may inadequately reflect the true
values of the traits they purport to measure, in which case the relationship observed
between that dynamic factor and probation outcome may not represent the “true”
relationship between these variables. That is, a finding that immaturity (as measured by
probation officer’s subjective assessment) is associated with probation outcomes may not
be the same relationship that would have been observed if immaturity had been measured
by means of one of the established scales available. On the other hand, the value of using
the data available to probation departments, including subjective assessments by
probation officers, is that it permits us to identify the ability of those measures (as
routinely measured by the department) to predict probation outcomes. In this way, the
analysis becomes more a means by which the probation department can rely on existing
and available data to identify risk predictors than a means of testing linkages between

theoretical concepts that are measured rigorously by means of psychometric tools.
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Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Probationers

The average age of probationers at the time they enter probation was 34.6 years (sd
= 14.3), with a median age of 32.5 years; one-fourth of all probationers were aged 22 or
younger and one-fourth were aged 43 or older. As is evident in Table 1, the majority of
probationers are white, non-Hispanic, with 25 percent Hispanic and fewer than 10 percent
African-American. The mean number of years of formal education is 11.4 (sd = 2.4) and
about 60 percent of the probationers have a high school degree or its equivalent. Only
about 10 percent have completed some college. At the time they entered probation, about
11 percent were unemployed and another il 8 percent were not seeking employment
(retired, students, disabled, etc.); nearly 60 percent of all probationers were employed full
time and 12 percent were employed part-time (less than 30 hours per week). Finally, the
information in Table 1 indicates that 30 percent were married, 45 percent were never
married, and the remaining 25 percent were formerly married.

Probationers’ Criminal Justice and AOD History

Table 2 reporté that about one-third of the probationers have a history of alcohol
abuse, about one-fourth have a history of illegal substance use or abuse (split largely
between the use of marijuana and amphetamines), that 22 percent report they have been
sexually abused by parents or others in their lifetime and that 9 percent have some form
of mental limitation (disorder, impairment, or low IQ). Consistent with these numbers,
nearly 20 percent report they have been treated previously for alcohol and drug use, 17
percent report they have been treated previously for sexual behaviors and/or feelings

(hereafter referred to as sexual dysfunction), and 16 percent report they have received
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Table 1. Socio-Demographic Characteristics Of Probationers

N’ % Mean SD

Age (at entry) 34.62 14.31
Ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic 263 62.8

Hispanic 105 25.1

African-American 35 8.4

Other 16 3.8
Education 11.40 2.42

Less than H.S. Graduate 162 39.7

H.S. Graduate/GED 205 48.9

Some College 22 5.4

College Graduate 19 4.7
Employment Status

Not in Workforce 71 17.9

(retired/student)

Unemployed - 43 10.8

Employed, part-time 48 12.1

Employed, full-time 235 59.2
Marital Status

Single/Never Married 182 452

Married 123 30.5

Separated/Divorced/Widow 98 24.3

*Numbers which sum to fewer than 419 reflect missing information (“Don’t Know”); all
percentages are based on only those cases known, and percentages may not add to 100 percent
due to rounding error,
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mental health treatment. Of those who report prior treatment for substance use or sexual
dysfunction, they are slightly more likely to report that this treatment occurred in the
community (57 and 58 percent, respectively) than while incarcerated in a prison or jail
(43 and 42 percent, respectively).
Table 2 also provides both official and self-reported data on the probationers’
criminal history. According to official records, about 17 percent of the probationers have
a prior juvenile conviction and about 50 percent of the probationers have a prior adult
conviction. In fact, almost one-fourth of all probationers have three or more prior adult
convictions. Asked to self-report their prior juvenile and adult sexually deviant behavior
during the disclosure polygraph interview, pedophilia, pornography, and exhibitionism
‘ 7 are the most commonly reported behaviors. These reported behaviors are strongly
correlated to the offense of conviction, which may suggest that the probationers are self-
reporting little beyond that which already is known by the probation officer.

Characteristics of the Offense

Selected information about the offense is presented in Table 3. About 60 percent of
all probationers were convicted of either sexual conduct with a minor or attempted child
molestation. Another 15 percent of the probationers had been convicted of sexual assault
or sexual abuse and 12 percent were convicted of indecent exposure or public indecency.
Other offenses of conviction include three cases of incest, 4 cases of sexual exploitation
of a minor, 6 cases of providing obscene materials to a minor, 12 cases of kidnapping and
10 cases of assault or aggravated assault. When grouped according to the “sexual
intrusiveness” of the offense, this summary measure indicates that sexual contact was

present in 49 percent of all offenses of conviction and that attempted sexual contact was
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Table 2. Probationers’ Juvenile, Adult And AOD History

N %
History of Alcohol Abuse, Yes 127 33.0
History of Drug Use, Yes 99 26.8
History of Sex Abuse, Yes 93 222
Mental Limitation** 36 9.1
Prior Treatment Experience
Alcohol and Drug Use, Yes 77 19.4
Sexual Dysfunction, Yes 69 17.0
Mental Health, Yes 62 15.9
Prior Juvenile Convictions
None 346 82.6
One 29 6.9
Two 18 43
Three or More 26 6.2
Prior Adult Convictions
None 206 49.2
One » 72 17.2
Two 44 10.5
Three or More 96 229
Self-Reported Prior Sexual Behavior
Beastiality, Yes 9 4.6
Exhibitionism, Yes 73 31.9
Fetishism, Yes 5 2.6
Frottage, Yes. 25 12.4
Obscene Phone Calls, Yes - 8 4.1
Pedophilia, Yes 289 82.8
Pornography, Yes 88 40.0
Rape, Yes 31 15.0
Masochism, Yes 0 0.0
Sadism, Yes 6 32
Voyeurism, Yes 37 17.8
Any Prior Deviant Acts, Yes 373 89.0

*¥Numbers which sum to fewer than 419 reflect missing information (“Don"t Know”); all
percentages are based on only those cases known, and percentages may not add to 100 percent
due to rounding error.

**Mental Limitation reflects whether or not the probationer was assessed as having one or more
of the following: mental/cognitive impairment, intelligence impairment, organic brain disorder,
1Q under 70, learning disorder, low functioning.
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present in another 43 percent. Physical force was used in 15 percent of the offenses, and
it was threatened in another 43 percent of the casés.

Somewhat moré than one-fourth (27 percent) of the offenses of conviction involved
more than one victim. The victims’ age at the time of the crime averaged 11.3 years (sd
= 7.3); 57.6 percent of all victims were aged 12 or younger at the time of offense, and
nearly 92 percent of all victims were minors under the age 18 when victimized. Most
victims are female (87 percent). Alcohol was reportedly present in 35 percent of the
offense situations, and illegal substances were reportedly present in 20 percent of the
situations.* Only 15 percent of the victims had been unknown to the offender prior to the
offense; 45 percent were members of the offender’s nuclear or extended family
(including step children and children of live-in partners). It is consistent, then, that 37
percent of the victims lived in the same household as the offender at the time of the
offense; another 28 percent resided in the immediate neighborhood. In summary, more
than ninety percent of the probationers had been convicted of a sex offense involving a
minor, physical force was used or threatened in about 60 percent of all offenses and
nearly 85 percent of the offenders had a previous relationship with the victims, often

living in the same household.
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Table 3. Characteristics Of Offense

N %'
Offense Type
Sexual Conduct with a Minor 130 31.0
Attempted Child Molestation 121 28.9
Indecent Exposure/Public Indecency 50 11.9
Sexual Abuse 47 11.2
Sexual Assault 20 4.8
Kidnapping 12 29
Assault/Aggravated Assault 10 24
Furnish Obscene Materials to Minors 6 14
Child Abuse/Endangerment 4 0.9
Incest 3 0.7
Sexual Exploitation of Minor 4 0.9
Misc. Other 12 29
Sexual Intrusiveness
Minor Offense/Non-Sexual Offense 6 14
Contact/Non-Sexual Offense 29 6.9
Attempted/Minor Sexual Offense 178 42.5
Sexual contact - 206 49.2
Relation to Victim
Stranger 62 14.9
Neighbor/Acquaintance 166 39.9
Family 188 45.2
Access to Victim
Household 142 37.3
Neighborhood 107 28.1
Outside Neighborhood 132 34.6
Force Involved
No Force 175 42.4
Threat of Force 176 42.6
Physical Force 62 15.0
Number of Victims
One 304 72.9
Two-Three 95 22.5
Four or More 18 472
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Table 3. Characteristics Of Offense (Continued)

* L

N % Mean SD
Gender of First Victim
Male 53 12.9
Female 358 87.1
Age of Victim (at onset) 113 7.3
Alcohol Present at Offense
Yes 130 35.1
No 240 64.9
Drugs Present at Offense
Yes 69 19.8
No 279 80.2
Entry Point :
Jail 239 57.2
Prison 51 12.2
Jail and Work Furlough 1 3.8
Court 112 26.8
Probation Status
Intensive Specialized 9 22
Intensive Non-Specialized 2 0.5
Regular Specialized 403 96.9
Maintenance . 1 0.2
Length of Probation** 5.65 3.60
2-5 years 72 17.2
6-10 years 26 6.2
11-20 years 5 1.1
Lifetime 316 75.4

*Numbers which sum to fewer than 419 reflect missing information (“Don’t Know”); all
percentages are based on only those cases known, and percentages may not add to 100 percent
due to rounding error.

**Mean is calculated for only those 103 probationers who did not receive lifetime probation.
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Following conviction, 73 percent of the offenders served some period of post-
conviction incarceration. Of these 306 offenders,
(1) 51 entered probation after confinement (mean = 5.21‘ years, sd = 3.26 years,
median = 5.0 years) within the Arizona Department of Corrections;
(2) 239 entered probation after serving a sentence (mean = 8.85 months, sd = 3.9
months, median = 12 months) in the Maricopa County Jail; and
(3) 16 first served a mixed sentence of jail and work furlough (mean = 7.06
months, sd = .29 months, median = 7 months).
Three-fourths of all probationers were placed on lifetime probation. For the others, most
were placed on probation for a period of 5 years or less (mean = 5.7 years, sd = 3.6 years,
median=4.0 years).

Probationer Characteristics After Entry to Probation — Dynamic Factors

The dynamic factors reported in Table 4 rely heavily on the subjective assessments
made by probationer officers. The offender’s motivation to change, for example, is rated
on a five-point scale, and about 44 percent of the probationers are assessed to have a
below-average level of motivation to change. Similarly, nearly 60 percent of the
probationers reportedly maintain a victim posture indicating they believe that they are
victims, either of the criminal justice system or of the person who they have been
convicted of offending. This finding parallels the finding that while on probation fewer
than half of the probationers admit their involvement in the criminal act and accept
responsibility for it — either to professional staff (including probation officers) or to

family members.
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Table 4 also reports the probation officers’ assessments of the emotional state of the
probationers. Anywhere between one-third and one-half of the probationers are reported
to be angry (33.2 percent), anxious (44.8 percent), depressed (43.0 percent), immature
(50.5 percent), impulsive (46.2 percent), and isolated (44.7 percent).

Finally, Table 4 reports on the social supports present in the probationer’s life.

Fewer than half of the probationers (47.4 percent) have a positive relationship with their

PN

mother during the time they are on probation. In some cases, this is due to the absence of
a mother due to death or physical distance; in other cases, it is due to the social distance
between mother and son. Even fewer probationers have a positive relationship with their
father (27.4 percent) or with their spouse/partner (27.1 percent). However, most

probationers (67 percent) do have social support from other members of family and/or

{ close friends. -
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Table 4. Probationer Characteristics After Entry To Probation

N* %*
Assessed Motivation to Change
Very Low Motivation 87 21.1
Low Motivation 94 22.8
Average Motivation 115 27.8
High Motivation 87 21.1
Very High Motivation 30 7.3
Current Alcohol/Drug Problem
No ’ 310 - 79.3
Yes 81 20.7
Victim Posture
No . 154 40.4
Yes 227 59.6
Level of Denial to Staff
- Admit Act, Accept Responsibility 187 49.1
Admit Act, Deny Responsibility 140 36.7
Total Denial of Act/Responsibility 54 14.2
Level of Denial to Family
Admit Act, Accept Responsibility 165 45.8
Admit Act, Deny Responsibility 133 36.9
Total Denial of Act/Responsibility 62 17.2
Emotional State (probationer appears...)
Angry, Yes 125 332
Anxious, Yes 173 448
Depressed, Yes 165 43.0
Immature, Yes 196 50.5
Impulsive, Yes ' 177 46.2
Suicidal, Yes 29 8.4
Isolated, Yes 174 4477
Social Supports (relationship with...)
Friends
Not Positive 241 69.1
Positive 108 309
Spouse
Not Positive 272 72.9
Positive 101 27.1
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Table 4. Probationer Characteristics After Entry To Probation (Continued)

Mother

. Not Positive 179 52.6
) Positive 161 47.4
- Father

{ Not Positive 236 72.6
{ Positive 89 274
"{ Probationer has support of at least one

{ non-family member ’

{ No 139 39.7
‘ Yes 211 60.3
o *Numbers which sum to fewer than 419 reflect missing information (“Don’t Know™); all

due to rounding error.
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3. CRIMINAL JUSTICE OUTCOMES
Measuring Probation Outcomes

Alternative measures of “success” and “failure” within the criminal justice
system are available and multiple measures were used in this study. Outcome measures
were selected that are meaningful to the public, the court system, and the probation
department. The outcome measure of most concern to the public is the commission of a
new sex offense while on probation. Another, more inclusive outcome measure of
failure is the commission of any new criminal offense while on probation. The
commission of a technical violation of the conditions of probation supervision is another
measure. This is a measure of the offender’s ability to conform to the conditions imposed
while on probation, such as the stipulation that offenders attend treatment. A fourth
measure is the filing of a petition by the probation officer to the court to revbke
probation. This is the measure which is the most likely to occur because a petition to
revoke probation can be filed for either a technical violation of the conditions of
probation, for a new crime, or for both reasons. Official data on arrest’ for a new sex.
offense, arrest for any new criminal offense, technical violations of the conditions of
probation, and revocation petitions during the 21-51 month follow up period provided
four measures of criminal justice outcomes.

The fifth measure used in the analysis is defined by the termination status of each
probationer. Probation revocation petitions filed after the commission of any new
criminal offense or technical violation can lead to one of two general outcomes. One
outcome is that the probationer is continued on probation supervision, or “reinstated” to

probation supervision, with or without some short interval in the county jail and with or
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without changes in the conditions of probation (e.g., assigned to Intensive Probation
Supervision). The other outcome is that the probationer is terminated from probation and
transferred to the county jail or state prison. Those who are terminated and incarcerated
have “failed” probation; those who are returned to probation and who continue to satisfy
the conditions of their probation can be viewed by the Adult Probation Department and
others as a “successful” outcome.

Finally, the degree of probationer success can be measured in terms of the length
of time during which the probationer succeeded while on probation. Among those who
fail (using one or another criterion of “failure”), some fail more quickly than do others,
and this rate of survival on probation is a significant measure of criminal justice outcome.
Survival analysis identifies those factors which have a significant effect on the timing of
recidivism while “correcting” for, or holding constant, the different lengths of time at risk
among the probationers. The result is a model of censored cases (those who never “fail”)
over varying time periods.

In this analysis, two measures of survival time are used: length of survival on
probation between the date of entry to probation and the date of the first revocation
petition and length of survival on probation between the date of entry to probation and
the date when probation is unsuccessfully terminated (e.g. the date the probationer
absconded or was revoked to jail or prison).

“Failure” As A New Criminal Offense

The criminal justice outcomes for these 419 sex offender probationers are

summarized in Table 5. Of this total, 55 probationers (13.1 percent) were arrested for a

total of 58 new criminal offenses: 52 committed one new criminal offense and three

" This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of 33
Justice. This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or
~points of view expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily

reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



committed two new criminal offenses. If arrest for a new criminal offense is the criterion
used to assess success and failure, then 86.9 percent of the probationers were
“successful” during the observation period. Of the 58 new criminal offenses, the most
common offenses were failure to register as a sex offender (N = 16) and violent non-
sexual offenses (N = 14). Of the 55 who were arrested for a new crime, 9 were arrested
for a new sex offense. If arrest for a new sex offense is the criterion used to assess
success and failure, then 97.8 percent of the probationers were “successful” during the
observation period.

Failure” As A Technical Violation

Fewer “successes” are evident when the criterion is defined in terms of technical
violations. Nearly half of all probationers (48 percent) received a revocation petition for
one or more technical violations during the observation period. Indeed, these 201
probationers compiled a total of 527 technical violations. Failure to attend mandated
treatment, absconding probation and having contact with a minor are the three most
frequently occﬁrring serious technical violations.

Of the 419 probationers studied, 210 (or 50.1 percent) had neither a technical
violation nor a new criminal offense during the observation period. Another 154 (36.8
percent) had a technical violation but no new criminal offense, 8 (1.9 percent) had no
technical violations but a criminal offense, and 47 (11.2 percent) had both a technical

violation and a new criminal offense.
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Table 5. Measures Of Criminal Justice Outcomes

N % Mean SD

¢ Number of Technical Violations

: None 218 52.0

One 66 15.8

- Two 32 7.6
Three 63 15.0
: Four or More 40 9.4
é Any Technical Violations

f No 218 52.0
Yes 201 48.0
Any New Criminal Offense

No 364 86.9
Yes 55 13.1
; Probationers Commit Combination:

) Technical Violation/New Crime

¢ No Technical, No Crime 210 50.1
{ No Technical, One or More Crimes 8 1.9
= One Technical, No Crimes 56 13.4
) One Technical, One or More Crimes 10 2.3
g Two Technicals, No Crimes 24 5.7
{ Two Technicals, One or More Crimes 8 1.9
(o Three or More Technicals, No Crimes 74 17.6
[ Three or More Technicals, One or 29 6.8
; “' More Crimes

{3 Failure on Probation

[ No 307 73.3
; Yes 112 26.7
{ Time to 1st PTR, Days (for those with PTR) 431.70 | 295.40
E Time to Failure, Days (for those who fail) 484.00 322.86
¢
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“Failure” As Probation Revocation

Table 5 also reports the outcomes when failure is defined in terms of unsuccessful
termination from probation. Of the 419 probationers studied, 112 (26.7 percent) were
terminated unsuccessfully during the observation period: 24 on warrant as absconders, 4
to the county jail with a terminal disposition and 84 to state prison with a terminal
disposition. Another 97 probationers received one or more petitions for revocation,
totaling 176 petitions, but the disposition of the petition did not terminate probation: 98
dispositions reinstated the probationer to intensive supervision, 6 reinstated the
probationer to standard probation, and 72 dispositions reinstated the probationer on the
sex offender caseload. These 97 probationers, together with the 210 probationers who did
not receive a revocation petition, comprise those who have been “successful” while on
probation.
“Failure” As the Length of Time to Unsuccessful Qutcomes

Finally, time to failure can be examined as a measure of probationer outcomes.
As noted in Table 5, those who received a revocation petition succeeded, on average, for
431 days (sd = 295 days, median = 391 days) between the date of entry to probation and
the date of the first revocation petition. That is, even those who “failed” as measured by
the filing of a Peti;cion to Revoke (“PTR”) did succeed, on average, for about 14 months.
The distribution of the time to failure among those 209 probationers who received a

revocation petition is presented in Figure 2.
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For those 112 who were terminated unsuccessfully, the average length of time on
probation prior to “failure” was 484 days (sd = 322 days, median = 427 days), and varied
from as few as 7 days to as many as 40 months (1200 days). The distribution of the time
to failure among those probationers whose probation was terminated unsuccessfully is

presented in Figure 3.
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FIGURE 3
TIME TO PROBATION FAILURE
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Summary of Successful Criminal Justice Outcomes

Before proceeding, it may be helpful to quickly summarize the different outcomes
observed when “success” or “failure” on probation is measured by each of several widely
acceptable definitions. Success on probation occurred to the extent that, during the

observation period:

e 97.8 percent of the probationers were not arrested for a new sexual offense

86.9 percent of the probationers were not arrested for a new criminal offense

52.0 percent of the probationers did not commit a technical violation

50.1 percent of the probationers did not receive revocation petition

73.3 percent of the probationers did not abscond or were not revoked to
prison
As noted earlier, definitions that are based on new criminal charges produce the

fewest number of failures and definitions that are based on technical violations produce
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the greatest number of failures. A definition of failure that is based on an unsuccessful
termination provides a level of failure somewhere between these two extremes. When
failure is defined as an arrest for a new sex offense, the base rate of failure is so low that
it will be difficult to find any statistically significant relationships between the predictors
studied and these outcome measures (Quinsey et al., 1998). In comparison, this problem
with low base rates does not exist when failure is conceptualized as either a technical
violation of the conditions of probation or as the unsuccessful termination of probation.
Defining failure in terms of an unsuccessful termination also has the advantage of being
the definition most relevant to the probation department. Consequently, subsequent
analyses will incorporate the following definitions of failure: arrest for a new criminal

offense, any technical violation and failure on probation (unsuccessful termination).
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4. SEX OFFENDER RECIDIVISTS

Nine of the four hundred and nineteen probationers committed another sex
offense during the period of observation. Because this number is too small for
meaningful statistical analyses, this definition of failure will not be used in the sections
that follow. Instead, these nine cases will simply be included together with the other
forty-six cases to form the more general category of “new criminal offenses.”
Nine Case Studies

These ﬁine cases are important precisely because they represent the truest sense of
the term “sex offender recidivism” and because there is great interest in knowing as much
as possible about those persons who fail probation in this manner. Toward that end, we -
present a brief vignette of each probationer to summarize the details of each case.

Probationer #004  1* Violation: Abscond

Time to Violation: 45 days
Disposition: Jail, Reinstated to Standard Probation

2" Violation: Attempted child molestation
Time from 1% to 2™ Violation: 380 days
Disposition: Reinstated to Intensive Probation

At the time of the offense (sexual copduct with a minor) that brought him to the
specialized sex offender caseload, Probationer 004 was a twenty-year-old single man, with eleven
years of education and working part-time. His ethnicity is unclear, listed as other than white,
African-American, Hispanic, American Indian or Asian. He entered probation from jail and was
placed on regular specialized probation status for a period of five years. At one point, this
probationer reports a history of sexual abuse by someone other than his mother or father. He does
not report the abuse of alcohol or drugs and he does not appear to have received previous

treatment for mental, chemical or sexual problems.
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Regarding his prior offense history, this probationer was arrested for three juvenile
offenses and one adult offense. Based on official records, he was arrested as a juvenile for sexual
conduct with a minor, the minor being a neighbor or acquaintance. As an adult, this probationer
was arrested for shoplifting, disorderly conduct and, according to the probationer file, “a minor
possessing alcohol.” This individual reports no prior juvenile or adult criminal and sexually
deviant behavior other than the offense, which brought him to his current term of probation.

The offense that brought him to his current term of probation involved sexual contact
with one victim, a thirteen-year-old female. The victim was an acquaintance who lived outside
the probationer’s neighborhood. At the time of the offense, the probationer was nineteen years
old. He used no force and neither drugs nor alcohol were present at the time of the offense.

The probationer’s first technical violation occurred two months after being placed on
probation — he absconded with his victim. This took place approximately one month prior to his
first evaluation: The probationer was reinstated with five years probation and six months jail
time.

During the first recorded follow-up period, the probationer lived with his parents and
continued to work part-time as an unskilled worker earning $150 per week. Little information is
available regarding the nature of his relationship with his parents, but he did report a less than
positive relationship with friends. While he was not assessed to be angry, impulsive, isolated or
suicidal, his probation officer believed the probationer to be anxious, depressed and immature.
He did admit and take responsibility for his actions to both thé staff and his family. His probation
officer rated him as a marginal risk in his residential environment and as a safe risk in his work
environment. He was viewed as highly motivated to change, rating a four on the five-point scale.

During the second recorded follow-up period, the probationer lived with a spouse or
significant other and became employed full-time as an unskilled laborer, earning $200 a week.
He attended an alcohol and drug treatment program, and appeared to make good progress. The

probationer reported positive but enabling relationships with friends and his significant other, and
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he believed he had the support of at least one person in his life. His self-concept and ability to
cope with the environment (angry, anxious, depressed, etc.) did not change from the first
evaluation period. However, his probation officer believed the probationer to be even more
highly motivated to change, rating him a five on a five-point scale. No data were collected at
either evaluation period regarding evidence of sexually deviant interests after the disclosure
polygraph.

A third revocation petition was filed fifty-seven days after the probationer had been
reinstated to intensive probation, and he subsequently was reinstated to standard probation with
two months jail time. Although the probationer “failed” on the basis that he was arrested for
attempted child molestation, he was not terminated from probation and is considered to be a
success in terms of the criterion of probation failure. The probationer has continued on probation
(with intermittent periods of six months and two months in jail) and was on probation at the end
of the observation period.

Probationer #055 1** Violation: Treatment; Technical

Time to Violation: 102 days
Disposition: Reinstated to Intensive Probation Supervision

2™ Violation: Sexual exploitation of a minor;
Viewing or owning pornography;
Time from 1% to 2™ Violation: 599 days
Disposition: Revocation - DOC
Probationer 055 entered probation from court, with no post conviction time

served. He was placed on a regular specialized caseload for a period of four years. He is a
white male who, at the time of his offense, was single, employed part-time as an
unskilled laborer and lived with his parents. He was thirty-two years old at the time of
the offense, with a tenth grade education. The probationer reported a history of alcohol

and drug abuse, and had no previous treatment for a drug, alcohol or sexual deviance

problem.
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This probationer has no record of prior juvenile offenses, but according to self
report, he was committed to a mental hospital for indecent exposure. Official records
indicate he has committed several offenses as an adult, including fraud, public nuisance,
possession of marijuana and possession of dangerous drugs. According to self report, the
probationer has engaged in sexually deviant behavior as an adult, engaging in
exhibitionism at the age of thirty-two. The offense that brought him to his current term of
probation is recorded as a possession of dangerous drugs and public sexual indecency.

At the time of the first fol]ow-'up, the probationer lived with his disabled parents,
acting as their caretaker and earning $250 a week. He was evaluated as posing no risk in
either his residential or work environment. He reported a positive relationship with both
parents, but not with his friends. His probation officer noted that the probationer
appeared angry, isolated and impulsive. In addition, he viewed himself as a victim and
was in denial to both his family and the staff regarding his responsibility for his actions.
His probation officer noted his lack of motivation to change, rating him as one on a five-
point scale. He was required to attend a drug and alcohol treatment program where his
attendance and progress was viewed as not satisfactory. The probationer displayed
sexual deviant interests after the polygraph disclosure, including exhibitionism and
voyeurism.

During the second follow-up period, the probationer continued to live with his
parents and to work as their caretaker. Relationships with his friends continued to be
mixed, while his relationship with his parents was positive. His probation officer notes
little progress being made regarding the probationer’s self-concept, noting that he

appeared angry, immature, depressed, impulsive, isolated and maintained a victim
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posture. The probationer did admit his offense to staff, but continued to deny
responsibility. He remained in complete denial with his family. This probationer
appeared to have a drug and alcohol problem at this time and continued to attend a drug
and alcohol treatment program, although his attendance and progress were not
satisfactory. During this time, he began to attend group treatment where his attendance
and progress also were not satisfactory. His motivation to change remained af the lowest
level. The probationer continued to display sexually deviant interests after the polygraph
disclosure, including exhibitionism and pomograph};.

This probationer was evaluated a third time. During this evaluation period, he
was moved to intensive specialized status. He continued to live with his parents and to
work as their caretaker. He was considered a marginal risk to his residential and work
environment. “The probationer reported negative relationships with friends, a positive but
enabling relationship with his parents, and as having no significant person in his life
(other than a relative) on whom he could depend for support. His probation officer
continued to assess him as angry, immature, impulsive, isolated and as maintaining a
victim posture. During this period, he was in total denial of his offense to staff and
family and his motivation to change remained at the lowest level. He continued to
exhibit a problem with drugs and alcohol, but it is unclear whether he attended drug and
alcohol treatment. His record does state that he was required to attend sexual deviancy
classes and group treatment, how¢ver his attendance and progress remained
unsatisfactory. He was argumentative and did not cooperate with written directives. The
probationer continued to display sexual deviant interests after the polygraph disclosure,

including exhibitionism, pornography, fetishism, pedophilia and voyeurism.
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Approximately two years after being placed on probation, this individual engaged
in a computer conversation with an undercover detective. The detective portrayed
himself as an adult male who was interested in obtaining computer images of children
under the age of fifteen engaging in sexual activities or exploitive exhibition. The
probationer told the detective he was sexually interested in children under the age of
fifteen, and that he had engaged in sexual activity with children under the age of fifteen.
During this conversation, the probationer sent the detective three computer images of
children under the age of fifteen engaging in sexual activities and/or sexual exhibition. In
a subsequent computer conversation with this same detective (who portrayed himself as a
thirteen-year-old female), the probationer discussed how he liked to be nude. When
executing a search warrant at the probationer’s residence, police found videotapes with
{ still images of children under the age of fifteen engaged in sexual activities or exploitive

exhibition.

In a polygraph session administered after his arrest, the probationer revealed his
, 7 entire sexual history. He admitted he was guilty of the most recent offenses. He
explained how he had been sexually deviant since he was a child, his offenses escalating
as he grew older. He had been exposing himself to children for about twenty-five years;
he molested approximately twenty girls and ten boys as an adult; he had been involved in
computer pornography, targeting minors age nine to seventeen. The individual’s
.probation was revoked and he was returned to prison.

Probationer #137  1¥ Violation: Sexual Assault

Time to Violation: 503 days
Disposition: Revocation - DOC
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At the age of forty-two, Probtioner #137 was given lifetime probation. He
entered probation from jail and was placed on regular specialized status. He is a white
male who, at the time of the offense, was legally separated or divorced, had earned a high
school degree and was employed full-time as an unskilled laborer. He reported a history
of alcohol use (but not abuse), as well as a history of drug use. Data regarding previous
drug and alcohol treatment are missing ; the probationer reported no previous treatment
for sexual deviance.

The probationer had no record of juvenile offenses, but official records indicated
that he had committed a number of offenses as an adult, including two arrests for
possession of marijuana, aggravated assault and attempted child molestation. Based on
self-admission, previous sexually deviant behavior was limited to pedophilia.

He was serving his most current term of probation for attempted child
molestation. Although there were multiple reports of his sexually abusing other children,
this was the first time he had been charged with a sex crime against a child. At the time of
the offense, the probationer was forty years old. His victim was his six-year-old son
living in the same household. The probationer reports that drugs were present at the
offense and that the threat of force was used in the commission of this offense.

During the first evaluation period, the probationer lived on the street orin a
shelter. He was employed intermittently as an unskilled worker earning $210 per week.
His probation officer assessed him as a low risk to potential victims at his work and
residence. No data were available regarding the quality of felationshjps with friends or
family. The probationer was viewed as being depressed, impulsive, isolated and taking a

victim posture. He admitted the act, but he denied responsibility for his actions to staff.
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He reported no drug or alcohol problems and was viewed by his probation officer as
having little motivation to change, rating a low score of two on a five-point motivational
scale. He attended group treatment during this period, but his attendance and progress
were viewed as unsatisfactory. After a polygraph test, he presented evidence of
pedophilia and porno gréphy.

At the time of the second evaluation follow-up, this probationer remained on
regular specialized status. He was chronically unemployed and was viewed as ‘risky’
regarding his access to victims at his work and his residence. He maintained no close
relationships with friends or family members and appeared anxious, angry, immature and
impulsive. He continued to maintain a victim posture and was in total denial to staff and
family regarding responsibility for his offense. His probation officer lowered the
probationer’s score regarding motivation to change to one — the lowest possible rating,
He continued to attend group treatment, and both his attendance and progress continued
to be unsatisfactory.

Throughout his time on probation, this probationer denied any responsibility for
his sexually molesting his son, arguing that his ex-wife secretly gave him a date-rape
drug that forced him to molest his son. In addition, the probationer viewed his
homosexuality as the root of his sexual deviancy.

Approximately seventeen months after being placed on probation, this probationer
was arrested for sexually assaulting a member of his treatment group. The two
probationers worked together at a warehouse. The victim stated that while at work, the
offender put his hand up the man’s shorts and touched his genitals. When confronted

with these allegations, the offender blamed the probation department for allowing the two
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of them to work and attend group together. In addition, the offender states that he
thought the victim was ‘flirting’ with him and would enjoy the contact. The police
department did not pursue the charges because the victim was not willing to testify in
court.

The individual’s probation was revoked and he was returned to prison to serve a
sentence of fourteen years with approximately two years credit.

Probationer #276 1 Violation: Contact with minor, technical (2)

Time to Violation: 389 days
Disposition: Jail, Reinstated to Probation

2™ Violation: Viewing child pornography on Internet,
technical (3)
Time from 1% to 2™ Violation: 586 days
Disposition: Revocation — DOC
Probationer 276, a twenty-year-old white male with a high school education,
entered probation from court (no post conviction time served). He was sentenced to a ten
year probation term and placed on regular non-specialized status. At the time of the
offense, this probationer was unmarried, living with his extended family and not in the
workforce. Children were present in the household. The probationer reported no history
of alcohol or drug use and no previous treatment for mental health or substance abuse.
He did report previous treatment for sexual deviancy. He did not appear to be mentally
impaired.
This probationer has no official history of juvenile offenses. Based on official

records, the probationer had been arrested for only one offense as an adult, indecent

exposure. This was the offense that brought him to his current term of probation. Self-
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. report data indicate that in addition to exhibitionism, this probationer also had a history of

pornography and voyeurism.

ey

At the time of the offense that brought him to probation, the probationer was
nineteen years old. His victim, an eight-year-old girl, was a family member living in the

same household. He pled guilty to entering his cousin’s bedroom while she was sleeping,

g e i e

uncovering her vaginal area, and masturbating while viewing her vagina. No force was

ey

used and neither drugs nor alcohol was present during the offense.

At the time of his first evaluation, this probationer was determined to have a

e e

learning disorder and was low functioning. He suffered brain damage after being hit by a
{ | car. He lived alone, employed full-time as an unskilled laborer earning $320 a week. His
probationer officer assessed the risk he posed to potential victims to be marginal at his
residence and safe at work. He reported positive relationships with friends and mixed
relationships with relatives. During this period, he appeared to be anxious, depressed,
immature, impulsive and isolated. He had attempted svicide and maintained a victim

posture. Although he admitted committing the offense, he denied responsibility to the

O -

staff. His probation officer rated his level of motivation as a two on a five-point scale.

The probationer appeared to have no substance abuse problem. He satisfactorily attended

e T T N P

and progressed in a low functioning group, a group treatment program and a sexual

P

deviancy class. Sexually deviant interests were present after the disclosure polygraph,

-

including fetishisrh, pedophilia, pornography and voyeurism.
{ Approximately a year after entering probation, this individual admitted to hugging
two children at church, thereby violating his probation. He was reinstated to standard

probation supervision
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During the second evaluation period, the probationer was placed on regular
specialized status. Data regarding his living arrangements is missing. He was employed
intermittently as an unskilled laborer and was enrolled in school part-time. He was
assessed as posing a marginal risk at home and little or no risk in his work environment.
No data were available regarding the quality of relationships with friends, however the
probationer reported a negative relationship with relatives. No parent or significant other.
was present during this time. The probationer was vieweci as being angry, impulsive and
immature. He continued to maintain a victim posture. He admitted his act and accepted
responsibility to staff, but denied responsibility to family. The probationer was rated a
three on a five-point scale regarding his motivation to change. He continued to attend a
low functioning group, as well as participate in group treatment. While his attendance at
group treatment was satisfactory, his progress was not. Sexually deviant interests were
present after the disclosure polygraph, including evidence of obscene phone calls,
pedophilia, pornography and voyeurism.

Approximately two years and eight months after this individual was placed onv
probation for the original offense of contact with a minor, a second petition was filed to
revoke his probation. His surveillance officer discovered sexually explicit computer
compact discs in the probationer’s possession. When confronted, the probationer
admitted to watching only adult pornography and accessing only adult pornographic
websites. Further investigation of his home computer indicated that the offender was
viewing sexually explicit photographs of nude twelve-year-olds.

At the time of his second violation, the probationer’s performance on probation

was inconsistent. His commitment to complying with his terms of probation fluctuated
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between wanting to control his sexual deviance by participating in treatment to asking his
probation officer to allow him to tour a prison to determine if a prison term would be

- easier to complete than his term of probation. His probation officer assessed him as a
high risk for reoffending based on the probationer’s questionable commitment to
complying with his terms of probation, his mental health issues and his dishonesty.

This probationer was revoked to the department of corrections to serve a sentence

PO, iy ey i

of one year and six months.

Probationer #297 1 Violation: Sexual assault
) Time to Violation: 255 days
{ Disposition: Revocation —DOC

Probationer 297 is an African American male. At the time he entered probation
from prison, he was thirty-six years old with a tenth grade education. He was placed on
( 7 _ lifetime probation and assigned to regular specialized status. At the time of his offense,
{ this probationer was chronically unemployed and lived with his extended family

members. He reported receiving no previous treatment for mental, substance or sexual

P

deviancy problems, but does report a history of alcohol and drug abuse.

e

This probationer had no official history of juvenile offenses, however according
to official records he had engaged in criminal activity as an adult, including theft, sexual

assault (2) and burglary. According to self-report data, he had engaged in prior sexually

o witn pme,

deviant behavior, including the rape of two individuals. The victims were nineteen and

.

twenty-one years old.
The offense that brought him to his current term of probation was the kidnapping
and rape of a twenty-one-year-old woman, when the probationer was thirty-two years old.

The woman was an acquaintance of the offender, living outside the probationer’s
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_neighborhood. Alcohol was present at the offense and actual force (but no weapon) was
used.

At the time of this first follow-up period, the probationer was employed full-time
as a skilled laborer, although his weekly income was unknown. He lived with his
extended family, the same living arrangements at the time of the offense, and minors
were present in the household. The probationer was evaluated as ‘risky’ regarding his
access to potential victims in the residential environment. The risk he posed at his work
environment was unknown. His record indicated the negative influence of close friends.
No information was available regarding the nature of his relationships with family
members. His probation officer viewed him as angry, impulsive and isolated and rated
his motivation to change as a one (the lowest) on a five-point scale. The probationer
remained in total denial of his act to both staff and family, and appeared to have a
continuing substance abuse problem. His file contained no information regarding
treatment of any kind, nor any information regarding evidence of sexually deviant
interests after polygraph disclosure.

Approximately eight months after being placed on probation, this offender faced
sentencing on eighteen new felony accounts as a result of a sexual assault against a
twenty-two-year-old woman and his own fifteen-year-old stepdaughter. He was
sentenced to life with no release until serving twenty-five years.

Probationer #327 1* Violation: Attempted child molestation

Time to Violation: 349 days
Disposition: Revocation — DOC

At the age of twenty-nine, Probationer 327 was placed on lifetime probation. He

entered probation from jail and was placed on regular specialized status. He is a white
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male who, at the time of the offense, had a high school education and worked
intermittently as a cashier. He was married and lived with his wife, daughter and stepson.
He did not report a history of substance abuse problems. It is not known whether he
received any previous treatment for substance abuse or sexual deviance.

This probationer had no official juvenile record and his only adult offense,
according to official data, was for attempted child molestation. According to self-report
data, the only prior sexual deviancy engaged in by the probationer was pedophilia. It
appears that this is the offense for which he received his term of probation.

At the time of the offense, the offender was twenty-nine years old and his victim,
his stepson,was three years old. This probationer engaged in repetitive incidents with the
child. He used no force (other than his position of authority) or weapon ; drugs and
alcohol were not present at the time of the offense.

During the first follow-up evaluation period, the probationer no longer lived with
his wife and children. He lived with his extended family where no children were present.
He continued to work intermittently and no information was available regarding his
weekly wages. According to his probation officer, he posed a marginal risk at home and
work. His file contained no data regarding the quality of relationships with family and
friends, although the probationer reported having no one to count on for support. He
appeared to be angry, anxious, depressed, immature, impulsive, isolated and suicidal. He
maintained a victim posture. His motivation to change was ranked as a one (the lowest)
on a five-point scale. No information was recorded regarding his level of denial to staff

and family. It appears that he was required to attend sexual deviancy classes and group

treatment, however no information was available regarding his progress. He and his
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wife completed the sexual paraphilia program. He was then directed to complete a
polygraph and plethysmograph examination and enter treatment. Tﬁe day he was
arrested, he made a visit to his probation officer and tried to postpone his polygraph. He
then left the office and within one-half hour the probation officer was contacted by the
police department regarding possible new molestation offenses.

Approximatley one year after being placed on probation, the probationer was
arrested for repeated incidents of child molestation involving his five-year-old daughter
and six-year-old stepson. These incidents took place over a period of several months. At
that time, it became apparent that the offender had been in and out of his wife’s residence»
for the last five months and had access to his children. The wife reportedly kicked the
offender out of the house the prior week because she had become aware that he had been
molesting the children. The probationer stated that he returned to his wife’s residence in
part due to a lack of funds. He admitted that lied to the probation officer regarding his
true living situation and was assisted in this deception by a friend.

He was sentenced to twenty- five years in prison.

Probationer #339 1* Violation: Indecent Exposure

Time to Violation: 558 days

Disposition : 90 days jail ; Reinstated to Intensive
Probation Supervision

Probationer 339, an African American male, was approximately forty years old
when placed on lifetime probation for indecent exposure. He entered from jail and was
placed on intensive specialized status. At the time of the offense, he was a high school
graduate, married and employed full-time. This probationer reported a history of sexual

abuse by his parents. He had received previous treatment for mental health issues and
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{ substance abuse, both while incarcerated and in the community; however, he reported no

| history of problems with alcohol or illegal/perscription drugs. He had not received

(- previous treatment for sexual deviancy.

‘o

I:, The probationer was arrested for shoplifting as a juvenile. As an adult, he was
{ arrested four times for indecent exposure. According to self-report data, the probationer
(-

also had a history of voyeurism and other deviant sexual behavior.
At the time of the offense, the probationer was thirty-nine years old and his four
victims ranged in age from twelve to twenty-one. All victims were female and were

strangers to the offender. No alcohol or drugs were present at the offense and no force

was used.
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During the first of three evaluation periods, the probationer continued to live with
his wife, however no children were present in the household. He was employed

intermittently as a skilled laborer. His probation officer rated his risk to potential victims

N N N

at his work and home as safe. The probationer did not appear to have any kind of
relationships with friends, his father or other relatives. He reported a positive

relationship with his spouse, but had a negative relationship with his mother. He

e S N P N

appeared depressed and in total denial to staff, rating a low motivation score of one on a

; five-point scale. It appears that both substance abuse treatment and group meetings were

i, e, e

required of the probationer, but no information exists regarding his progress in these

) programs. An interest in exhibitionism was present after the disclosure polygraph.

{ . After the second evaluation period, this probationer was placed on regular
specialized status. He continued to live with his wife and no children were present in the

! household. He was employed full-time as an unskilled laborer earning $400 per week.
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His probation officer assessed his risk to potential victims as safe at work and at home.
He reported having no close friends or close relationships with relatives, and a mixed
relationship with his spouse. At this time, he admitted to having been sexually abused by
someone other than his parents. He appeared depressed and rated a two on a five-point
motivation to change scale. He admitted and accepted responsibility for his offense to
both staff and family and appeared to be making satisfactory progress in his group
treatment classes. No information was available regarding his second polygraph exam.

" During his third evaluation period, the probationer remained on regular
specialized status. He continued to live with his wife. At this time, he was unemployed
and appeared angry, anxious, depressed and maintained a victim posture. He was rated
as safe in his home environment. He reported positive relationships with his friends,
spouse and other relatives, but appeared to have an enabling relationship with his mother.
The probationer admitted and accepted responsibility for his actions to staff and family
and appeared to have no substance abuse problems. On the motivation to change scale,
the probationer rated a four on a five-point scale. He was required to attend sexual
deviance classes and group treatment and was making satisfactory progress in both. The
probationer continued to display sexual deviant interests after the polygraph disclosure,
including exhibitionism, pornography, fetishism, and voyeurism.

Approximately eighteen months after being placed on probation, this probationer
was arrested for indecent exposure. He exposed and fondled his penis while seated on a
city bus. When confronted by a police officer, the offender stated that the whole situation

was unintentional. A similar explanation was used in several previous exposure incidents.
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Although this probationer was arrested for a new sex offense, and therefore is
considered to be a “failure” in terms of any new arrests, he remained on probation
{ throughout the observation period and is considered to be a “success™ in that he was

never terminated from probation.

s,

Probationer #396 1¥ Violation: Sexual Abuse
Time to Violation: 392 days
Disposition: Revocation - DOC

e i,

Probationer 396, a forty-six-year-old Hispanic male, was placed on lifetime

probation for attempted child molestation. After release from prison, he was placed on

o e s,

regular specialized probation status. At the time of the offense, the probationer was
divorced, working full time as a skilled laborer and living with a significant other and her
children. He had less than a high school education. He reported no previous abuse by his
parents, but hé did indicate that he had been abused. He had no history of substance

abuse. He had not received prior treatment for substance abuse or sexual deviancy, but
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had received previous mental health treatment in a residential setting.

ey,

According to official records, this probationer had no history of arrests as a
juvenile. As an adult, he had been arrested for a probation violation, theft (twice) and

attempted child molestation. According to self-report data, the probationer had a history

T T T

of sexually deviant behavior, specifically pedophilia.

At the time of the offense, the probationer was thirty-six years old. His victims,

P T Ny

two female children of his live-in partner, were seven and thirteen years old. In both
instances, the probationer used his position of authority. He used no other force or
weapon, and the children were not physically injured. He engaged in repeated incidents
with both victims.
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During the first follow-up period, the probationer lived alone, no longer residing
with his significant other or any children. He remained employed full-time as a skilled
laborer earning $200 per week. He reports having no close friends, a mixed relationship
with his significant other, no relationship with his pareﬂts, and a positive but enabling
relationship with other relatives. His probation officer reported him as feeling isolated
and rated his level of motivation to change as a three on a five-point scale. The
probationer admitted and took responsibility for his offense to both staff and family. His
probation officer assessed his risk to potential victims at home and work as marginal. He
was required to attend sexual deviancy classes and group treatment. His file contained no
information regarding treatment attendance or progress. No data were available
regarding a polygraph exam.

At the time of his second follow-up evaluation, this probationer remained on
regular specialized probation status. He continued to live alone and became unemployed
during this period. Regarding his access to potential victims at home and work, his
assessment was revised to that of ‘risky’. The probationer reported negative relationships
with friends and his significant other, a positive but enabling relationship with his
mother, no relationship with his father and a mixed relationship with other relatives. His
probation officer believed the probationer to be impulsive and his motivation to change
rating fell to a low of one ona five-point scale. At this time, the probationer admitted his
offense to staff and family, but denied responsibility. His attendance at sexual deviance
classes and group treatment was satisfactory, however his progress was not. Sexually
deviant interests were present after the disclosure polygraph, including evidence of

frottage, pedophilia, pornography and voyeurism.
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During the third evaluation period, the probationer remained on regular
specialized status. He continued to live alone. His employment status is unclear,
however he reports earning $0 per week. His probation officer revised the risk
assessment regarding access to potential victims at home and work, to that of ‘safe’. The
probationer’s assessment of interpersonal relationships remained the same, except that his
relationship with other relatives became more negative in nature. The probationer
appeared to be immature, impulsive and maintained a victim posture. At this time, the
probationer admitted his offense to staff and family, but denied responsibility. His
motivation to change remained at a low of one. His attendance at sexual deviance classes
and group treatment was satisfactory, however his progress was not. The probationer left
treatment with an unresolved polygraph regarding sexual contact with minors. Sexually
deviant interests were present after the disclosure polygraph, including evidence of
voyeurism and ‘other’ deviant interests.

Approximately a year after being placed on probation for his original offense, this
probationer sexually abused two females, a nineteen-year-old woman and a minor. He
denied one offense and placed blamed for the second on the victim.

His probation was revoked and he was returned to prison.

Probationer #550 1* Violation: Public Indecency

Time to Violation: 500 days
Disposition: Jail, Reinstated to Probation

At age sixteen, Probationer 550 was placed on lifetime probation for engaging in
sexual conduct with a minor. He entered probation from jail and was placed on regular
specialized status. He is an Hispanic male who, at the time of the offense, lived with his

parents and other minor children and was a full-time student. He did not report a history
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of substance abuse problems, nor did he report a history of sexual abuse. The probationer
did not report receiving any previous treatment for substance abuse, mental health or
sexual deviance.

According to official records, the probationer had no history of arrests as a
juvenile. His only arrest as an adult was for the offense that brought him to this term of
probation. Self-report data regarding previous sexual deviant acts refer only to this one
offense.

At the time of the offense, the probationer was fifteen years old. He digitally
penetrated his victim, a six-year-old female, the child of a neighbor. The probationer
used his position of authority. He used no other force or weapon, and the child was not
injured physically.

At the time of this first follow-up period, the probationer was employed full-time
as a stocker at a grocery store; his weekly income was approximately $300.00 per week.
He lived with his parents, as well as a brother, and reportedly completed his GED. The
probationer was evaluated as ‘safe’ regarding his access to potential victims in the
residential environment. The risk he posed at his work environment was assessed as
‘marginal’. His record indicated a positive and supportive relationship with his parents.
No information was available regarding the nature of his relationships with any others.
His probation officer viewed him immature and as maintaining a victim posture, and
rated his motivation to change as a three on a five point scale. The probationer admitted
to and took responsibility for his offense to both étaff and family. He was required to

attend group treatment and his attendance and progress were viewed as satisfactory.
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Sexually deviant interests were present after the disclosure polygraph, including
pedophilia aﬁd pornography.

At the time of his second evaluation, the probationer remained on regular
specialized probation status. He no longer lived with his parents, nor with minor
children. He continued to work as a stocker at a grocery store. The probationer was
evaluated as ‘safe’ regarding his access to potential victims at work and at home. His
record indicated a positive but enabling relationship with friends, his mother and other
relatives. He reported his relationship with his father as ‘mixed’. His probation officer
viewed him as anxious, depressed, immature, isolated, impulsive and as maintaining a
victim posture, and rated his motivation to change as a one on a five-point scale. The
7777 probationer admitted to.and took responsibility for his offense to both staff and family.
Sexually deviant interests were present after the disclosure polygraph, including
pedophilia and exhibitionism.

At this time, it appeared that he had a substance abuse problem and was required
to attend substance abuse treatment, however no information is available regarding his
progress. He continued to attend group treatment. Shortly after this followup, his
therapist reported that the offender was attentive and participated well in group
discussions. He appeared to be following the rules of probation and had family support.
The focus of his treatment at this time was on offense cycle and relapse prevention
planning. Over the previous seven months, the individual had attended twenty-three
sessions. The therapist later noted that just prior to reoffending, the probationer missed
group sessions and chose not to disclose to group any deviant sexual thoughts or buildup

behaviors.
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Approximately one month after the second evaluation, and twenty-two months
after the original offense which placed him on probation, this probationer reoffended. He
was arrested and charged with four counts of indecent exposure. While driving home
from work, the probationer exposed himself to a thirty-three-year-old woman and then to
five minor females near an elementary school. He stated that he was under the influence
of ecstasy at the time of the offense. The arresting officer indicated that the offender did
not display remorse for his actions.

The offender pled guilty. He was jailed and later reinstated to probation.
Summary of Sexual Recidivists

It appears that the nine probationers who were arrested for a new sex offense
during the observation period do not conform to any single “profile.” They differ in age,
education and other background characteristics; they have diverse criminal behavior and
drug use histories; their performance while on probation varied considerably. As a result
of their behavior, six of the nine were terminated from probation and incarcerated with
the Arizona Department of Corrections. Yet, the other three actually continued on
probation after the new arrest and are defined as a “success” on at least one criterion of
success because they were making satisfactory progress on probation at the end of the

observation period.
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5. WHAT PREDICTS PROBATION OUTCOMES FOR SEX OFFENDERS?
The Relationship of Static Factors to Criminal Justice Outcomes

The search for a predictive model begins with an examination of the relationship
between each of several antecedent variables to each of the three measures of criminal
justice outcome. These bivariate correlation coefficients reported in Tables 6, 7 and 8
indicate the statistical significance and strength of these relationships.

Socio-Demographic Characteristics and Prior History

’ Marital status and employment are related to each of the three measures of
criminal justice outcome. Those who are married are less likely than those who are
unmarried to commit a technical violation, commit a new crime or fail probation.
Probationers who are employed full time are significantly less likely to commit a

\ , technical violation, commit a criminal offense or fail probation than those probationers

who are not employed full time. The relationships presented in Table 6 also indicate that

the younger the age of the probationer at the time he enters probation, then the greater the
likelihood that he will commit a technical violation and the greater the likelihood that he
will commit a new criminal offense; similarly, the greater the probationer’s level of
education, the less likely he is to have committed a technical violation or to have failed
probation. Finally, race is only weakly associated with outcome: white probationers are
less likely than others to commit a probation violation, but there is no significant
difference by race in the likelihood of either a new criminal offense or probation failure.
Consistent with previous research, the relationships summarized in Table 6
indicate that many aspects of the probationers’ prior history, including criminal justice

history, substance abuse history and treatment history, are found to be associated with
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Table 6. Relationship Of Select Socio-Demographic And Prior History Variables To Each
Of Three Measures Of Criminal Justice Qutcomes: Bivariate Correlation Coefficients

Any Any
Technical Criminal Probation
Violation Offense Failure

Socio-Demographic
Age at Entry -26° -13° -.07 \
Race-White -11° -.02 -.09
Education -.11° -.06 -13°
Marital Status-Married - -28° -14° -.20°
Employment Status - Full-time Employed -.18* -13° -.18°

Prior History
Prior Alcohol Abuse - yes .08 .07 14P
Prior Drug Use or Abuse - yes A7 17 16°
Prior Sexual Abuse - yes -.08 -.04 -.01
Prior Drug/Alcohol Treatment - yes .03 -01 -.03
Prior Mental/Emotional Treatment - yes .04 .03 01
Prior Treatment for Sexual Dysfunction-yes -.09 -.07 -12°
Prior Arrest as Juvenile - yes 19° .08 .02
Prior Arrest as Adult - yes .08 .16° .06
Mental Impairment - yes 12° .01 01
Entry to Probation from Jail/Prison - yes .03 .04 -.05
Lifetime Probation - yes -.06 -.01 -.08

*p<.001

bp<.01

°p<.05
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their success on probation: (1) technical violations are more likely to occur among those
probationers with a history of prior drug use/abuse and those with a prior arrest as a
juvenile; (2) a new criminal offense is significantly more likely among those with a
history of prior drug use/abuse and those with a prior arrest as an adult; (3) probation
failure is more likely to occur among those probationers with a history of prior alcohol
abuse, prior drug use/abuse, and those who have not received prior treatment for sexual
problems. Stated conversely, the three measures of failure are unrelated to the
probationer’s history of prior sexual abuse, or prior treatment for alcohol/drugs or for
{ mental/emotional problems. Mental impairment is, however, associated with a higher
likelihood of a technical violation.
Interestingly, there is no significant association between any of the three outcome
, measures and either the point of entry into probation or the sentence of lifetime
probation. Those who enter probation directly from the court are no more or less likely
to commit a technical violation, commit a new crime or fail probation than those who
enter probation following a period of confinement. When point of entry is restructured to
compare those entering from prison to those who enter from any other point (not shown
in Table 6), the results are the same: those who enter from prison are no more or less
likely to fail than those who do not. Similarly, those serving a sentence of lifetime
probation are no more or less likely to fail than those who are serving a fixed-term
sentence to probation.

Characteristics of the Offense

Offense characteristics are found to be largely unrelated to the probationer’s

success on probation. As reported in Table 7, not one of the three outcome measures is
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significantly associated with age of victim, with victim-offender relationship, with
residence of the victim, with the sexual intrusiveness of the offense or with the presence
of force in the commission of the offense. Only the presence of alcohol or drugs in the
offense is related to probation outcomes: those offenders whose offense was
characterized by the presence of alcohol or drugs were more likely than other offenders to
commit a technical violation and to commit a new criminal offense while on probation.
However, there is no association noted between the presence of alcohol or drugs and the

final disposition of the probationer.

Table 7. Relationship Of Select Offense Characteristics To Each Of Three Measures Of
Criminal Justice Outcomes: Bivariate Correlation Coefficients

Any Any
Technical Criminal Probation
Violation Offense Failure
Offense Information
" Age of Victim .06 .01 .04
Relationship - Family -.08 -.03 -.09
Victim Residence - In Household .07 03 .03
Alcohol/Drugs Present — yes 12° 12° 09
Sexual Intrusiveness - Sexual Contact .01 -.04 -.04
Force Used or Threatened - yes .04 .00 .06
p<.001
bp<.01
°p<.05

The Relationship of Dynamic Factors to Criminal Justice Outcomes

Many of the dynamic factors are found to be related to the measures of probation
success, as reported in Table 8. Whether the probationer is living alone or is living with
others is unrelated to any of the three measures, but the other three indicators of social

integration are significantly related to the outcome measures. Those with full-time
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employment are significantly less likely than those who are not employed full time to

commit a technical violation or to fail probation. Also,

Table 8: Relationship Of Select Dynamic Factors To Each Of Three
Measures Of Criminal Justice Outcomes: Bivariate Correlation Coefficients

Any Any
Technical Criminal Probation
Violation Offense Failure
Dynamic Factors
Living Alone - Yes -02 -03 -.01
, Employed Full Time — Yes -14° -.09 -21°
: Positive Relationship with Mother - Yes -.14° -.03 -16°
' Positive Social Supports - Yes . -24° -.07 -.32°
Current AOD Problem - Yes 30° 28* 34
Motivation to Change -38* -17 -37*
Assumes Victim Posture - Yes 16° .07 .08
Accepts Responsibility to Staff - Yes -31° -.14° -32°
Accepts Responsibility to Family - Yes -35° -11° -30°
) Angry - Yes. 22° 05 21°
) Anxious - Yes .05 .02 .03
Depressed - Yes .08 .00 .01
Immature - Yes 27" .08 .07
Isolated — Yes .07 -.06 .07
Suicidal - Yes .10 .03 12°
Impulsive - Yes 34° 14° 27
%5<.001
*p<.01
p<.05

those probationers who have a positive relationship with their mother and those who have
positive social supports from other family members and friends are significantly less
likely to commit a technical violation or to fail probation.
Those dynamic factors which reflect the probationers’ response to their current
situation also are significantly related to probation outcomes. Those who assume the
“victim” posture are more likely to commit a technical violation, but there is no relation
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between posture and either new criminal offense or probation failure. In comparison,
new technical violations, new criminal offenses, and probation failure are significantly
more likely to occur among those with a current alcohol and drug problem (than among
those with no AOD problem) and significantly less likely to occur among those who
accept responsibility for their offense and those who are motivated to change.

The probationer’s emotional state, as assessed by the probation officer during the
first interim evaluation, also is found to be associated with probation outcomes.
Specifically, those probationers who are assessed to be angry, immature or impulsive are
more likely to commit a new technical violation; those who are assessed as impulsive are
more likely to commit a new criminal offense; and those who are assessed as angry,
suicidal or impulsive are more likely to fail probation.

Building a Model of Sex Offender Outcomes on Probation

The relationships noted above between each of the probation outcome measures
and the many static and dynamic characteristics of the probationer are instructive. Many
of them are consistent with findings of prior research, and many support previously
untested hypothesized relationships. Further, these bivariate associations serve to identify
those factors which merit further examination as the analysis strives to build a statistical
model of the predictors of sex offender outcomes. Toward that end, the analysis now
incorporates a series of logistic regression equations® to identify those static and dynamic
factors that best predict probation outcomes. The first step is to assess the independent
and additive effects of each static variable found to be associated with probation
outcomes when each of the other static variables (also found to be associated with

probation outcomes) is simultaneously controlled. The second step is to identify the
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effects of each dynamic variable when all of the other dynamic variables are controlled.
The third step is to include both the significant static and significant dynamic factors into
a single model.

The Effect of Static Factors on Probation Qutcomes

The predictive effect of selected static factors on each of the three measures of
criminal justice outcomes is summarized in Table 9. The likelihood that a probationer
will commit a technical violation is significantly greater for those who are younger at
time of entry to probation, those who were unmarried at the time of the offense, and those
for whom alcohol or drugs were present during their most recent offense. Those who
were married are only half (Exp(B) = .491) as likely as those who were unmarried to
commit a technical violation, and those whose crimes were committed when alcohol or
drugs were present are nearly 1.7 times (Exp(B) = 1.674) more likely to commit a
technical violation as those probationers whose offenses did not occur when alcohol or
drugs were present. Interestingly, education, prior employment status, and prior criminal
history are not significant predictors of technical violations.

In comparison, prior arrest record and age are the only two static variables that
significantly affect the likelihood that a probationer will commit a new criminal offense.
While not a strong relationship, it nonetheless is evident that new criminal offenses are
more likely to be committed by younger probationers. The effect of prior adult arrests is
much stronger, however: those with a previous arrest as an adult are five times more
likely than those with no previous adult arrest to commit a new criminal offense while on

probation (Exp(B) = 5.006).
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Table 9, Effect Of Select Static Factors On Probationer Success, For Each Of Three Measures Of Criminal Justice Qutcomes

Any Technical Violation ~ Any Criminal Offense Probation Failure
B SE EpBl B SE EgB B S End)

Age ot Entry M0 010 969 051 019 950 -003 011 997
Race - White 69 261 84 395 398 1485 067 28T 93
Education 03 054 1013 -038 086 963 038 060 963
Marital Status - Married 8T 490 W56 5160 591 LM 361 3%
Employed - Full-time 462 07 W50 405 553 -6 293 51
Prior Drug Abuse - Yes 27 301267 -8 432 963 395 33 1484
Prior Sex Treatment - Yes A8 318 68 ST ST S64 81 419 A4LS
Prior Arrest, Juvenle - Yes 296 336 134 052 M5 949 208 356 812
Prior Arrest, Adult - Yes 495 258 1640 161F 445 5006 338 283 1403
Mental Fmpairment - Yes 37 30 138 15 4% 83 -4 36 6
Alcohol/Drugs Present at Offense - Yes 51290 1674 46 420 2108 156 319 1169
Constant (Lntercept) 808 654 927 1001 1113 I

22 Log Likelihood 412690 215318 354,005

X 56.198" 38679° 38.366"
Nagelkerke R’ 204 205 156
"0<.001

'p<01

<05
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The likelihood of probation failure is significantly greater among those who were

unmarried at the time of the offense and those who were not employed full-time at the

time of the offense. Those who were married are only one-third as likely (Exp(B) = .353)

as those who were unmarried to fail probation, and those who were employed full-time
are only half as likely (Exp(B) = .523) to fail probation as those who were not employed
full-time. Probation failure also is significantly more likely to occur among those who
have not had prior treatment for sexual behaviors. Specifically, those with prior
treatment are less than half as likely as those without treatment (Exp(B) = .415) to fail
probation.

In summary, the logistic regression of each dichotomous measure of criminal
justice outcome simultaneously on eleven static variables which had been found to be
correlated with one or more of these outcomes suggests that only six static factors are
significant predictors of any of these three measures of success on probation. Age,
marital status and employment status prior to probation affect the likelihood of successful
outcomes, but race, education, mental impairment and prior arrests as a juvenile do not
have a significant affect on these outcomes. In addition, prior treatment for sexual
problems/behaviors decreases the likelihood of failure while prior arrest as an adult
increases the likelihood of failure. It is noteworthy that the probationers’ prior history of
drug abuse is not a significant predictor of probation outcomes when it is entered into the
equation si;nultaneously with the presence or absence of drugs or alcohol at the offense,
which does increase the likelihood of failure as a technical violation. That is, it appears
that the prior use of drugs is less important to probation outcomes than the fact that the

probationer was using drugs or alcohol at the time of the criminal offense.
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The Effect of Dynamic Factors on Probation Outcomes

The results of the logistic regression of the three measures of probation outcomes
simultaneously on each of twelve dynamic variables are presented in Table 10. The
likelihood of committing a technical violation is not affected by relationship with mother,
but it is significantly less among those with positive social support from friends and
family members. Indeed, those with social support from others are only one-third as
likely (Exp(B) = .347) as those without this support to commit a technical violation while
on probation. Further, the data presented in Table 10 indicates that those probationers
with a current AOD problem are nearly four times (Exp(B) = 3.978) more likely than
those with no AOD problem to commit a technical violation, and those assessed by the
probation officer to be immature are nearly four times (Exp(B) = 4.045) more likely than
their more mature counterparts to commit a technical violation.

The likelihood that the probationer committed a new criminal offense is
significantly affected by only one of the dynamic factors in the model. Compared to the
probationers who do not have a problem with alcohol or drugs, those who do are nearly
five times more likely (Exp(B) = 4.943) to commit a new criminal offense while on
probation.

Probation failure also is significantly affected by social supports and by the
presence of an AOD problem while on probation. The likelihood of failing probation is
significantly less among those with a positive relationship with their mother and with
positive socic;ll support from friends and other members of the family. Indeed, those with
a positive relationship with their mother are only a third as likely (Exp(B) = .397) to fail

probation as those who do not have a positive relationship with their mother, and those
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Table 10. Effect of Select Dynamic Factors On Probationer Success, For Each Of Three Measures Of Criminal Justice

Outeomes
Any Technical Violation Any Criminal Offense Probation Failure

. B SE EXB) B SE EXPB) B SE EXPB)
Employed - Full-time 339 M7 13 2030 456 808 -900° 41T 407
Positive Relationship with Mother  -708 364 493 000 486 991 -923¢ 450 397
Pasitive Social Supports 1058 393 005 497 995 -1370° 411 254
Current AOD Problem | 13810 4% 3978 15908 473 4943 1611 465 5008
Motivation to Change 23300 .19 719 520 28 593 W34 236 738
Assumes Victim Posture 40 8200 0 127 5% 113y -538 0 519 584

Accepts Responsibility to Staff 962 987 2616 255 L83 1291 1231 1005 3425
Accepts Responsibility to Family  -1.734 9% 1T 200 LI74 1233 -l466 992 231

Angry 3T 44 8 -0 5B M A6 AT 149
Emotional Immaturity 1397 404 4M5 647 ST 1910 -048 419 953
Suicidal T8 2l -5 T M0 90 T 4
Impulsive 6 34 162 00 ST 120 93 4 2518
Constant (Intercept) 1395 718 1700 916 8l

2 Log Likelihood 123438 146,568 170077

X 96.003° 28254 76816°
Nagelkerke R’ 454 217 40
p<.001

"0l

p<.03
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with social support from other family and friends are only one-fourth (Exp(B) = .254) as
likely to fail probation as those without this support base. In addition, probation failure is
significantly less likely among those who are employed full-time while on probation; in
fact, they are about half as likely to fail probation (Exp(B) = .407). Also, probation
failure is about five times more likely (Exp(B) = 5.008) among those who have a problem
with alcohol or drugs while on probation than among those who do not.

In summary, the logistic regression results presented in Table 10 suggest that only
five of the 12 dynamic factors have a significant effect on any of the three measures of
probation outcomes. When these 12 factors are simultaneously entered into the equation,
the likelihood of a negative outcome is predicted by employment status, relationship with
mother, positive social supports, current AOD problem, and emotional immaturity. The
seven other dynamic factors entered into the equation do not improve the ability to
predict probation outcomes. These factors have a significant bivariate correlation to one
or more of the probation outcomes (see Table 8), but they have no effect on outcome
once the other dynamic factors are controlled.

A Parsimonious Model of the Static and Dynamic Predictors of Probation Outcomes

The ﬁnal step in developing a parsimonious‘ model is to develop a model that
includes all surviving static and dynamic factors simultaneously. By including only
those static factors which have been found to significantly affect probation outcomes (see
Table 9) together with those dynamic factors which have been found to significantly
affect probation outcomes (see Table 10), the new logistic regression equations will
measure the effects of the static factors when the dynamic factors are introduced.

Simultaneously, the equations will assess the effects of the dynamic factors when the
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effects of the static factors are controlled. The product will be a predictive model which
includes only those static and dynamic factors found to significantly affect the likelihood
of negative probation outcomes.

The effects of the static and dynamic factors on the likelihood of a technical
violation are presented in Table 11. The results presented for Model 1 substantially
replicate the findings from the earlier analysis of the effects of static variables: age,
marital status, employment status, prior adult arrests, and the presence of alcohol or drugs
in the offense affect the likelihood of a technical violation. When these factors are
controlled, prior treatment for sexual dysfunction does not affect the likelihood of a
technical violation. Model 2 indicates, however, that only marital status continues to have
a significant effect on the likelihood of probation violation once the relevant dynamic
factors are entered into the equation. When controlling for other relevant static factors
and for the relevant dynamic factors, those who were married prior to entering probation
: are only half as likely as those who are unmarried to commit a technical violation (exp(B)
=.478). Model 2 of Table 11 also reports that, when relevant static and other dynamic
£ factors are introduced into the same model simultaneously, positive social supports,
current AOD problem and emotional immaturity significantly affect this probation
{ outcome. Those with positive social supports are only one-fourth as likely (Exp(B) =
.273), those with current AOD problems are more than four times as likely (Exp(B) =
4.420, and those assessed to be immature are about three times as likely (Exp(B) = 3.047)
to commit a technical violation than those who differ on these important dynamic

characteristics.
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Table 11. Predicting Technical Violations: Logistic Regression Results

Model 1
Antecedent - Static Factors B SE  Exp(B)
Age at Entry -.041* 009  .960
Marital Status — Married -778" 266 459
Employed - Full-time -.578° 233 561
Prior Sex Treatment © =250 300 .779
Prior Arrest, Adult 541° 240 1718
Alcohol/Drug at Offense 532° 243 1.702
Intervening - Dynamic Factors
Employed - Full-time
Positive Relationship with Mother
Positive Social Supports
Current AOD Problem
Emotional Immaturity
Constant 1.439 333
-2 Log Likelihood 465.331
X , 67.246"
Nagelkerke R? 214
*p<.001
bp<.01
p<.05
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Model 2
B SE
-024 013
-739° 363
-214 351
S172 382
197 323
596 337
-155 359
-491 312
-1.297* 344
1.486° 448
1.114* 348
1.180 .685
287.801
100.947°
403

856
612

273
4.420
3.047



A similar analysis to identify the significant predictors of a new criminal offense
is presented in Table 12. Model 1 examines the effects of only the static factors, and only
age and prior adult arrest have a significant effect on the likelihood of a new criminal
offense. Older offenders are slightly less likely to recidivate while on probation while
those with a prior arrest as an adult are nearly four times more likely to re-offend. The
results reported for Model 2 indicate that both age and prior adult arrest continue to affect
the likelihood of a new offense, although the effect of prior adult arrest is reduced
somewhat (Exp(B) = 2.921), when the joint effect of the dynamic factors are entered into
the model. Only one of the dynamic factors is found to have a significant effect on the
likelihood of a new offense, however: probationers with an AOD problem are five times
more likely to commit a new offense than those probationers who do not have an AOD
problem (Exp(B) = 5.016).

Finally, the ability of these static and dynamic factors to predict probation failure
is summarized in Table 13. Model 1 suggests that those who are married are one-third
less likely than those who are unmarried to fail probation, and those who are employed
full-time are about half as likely to fail probation as those who are not employed full-
time. When the dynamic factors are added to the model (Model 2), the effect of
employment status is no longer significant and marital status continues to be a significant
predictor of the likelihood of success on probation. In addition, positive social
relationships decrease the likelihood of failure on probatioh and a current AOD problem
increases the likelihood of failure on probation. Indeed, those with positive social
relationships are only about one-fourth as likely as those without positive social

relationships to fail probation (Exp(B) = .279) and those with a current AOD problem are
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Table 12. Predicting New Criminal Offense On Probation: Logistic Regression Results

Model 1 Model 2
Antecedent - Static Factors B SE EXPB) B £ EXP(B)
Age ot Entry 015 960 S 959
Marital Status - Married -800 490 449 -979 689 376
Employed - Full-time -487 337 615 -471 484 624
Prior Sex Treatment -370 Sl4 691 221 623 797
Prior Arrest, Adult 1364 390 391 L0720 418 2921
Alcohol/Drug at Offense 357 343 1746 -030 462 N
Intervening - Dynamic Factors
Employed - Full-time -135 473 373
Positive Relationship with Mother - 166 433 874
Positive Social Supports -159 444 1167
Current AOD Problem o1 453 5016
Emotional [mmaturity -012 467 988
Constant -1.204 490 1182 X))
-2 Log Likelihood 253.551 174,875
X 36.076" 40.251°
Nagelkerke R 169 249
<001
.01
“p<.03
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Table 13. Predicting Probation Failure: Logistic Regression Results

Model 1 Model 2

Antecedent - Static Factors B SE ExpB) B SE Exp(B)
Age at Entry 005 009 995 -004 014 996
Marital Status - Married 98 3% 3 0 4 340
Employed - Full-time 626 250 535 - 042 397 959
Prior Sex Treatment -625 31 S04 -367 A 693
Prior Amrest, Adult 238 2600 12609 029 369 1.030
Alcobol/Drug at Offense 390 261 1477 213 37 1238
Intervening - Dynamic Factors

Employed - Full-time - 661 396 S16
Positive Relationship with Mother - 663 362 SIS
Positive Social Supports 1278 336 279
Current AOD Problem 1478 400 4385
Emotional [mmaturity 160 Al 1173
Constant -492 34l 17 153

-2 Log Likelihood 403.203 237.043

X! 33.598° T3.948°
Nagelkerke R’ 123 346
p<.001
"<l
p<.05
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