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Abstract

Prison  programs  are  often  adml.nl.stered  without  concentra-

ted  effort  to  maximize  Successful   outcomes.     This  study  attempts

to  contribute  to  successful   outcomes  by  developl.ng  a  scheme  for

the  selection  of  offenders   l.nto  three  prison  programs.     The  back-

ground  factors  of  142  male  subjects  were  analyzed  to  find  the

factors  whi.ch  could  be  used  to  i.ncrease  the  predictabi.ll.ty  of

success,   as  measured  by  reci.di.vism  and  employment  level.   for  three

treatment  programs   (working  on  hi.gh  school   equivaleney  diploma,

a  carpentry  and  welding  course  and  details).     A  variety  of  demo-

graphic,   soci.al,   vocational   and  psychometri.c  factors  were   used.

Correlatl.ons  were  obtained  for  each` background  factor  and  the

success  cri.teri.a  of  arrest  and  employment  level.     A  regression

analysis  was   conducted  for  each   treatment  program.     Signi.ficant

predictors   for  the  graduate  equivalency  dip.Ioma  group  were  co-

caine  use   (p<.05)   and  being  a  veteran   (p<.05).     Re-arrest  was

more  li.kely  for  cocaine  users  and  non-veterans.     Predi.ctors  for

the  carpentry  and  welding  program  were  race   (p<.0l)   and  vocati.on-

al   choice   (p<.01).     Re-arrest  was  more  ll.kely  for  non-whites  and

for  offenders  wi.th  lower  vocational   choice  levels.     Predictors  for

the  detail   program  were  vi.olation  of  person  offenses   (p<.0l),

number  of  siblings   (p<.01),   race   /Lp<.0l),   the  amount  Vocatl.onal

Rehabilitati.on  spends   (p<.01)   and   the  Revl.sed  Beta  score   (E<.01).

Re-arrest  was  more   11.kely  for  offenders  vJho  commi.tted   violati.on   of
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person   cri.mes,   offenders  with  more  si.blings,   non-whi.te  offenders,

offenders   for  which  Vocational   Rehabilitati.on   spent  more  money

and  offenders  wl.th   lower  Revised  Beta  scores.     Results   suggest

that  these  factors  do  vary  for  each  program  and  factors  can  be

found  which   aid   in   the   Predl.ction   of  success.
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The  Use   of  Offender  Background   Variables   as   an  Aid

l.n  Selecti.ng  Offenders   for  Prison  Work

and  Traini.ng   Programs

Prison  treatment  programs  are  often  integrated  i.nto  prison

11.fe  with  anticipated  positi.ve  results,   but  with  little  fore-

thought  of  how  to  maximize  these  results.     Treatment  success   l.S

affected  by  factors  such  as  pri.son  characteristics,  program  ad-

mi.nistration,   economic  condi.ti.ons  and  offender  characteri.stl.cs.

The  abili.ty  to  control   and   influence  the  priso.ner's   outcome  vary

for  each  of  these  factors.     This  study  takes  the  factors  of  of-

fender  characteristics  and  attempts  to  fi.nd  which  factors  corre-

late  highly  with   successful   outcome  and  can   consequently  be   used

to  predl.ct  the  success  of  prisoners   in  each   program.

Studi.es   concerning   program  success   do  not  yield   the  maximum

accurate  or  benefici.al   results  unless   some   information   is   known

concey`nl.ng   the  most  effecti.ve  operati.on   of  that  program.     A  pro-

gram  may  yi.eld   insi.gnifi.cant  results,   but  actually  be  operating  at

a  fraction  of  its   potenti.al.     An  accurate  pi.cture  of  the  program's

success  would,   of  necessi.ty,   involve  a   clear  understandi.ng   of  the

potenti.als  of  this  program.     By  analyzing  offender  characterl.stics,

this   study  shall   ai.d   in   approaching  the  opti.mum  success   level   for

this   program  and  provide   generalizations  which  may  be   applicable

to  related  studl.es.

Since  the  beginning  of  the  field  of  correcti.ons,   research  ef-
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forts  have  been  directed  at  the  differences  and  similarities  of

offenders  and  methods  of  classifying  these  differences  and  siml.-

1arities.     The   basi.c  aims   of  these  studies   have  been   to  develop

techni.ques   for  the  prevention  and   treatment  of  cri.me.     A  central

idea  which   all   of  these  studies   have  been   based  upon   1.s   a   theory

of  the   causation  of  crime.     Theories   such  as  Sutherland's   Differ-

ential   Association   (1966),   Taft's   Cultural   Crimogeni.sis  Theory

(1966),   Reckless's   Containment  Theory   (1967),   Cohen's   Theory  of

Subcultures   (1955),   psychiatric  theories   and   physiological   theories

have   all   been   based   upon   criml.nal   sl.mi.1ari.ti.es   in   causation.     They

have  found  that  generalizations   can   be  made  about  offenders   and

offenders   can   be  classified  and  decisl.ons  made  about  treatment

programs.     These   thories   have  not  concluded   that  they  have  the  only

answer,   but  that  they  have   a  certai.n   amount  of  vali.di.ty  when   applied

to  some  segment  of  the  offender  population.

It  would  seem  logical   to  conclude   that  if  offenders  may  vary

concerning  their  characteristics   and  causati.ons  then,   there  would

also  be  an  effect  on   the  success  of  treatment  and  reci.divi.sin  de-

pending   upon   these   same   factors.     Mueller   (1960)   conducted   a   study

whi.ch   suggested   this   relationshi.p.      In   this   study,   delinquents   had

three  basic  treatments:      (1)   release  to  di.rect  parole  in  the  com-

muni.ty,   (2)   forestry   camp   and   (3)   traini.ng   school.     Mueller  found

di.fferenti.al   effects  of  these  treatments  wi.th  varyi.ng  ki.nds  of  de-

l i nquents .
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Other  authors   such   as   Mccord,   Mccord   and   Zola   (1959)   and

Gi.bbons   (1965)   have  suggested  varying  treatments   for  offenders

with  specific  characteristics.     The  former  study  suggests  six

offense  types.     The  latter  study  suggests  differential   thera-

peutic  methods   for  vari.ous   subtypes  defined  by  social   role.

These  studies   and  several   others   have  suggested  that  i.ndividual

characteri.stics   can  affect  treatment  outcomes   and  could  be  used

to   i.ncrease  treatment  effecti.veness.     \`.Iarren   (1971)   concluded

that,   "The  goals .of  correcti.onal   treatment  with  any  offender

should  relate   in   some   di.rect  manner  to   the   causes   or  meani.ng  of

the   law  vi.olati.on  and   the  treatment  method  should  relate  spe-

cifically  with  these  goals"   (p.   255).     Warren   thus   relates   the

fact  that  individual   factors  relate  to  treatments  and  goals.

Thi.s   is  the   central   theme  whi.ch   suggests   the  present  study.

Some  recent  research  has   had  direct  relevance  to  this  pre-

sent  study.     A  follow-up  study  of  rehabi.litati.on   clients   by  the

Universi.ty  of  Minnesota   (1969)   found   that  clients  who  were   reha-

bi.li.tated  had  a  greater  percentage  of  professi.onal ,   technical   and

managerial   occupati.ons  with   fewer  service  occupati.ons.     They  fur-

ther  found  that  duri.ng  thei.r  four-year  follow-up,   75%  of  the

cli.ents  had  two  jobs   or  less.     This   is   related  closely  to  the

present  study's   follow-up  on   employment   level   and  number  of  jobs

held.      If  1.ndividual   factors  or  characteristics   are  expected  to
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I.nfluence  some  treatment  programs,   then  they  could   also  have  an

1.nfluence  on   the   recl.dl.vl.sin  and  success   of  simi.1ar  treatment

Programs .

Glueck   and   Glueck   (1968)   sought  to  find   the   variables  whl.ch

dl.stl.nguished  juveni.1e  dell.nquents   from  non-juvenile  dell.nquents.

They  found  the  variables  of  the  nature  of  employment  of  the  de-

1inquent's   father,  whether  livl.ng  wl.th   parents,   the  usual   eco-

noml.c  conditi.on,   the  usual   occupati.on  of  the  father,   size  of  the

family,. reading  quotient,   vocational   ambl.ti.ons   and   i.ntelligence

to  dl.ff er  between  dell.nquents  and  non-delinquents.     The  fact  that

these  factors  disti.ngui.sh  dell.nquents  from  non-delinquents  suggest

that  they  may  also  affect  the  re.sults  of  treatment  programs.

Warren   (1971)   has   stated,   "by  lumpi.ng  together  all   subjects.

the  benefici.al   effects  of  a  treatment  program  on  some  subjects,

together  with  the  detrimental   effects  of  the  same  treatment  pro-

gram  on  other  subjects  may  each  mask  and  cancel   out  the  other...

not  only  is   it  possible  to  find  siml.Tar  ti.es   in  the  descri.ptions

of  offender  characteristics  across  typologi.es,  but  also  that  con-

sistency  1.s   evi.dent  i.n  descri.ptions   for  seemingly  simi.lar  sub-

types"   (pp.   245,   255).      If  the  signi.ficant  vari.ables  which  affect

treatment  success   can  be  found,   then  they  may  be  used  for  selec-

tion  and  placement  in   treatment  programs  which  shall   produce  opti.-

mum   success.
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An  additi.onal   Study,  whl.ch   is   closely  related  to   the  present

study,  was   conducted  by  Gottfredson   and  Li.pstei.n   (1975).     They

used  personal   characteristics  to  predi.ct  parolee  and  probati.oner

employment  stabi.11.ty.     S1.gnificant  correlations  were  found  be-

tween   stabi.li.ty  and  occupatl.onal   consi.stency,   job  skill ,   soci.al-

i.zati.on,   prior  job  tenure,1.ncarcerations,   auto  theft  and  a  base

expectancy  measure.     These   results   suggest   the  i.mportance  of  voca-

tional   skills   and   consisteney  in  promoti.ng`employment  stabili.ty.

Other  studies   have  concerned  themselves  wi.th  the  success   of

work  and  educati.on   programs.     The  United  States   Bureau   of  prisons,

Research  and  Stati.stl.cal   Branch   (1962)   found  that,   "the   interven-

tion  of  work  experience  or  vocational   traini.ng  has   negligible   im-

pact  on   the   level   or  type  of  work   inmates  go  i.nto  upon   release"

(p.13).     Glaser   (1964)   interviewed  paroled  offenders   in  an  effort

to  fi.nd  whether  their  prl.son  work  or  training  had  been   useful   l.n

thei.r  job.     He  found  that  four  months  after  release  from  prison,

approxi.mately  one-fourth  of  the  offenders  used  thei.r  prl.son  work

experi.ence  on   thel.r  jobs.     He  also  found  that  for  the  mi.nori.ty

of  offenders  who  gain   ski.lls   in   prison  whi.ch   they  use  on   a  job

after  thei.r  release,   the  prison  work  experience  and  tral.ming  1.s

a  major  rehabili.tation   1.nfluence.     These  studies   suggest  the  need

for  further  clarificati.on  of  the  effects  of  work  experi.ence  and

training  in   the  prison  system.

In  summary,   it  has   been  suggested  that  offender  treatment
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should  be  related  to  offender  characteristics.     It  has  also  been

found  that  previ.ous  studies  have  been  confli.cting  concerning  the

actual   effect  of  prison  work  experience  and  training.

Purpose.     With  regard  to  these  findings,   this  study  shall

analyze  the  effects  of  three  prison  treatment  programs:     working

on   high  school   equivalency  di.ploma,   a  carpentry  or  weldi.ng  course,

and  detail   work.     The  results   of  this  training  will   be  compared

with  recidivism  and  employment  level.     Background  factors   such   as

education,  occupation,   father's  occu.pation,   rank  of  birth,  etc.,

psychological   factors   and  intelll.gence  test  scores  shall   be  ana-

lyzed  to  determi.ne  the  signl.ficant  factors  for  predicting  Success

of  treatment  programs.     It  is  expected  that  treatment  groups  will

have  an  effect  on  the  employment  level   and  arrest  rate  after  release.

It  is  also  anticipated  that  certain  background  factors  shall   aid

in   the  prediction  of  success  as  measured  by  employment  level   and

recidivism.     It  is  further  hypothesl.zed  that  prisoner  group  prefer-

ence  is   an  aid  in   the  predictive  value  for  success,   compared  with

background  vari.ables   alone  and   together  these  varl.ables   can  be

used   to  develop  a  decision   scheme  which   shall   maximize  the  effects

of  training  on   success.

Method

Subject.     The  subjects  used   in  this  study  have  been   in  one

of  three  treatment  programs  at  a  cottage  type  youthful   offenders

faci..li.ty  in   a   large  Northwestern   South  Carolina  county.     The
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majority  of  these.  offenders   had  originally  been   in  a  larger

state-wide  facility  fran  whl.ch  they  were  transferred  to  the

cottage  facility  which  is  generally  within  fifty  miles  of  the

offender's  home  town.     The  offenders  at  the  cottage  facility

are  male  and   16-25  years   old.     These  offenders  are  assigned  to

treatment  programs  at  their  own  discretion.     From  this  area

facility,  these  offenders  are  transferred  to  a  pre-release  center

or  a  work-release  program.     The  sample  is  restri.cted  in  two  ways.

The  offenders  were  not  randomly  assigned  to  treatment  groups,   but

were  assigned  by  offender  preference.     The  sample  was  also  restri.cted

to  offenders  who  recel.ve  the  aid  of  the  State  Vocational   Rehabi.1i-

tation  agency  upon   their  release.     In  order  to  receive  Vocational

Rehabi.1itation   aid,   an   offender  must  have  had  a  psychological

examination.     Approximately  90%  of  the  offenders   have  obtained

this  examination  and   they  are  selected  randomly.     An  estimated  75%

of  the  offenders   i.n  this  facility  later  contacted  the  Vocational

Rehabilitation  ageney  in  his   hone  town  and  were  referred  to  the

appropriate  area  counselor.     The  Vocational   Rehabilitation  agency

provides   guidance   and   counseli.ng,   a   possible   two-week  mai.ntenance

check,   and  may  aid  the  offender  in  buying  work  clothes   and  specific

tools   for  work,   depending  upon  the  offender's  needs   as   assessed  by

the  rehabilitation  counselor.

Apparatus.     The  major  sources  of  information  for  this   study

were  records  of  the  pri.son   facilities,   Vocati.onal   Rehabili.tati.on
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interview  records  and  parole  officer  reports.     One  major

source  of  informatl.on  was  an  inl.tial   intervi.ew  -report

gathered   from  psychological   examinations   administered   1.n   prl.son

and  at  the  pre-release  center.     These  exami.nations  were  con-

ducted  by  state   licensed  psychologists   and   included   several   of

the  following   tests:     Otl.s   -Lennon  Mental   Abilities  Test;   Wi.de

Range   Achi.evement  Test   in   Readincl,   Spelling,   and  Ari.thmeti.c;

Minnesota  Multi.phasic  Personall.ty  Test;   Revised  Beta;   and   the

WechsleT`  Adult   Intelli.gence   Scale.      Table   I   includes   a   complete

li.st  of  the  tests  adminl.stered  and  the  background  information

obtained.     This   information  was   stored   in   folders   for  each

offender  at  the  area  Vocational   Rehabili.tation  office  and  re-

nal.ned  on  file  for  five  years  after  release.

_P_e_sign.     Three  offender  groups   entered   separate  trai.ning

programs  at  offender  preference.     Correlations  were  obtained  for

each  background  characteristic  and   the  success  measures  of

reci.divism  and  employment  level   a  year  after  release.     A  multiple

regressi.on   analysi.s  was   conducted  for  all   the  background  charac-

teristi.cs  to  obtai.n  the  predictors  of  success  for  each  trainl.ng

program.     This  was   done   in   a   step-wise  manner  resulting   in   an

accumulative   R2.     The   process   continued  with   each   background

variable  until   a  p<.10  level   of  signifi.cance  was  obtai.ned.     The

best  predi.ctors   of  each   program  were  then  selected  and  a  decision

scheme  was  developed  for  the  predi.ction  of  arrest.     In  order  to
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test  this   scheme,   a  di.scriminant  analysis  was   conducted  usl.ng

the  better  predictors  for  arrest  and  employment  level.     A  chl.-

square  analysi.s  was  conducted  to  test  the  signi.ficance  of  the

effect  of  treatment  program  on  success.     One  hundred  and  forty-

two  offenders  were  used   in  thi.s   study.     From  the   142  subjects,

the  follow-up  informati.on  was   obtal.ned   for  107.     For  the  regres-

sion  analysi.s  which  used  arrest  as  the  success  criterion,   76  of

the  ori.gi.nal   107  offenders   had  suffici.ent  background   information

for  analysi.s.     The  number  of  offenders   included   i.n  other  analyses

varied  for  each,   depending  upon   the  number  of  offenders  who  had

complete   information   for  all   background  factors.

Procedure. Pri.soners  at  a  youthful   offenders   I.nsti.tution   in

a  large  Northwestern  South  Carolina  county  enter  into  one  of  three

possible  work  programs   at   the  offender's   discreti.on.     The  three

programs   are:     worki.ng  on   high   school   diploma   and  work  details,

working  on   a  carpentry  and  welding  program  and  work  details   and

only  working  on  detai.ls.     Offenders  typically  stay  at  the  youthful

offenders   1.nstitution   for  a  mini.mum  of  three  months   to  a  maximum

of  one  year.     Offenders  are  then  sent  to  a  pre-release  program  or

serve  the  remainder  of  their  sentence  on  a  work-y`elease  program.

At  the  youthful   offenders   1.nstitution  and  the  pre-release  center

a  Vocational   Rehabilitation   counselor  discusses  their  services

and  encourages  the  offender's   participation   in  Vocational   Rehabi.li.-

tation  after  release  from  pri.son.     Clients  voluntarily  contact  the
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Vocational   Rehabill.tation  Department  after  release  and  an  l.nter-

view  with  the  counselor  is   scheduled  to  obtain  necessary  background

information  and  establl.sh  potential   goals  and  the  procedures  to

attain  these  vocatl.onal   goals.     Vocatl.onal   Rehabilitati.on   servl.ces

may  consist  of  counsell.ng  and   gul.dance,   a  medical   examinati.on,

financial   ai.d  with   a  medical   problem,   a  maintenance   check  for  two

weeks   after  release  and  fl.nancial   aid  for  buying  work  clothes  and

tools.     The  servi.ces   obtal.ned  by  each  offender  are  dependent  upon

i.ndividual   needs   and  requi.rements   as   assessed  by  the  Vocational

Rehabilitati.on  counselor.     The   informatl.on  for  thi.s   study  was

gathered  from  the  Vocati.onal   Reha.bill.tation   counselor's   interviews

and  files.     These  fi.les   consist  of  numerous   psychological   tests

and   background   i.nformation   obtained  from  the   offender  while  he  was

servi.ng  his   prison   sentence.     These  tests   are  admi.nistered  by

licensed  psychologists   and  are  sent  to  the  Vocational   Rehabi.li.tati.on

counselor  in  the  county  to  which  the  offender  will   return  after

his   release.     The  Vocati.onal   Rehabilitation   Department  retains

the  test  data  of  each  offender  for  five  years  after  release.     Each

area  office  has  the  information  of  only  those  offenders  to  be  re-

leased   in   that  parti.cular  area.     A  variety  of  demographi.c,   social ,

vocational   and  psychometric  factors  were  obtai.ned  for  each  offender.

Table  1  contains  a  complete  li.st  of  these  factors  with  their  expla-

nati.on.     Yearly  follow-ups  were  conducted  with  the  aid  of  the

Vocati.onal   Rehabl.litation   Department  and  the   Probation   and   Parole
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office.     These  follow-ups   provi.ded  information  concerning  any

further  arrests   and  the  employment  at  the  time  of  the  follow-uP.

Follow-up  information  was  obtained  by  personal   contact  and

telephone  conversations   by  the  Rehabilitation  counselor.     The

date  of  any  re-arrest  and  the  1.nitial   release  from  prison  were

obtained  to  fl.nd  the  length  of  ti.me  the  offender  remained  out

of  prison  before  any  re-arrest  occurred.     The  only  re-arrests

coded  were  those  that  occurred  wi.thin  one  year  of  the  release

from  prison.      Employment   l.evel   was   classified   by  the   amount  of

traini.ng  requi.red  for  a  job.     These  classifications  were:

unemployed;   unski.lled,   no   training  required;   semi.-skilled,   one

month  to  one  year  of  tral.ming;   ski.lled,   one  to  two  years   of

on-the-job  trai.ni.ng;   paraprofessional ,   two  years  training  at

a  techni.cal   school;   professi.onal,   four  years   traini.ng  or  more.

Correlations   and  analyses  were  then  conducted  to  determine  the

better  predi.ctors  of  these  follow-ups.

Results

Table  2   gi.ves   the  means   and  standard   devi.ations   for  each

background  factor.

Table  3  indicates   the  number  re-arrested  and  the  percentage

of  offenders   i.n  each   treatment  program.     Thi.s   table  indl.cates

that  the  carpentry  and  welding  program  has  the  largest  percentage

of  offenders   and   the  GED  program  has  the  fewest  offenders.     Thi.s

table  suggests  that  the  GED  program  members   and  the   carpentry
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and  welding  program  members   have  a  sll.ghtly  lower  re-arrest

rate  than  would  be  expected  by  chance  alone.     The  results

suggest  that  the  detal.l   program  members   have  a  slightly  hl.gher

re-arrest  rate  than  would  be  expected  by  chance  alone.

Table  4  i.ndicates   the  employment  level   and  percentages

of  offenders   i.n  each   level   for  the  three  treatment  programs,

si.x  months  after  release.     Generalizati.ons  are  diffl.cult  to

surmise  from  this  table,   but  trends  are  suggested.     The  GED

program   is   lower   in   unemployed  members,   but  hi.gher  i.n   the   seml.-

ski.lled   level.     The   carpentry  and  welding  program  has  more

unemplayed  offenders,   but  also  has  more   ski.lled  members   than

would   be  expected  by  chance.     The  detail   program  has  more   un-

skilled  members   and   fewer  members   in   the   skilled  employment

level.     Sli.ghtly  over  half  of  the  offenders,   in  all   programs

combined,   were   i.n   the   semi.-ski.lled  employment   level,   22%  were

employed   in   skilled   jobs,16%  were   1.n   unskilled   jobs   and   10%

were   unemployed.

A  chi.-square   analysi.s  was   conducted   to  determi.ne  the

effect  of  program  choice  and  recidivism.     It  was   concluded  that

recidi.vism  within   a  year  after  release  was  not  affected  by

program  choice,9[:2   =   1.856,   4±±.     This   indi.cates   that   the   pro-

grams   are  equally  successful   and  as   currently  admi.ni.stered,

there   is  not  any  significant  di.fference  between  the  program

choice   and   reci.di.vism.     These   results   suggest  that  the   small
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di.fferences   in   reci.divism  found   in  Table  2  are  not  sufficiently

large  enough  to  be  signifl.cant.

Correlations  were  obtained  for  the  background  variables   of

each  rehabilitation  program  and  re-arrest.     A  step-wi.se  re-

gressi.on  was  then  conducted  selecti.ng  the  better  predictors  for

each  program.     All   but  one  of  these  selected  variables  were

si.gni.ficant  to  the   .10   level.     The  correlati.ons  were  combined

for  each   program  to  obtain   an  accumulative  i  square.     Regression

wei.ghts  were  obtained  for  each  variable  and   a  regressi.on  equa-

tion  was   developed  for  the  prediction  of  reci.divism.

Table   5  presents   the   background  variables  which   had`higher

correlations  with  re-arrest  for  each  rehabili.tation  program,

the  accumulative  i  squares   and   the  regression  wei.qhts.     The

background  factors  were  found  to  generally  vary  for  each  treat-

ment   program  although   some   common   factors  were   found.     The

better  predictors   for  the  GED  program  were:     being  a  veteran

(p:<.05),   cocal.ne  use   (p<.05),  pot  use   (p<.08)   and  father's

occupation   (p<.14).     The  significant  varl.ables  for  carpentry

and  welding  were   vocational   choice   (E<.01)   and  race   (p<.01).

The  significant  success  predicting  varl.ables   for  the  detail

program  were   Revised  Beta   (p.<.0l),   amount  Vocational   Rehabili.-

tati.on  spends   (p=<.0l),   race   (p<.01),   number  of  siblings   (p:<.01)

and  vi.olation  of  person  offense   (p<:.0l).     These  regression

analyses  were   conducted   using  76  of  the  total   142   in   the
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Populatl.on.     This  was   necessi.tated  by  an   inabi.1ity  to  locate

offenders  for  the  follow-up  or  1.nsuffi.cient  data  on  the

offender.     After  the  data  was  gathered,  several   of  the  test

scores  were  not  included  as   vari.ables  due  to   1.nsuffl.cient

numbers  for  analysis.     These  tests  were   the  Oti.s   -Lennon

Mental   Abili.ties  Test.   Minnesota  Multl.phasi.c  Personali.ty  Test

and  The  Wechsler  Adult   Intelligence  Scale.

Correlations  and  a  step-wise  regressl.on  were  conducted  for

all   programs   combl.ned  with  arrest  as   the  .success   criterion.

Table  6  reveals   the  results  of  this  analysis.     The  major  sl.g-

nl.fl.cant  vari.ables  were  race  (p<.0l),   prl.or  arrest  (pj<.01),

bi.rth  rank   (p.<.0l)   and  vi.olati.on  of  person  offense   (p:<.01).

Table  7   l.ndicates   the  signi.fi.cant  variables  whi.ch   correlate

with   employment   level   as   success   for  all   programs   combi.ned.

It  was  found  that  salary  (p<.01),  reading  level   (p<.0l),

amount  Vocational   Rehabl.litation   spends   (p<.01),   homici.de

cri.me  (p<.0l),  marital   status   (I:<.01),  Revised  Beta   (p<.01),

alcohol   use   (p<.0l)   and  violati.on  of  property  offense   (p<.01)

were  sl.gnl.ficant  for  prediction   of  employment  level.     These

results   indicate  that  varying  background  factors  are  signifi-

cant  for  prediction  of  success  dependi.ng  upon  the  success

criterion  chosen.     For  this   reason,   the  selecti.on  of  the  success

criterion   is   a  proml.nent  factor  in   the  development  of  a  decl.si.on

scheme  usi.ng  background  factors  to  aid  rehabili.tation   programs.
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In  order  to  test  the  use  of  the  preceding  vari.ables   i.n

aiding  the  selection  of  offenders  for  the  three  rehabilitation

programs,   a  discri.minant  analysi.s  was   conducted  for  all   pro-

grams   combined   using   recidl.vl.sin  as   the   success   cri.terl.on.

Table  8  summarizes  the  results  of  this  analysis.     Fifty-fl.ve

subjects  were  used  due  to  a  lack  of  complete  information  for

the  remal.nl.ng  offenders.     The  decisi.on   scheme  correctly  classl.-

fi.ed  recl.dl.vism  for  54  of  the  55  offenders.     From  all   of  the

varl.ables  used,  nine  were  selected  as  the  better  predictors  of

arrest.     These  varl.ables  were  race,   education,  marital   status,

occupati.on,   father's   Occupation,   birth   rank,   maximum  salary  and

Revised   Beta   score.     Table  9  summarizes   the   results  when   these

nine  variables  were   used  with  their  regressi.on  weights   in  a

regressl.on  equati.on   to  predict  reci.di.vl.sin.     Eighty-three

offenders   had  complete  information  for  thi.s   analysis   and  61   were

correctly  classi.fied.

Further  discri.ml.nant  analyses  were  conducted  to  determi.ne

if  the  offender's  program  selection  could  also  aid   in  the  classi.-

fication  of  recidivism  and  employment.     These  analyses   consi.sted

of  107  offenders  whose  programs   in   prison  were   known   and   for

whi.ch  follow-up  information  was  obtained  a  year  later.     Of  these

107  offenders,   correct  classification  was  made  for  68  offenders

for  reci.dl.vism  and  21   were  correctly  classi.fied  wi.th  employment

level   as  success.     Thi.s  suggests  that  offender  program  selection
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has   a  mi.nimal   influence  on   the  classification  of  arrest  and

employment  level .

An  additi.onal   dl.Scrl.ml.nant  analysi.s  was   conducted  to  test

the  effecti.veness  of  using  all   the  background  factors  for

classi.tying  the  offender'S   Program  selection.      Informati.on   for

the  background  factors  and  offenders   program  selecti.on  were

obtained  for  76  offenders   and  58  of  these  offenders  were

correctly  classi.fied  into  the  program  they  actually  chose.

Of  these  variables,   nl.ne  were  selected   (race,  educati.on,  marital

status,   occupation,   father's   occupati.on,   birth  rank,   salary

maximum  and   Revi.sed   Beta   score)   and   a  discri.minant   analysis  was

obtai.ned  correctly  classifying  56  of  110  offenders.     Table  10

summarizes  these  results.     These   results   suggest  that  usi.ng

offender  background  factors,   the  offender's  program  selecti.on

can   be  esti.mated  with  greater  accuracy  than   chance  alone.

General   conclusions   suggest  that  as  currently  used,   the

type  of  treatment  chosen  does  not  have  any  significant  di.f-

ference   for  recidivism.      It  was   found  that  some  background

factors  did  si.gnifl.cantly  al.d  in  the  classification  of  success

and  these  predictors  did  vary  for  each  treatment  gy`oup.     Results

further  i.ndicate  that  usl.ng  background  variables,   the  prisoner

preference  of  treatment  program  can  be  predicted  better  than

chance.     Using  the  program  selected  by  the  offender  as   an  ai.d

to  classi.ficati.on  of  arrest  resulted  in  a  sli.ght  1.ncrease  in
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the  accuracy  of  classl.fication,  but  these  results  were  non-

significant.     The  use  of  the  program  selected  to  classify  the

employment  level   yielded  similar  non-signifi.cant  results.

Discussion

Several   of  the  findi.ngs  agree  wi.th   previous   studies  which

suggest   commonalities   among   offenders   and   using   these   common-

ali.ties  to  influence  treatment  decisions.     The  results   are   i.n

particu.Tar   agreement  with   Mccord,   Mccord   and   Zola   (1959),

Gibbons   (1965)   and   Gottfredson   and   Lipstei.n   (1975)   suggesting

that  varyl.ng  treatments  be  gl.ven  offenders  with  specific

characteri.sti.cs.     Thi.s   study  found  varying  background  factors

do  aid  in  the  classification  of  arrest  for  di.fferent  treatment

programs.     These  factors   are  congruent  wi.th  the  variables   found

by  Glueck   and   Glueck   (1968)   which   distingui.shed   juvenile   from

non-juvenile  offenders.

The  results  of  thi.s  study  i.ndi.Gate  that  the  three  treatment

programs   had  no  differential   relati.onshi.p  to  success.     One

possible  explanation   could  be  that  the  programs  do  differ   in

success,   but  they  are  not  functioning  at  thei.r  opti.mum  level.

The  present  study  may  therefore   assi.st   in   finding  these  optimum

levels.     These  job   programs   are   admiy`able   and  potenti.ally  advan-

tageous,   but  only  with  further  analysi.s  and  effort  can  they  obtai.n

their  maxi.mum  desired   results.

The  results  of  thi.s  study  I.ndi.cate  that  the  graduate
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equivalency  diploma  program  members   have  fewer  arrests  when

their  father's   occupati.onal   level   l.s  higher,  they  have  less

stated  pot  use,   they  have  less  stated  cocaine  use  and  are

veterans.     Fewer  arrests  occur  for  the  members   in  carpentry

and  welding  when   they  are  whl.te  and   have   higher  stated   voca-

tional   choice   levels.     Members   of  the  detail   program  had  fewer

re-arrests   if  they  had  not  committed  violations  of  person,   had

fewer  siblings,   were  white,   Vocational   Rehabl.1itation   spent

less   for  them  and  Revi.sed  Beta  scores   are  hl.gher.     These

variables  can  aid  selection  of  offenders  for  programs   if  they

are  considered  along  wi.th  offender's   preference.     Offenders

who  are   unsure  of  thei.r  program  chol.ce  or  who  would  prefer  any

program,  may  have  a  greater  chance  for  success   in  one  program

than  another  if  these  programs  are  operatl.ng  closer  to  their

optimum   level.      These   variables  would   be   good   1.ndicators   of  the

better  choice.     Each  offender  should  have  a  program  for  which

he   has   a  maximum  chance   for   success.     An   offender  may  have

negative  background  factors   for  all   but  one  of  the  signi.fi.cant

background  vari.ables,   despite  this   lack  of  positi.ve   indicators,

thi.s  would   be  a   better  decision-making  method   than   random  chance

alone.      Ideally,   i.t  would   probably  be   good   to  use  thi.s   decision

scheme  exclusively  once   the  vari.ables   have  been   conclusively

i.denti.fi.ed  and  correlated.     Presently,   they  serve  as   good   indi.-

cators  and  considered  wi.th  the  offender's  stated  program  choi.ce
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can   benefi.t  program  decisions.

The  use  of  these  variables   in  a  decision   scheme   should

not  be  li.mi.ted  to  predl.ction  of  arrest  i.n  general ,   but  they

should  also  be  used  for  Specl.fl.c   program  predi.cti.on.      In   order

to  be  a  significant  benefit  to  trainl.ng  decisi.ons,   influencing

factors  must  vary  for  each  treatment  program.     If  all   factors

affected  the  programs  equally  then  the  factors  would  also  be

those  that  influence  any  rehabili.tation  effort  and  could  help

i.n  deciding  who  could  be  rehabilitated,   but  the  type  of  insti.-

tutional   program  would  no   longer  be   a   relevant  variable.     Thi.s

conditi.on  would  particularly  need  to  apply  to  the  present  study.

To  conform  to  thl.s   requirement,   the  present  study  would  have  to

i.ndi.cate  that  the  vari.ables   for  predi.ction  of  success   are  sl.g-

ni.ficantly  different.     The  results  of  this  study  confirmed  thi.s

condition,   thus   suggesti.ng  the  applicabl.1ity  of  the  background

factors  as  predictors  of  success  for  the  separate  programs.

One  major  ai.in  of  this   study  was   to  have  practical   sig-

nifi.cance,   something   that  would  actually  benefi.t  the  treatment

goals.     In  order  to  obtal.n   this,   l.t  was  necessary  to  work   in

the  natural   setting  and  not  in  an  arti.ficial   experimental

setting  where  manipulatl.on  would   be  more   accessable.     This,

of  course,   presented  numerous   difficulties   1.n  conducting  thl.s

study,   but  this  was   1.mportant   i.n   order  to  obtain   appli.cable

results.     Statistically  si.gnifi.cant  results  were  obtained  for
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many  of  the  vari.ables  and  others   had   low  A  values.      It  is

clearer  and  of  course  more  reliable  to  work  only  wl.th

Statistl.cally  si.gni.ficant  data,   but  trends  and  indicatl.ons

can  be  gathered  from  all   res.ults   and  be  used  to  benefl.t

decision  making  poll.ci.es   despi.te  thei.r  lack  of  stati.stl.cal

sl.gnifl.cance.     The  use  of  stati.sti.cal   si.gnificance  serves

to  reduce  errors.     The  stati.sti.cal   level   used  depends  upon

the  type  of  error  which   is   considered  the  less  desi.rable.

The  decl.sion   for  sl.gni.ficance  depends   on   the   consequences   of

the  errors   in  the  deci.sion  process.     The  present  study  con-

trasts   a  decl.si.o.n  scheme  wi.th  a  deci.si.on   process  whi.ch   is

basicall!J  done  by  chance.     The  occurrence  of  misclassi.fied

offenders   is  undesirable,   but  if  the  use  of  non-signi.fl.cant

data  provi.des  greater  accuraey  at  the  cost  of  a  few  mi.sclassi-

fi.ed  offenders  than   the  benefits  have  surmounted  the  negative

consequences.     The  graduate  equi.valency  di.ploma  program  in

thi.s  study  had  several   varl.ables  whi.ch  were  not  siqni.ficant,

but  thei.r  use  could  al.d   1.n   accuracy  compared  to  using  the

present  decision  method.     The   1.nclusion   of  these   vari.ables  may

also  allow  them  to  be  tested  i.n  future  studl.es  where  varyi.ng

populations   and  ci.rcumstances   can  substanti.ate  or  abjure  thei.r

influence   upon   success.

The  use  of  a  large  number  of  correlations,   as  occurs   in

this  study,   results   in  the  possi.bi.1ity  of  type  I  errors.     By
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chance   alone,  misclassl.fying  some  relationshl.ps   as   being

signi.ficantly  dl.fferent  when  no  actual   di.fferences   exl.st  will

occur.     One  method  of  reducing  this   is   to  select  a  higher

significant  level.     This  will   tend  to  i.ncrease   the  type   11

errors  which   is  statl.ng  that  a  variable  is  not  sl.gnificant

when  actually  it  is   sl.gnl.fi.cant.     One  possible  solution  to  the

quandary  would  be  a  cross-validation  study  which  would  solidi.fy

the  accuracy  of  these  variables  for  the  classification  of  arrest.

This  woijld  provl.de  greater  confidence  and  appll.cability  of

these  varl.ables   in  the  decision-making  process.

The  use  of  the   regressi.on  analysis   in   thi.s   study  involves

two  possl.ble   rl.sks  which   need   to  be   consi.dered.     The   fi.rst

concerns  the  applicability  of  these  results  to  other  groups.

Regressi.on  wei.ghts   for  other  groups  wi.1l   vary  to  some  extent

dependl.ng  particularly  upon   their  background  characteristi.cs.

The  appli.cati.on  of  these  results  with  other  groups  wi.ll   rely

upon  further  studies  relating  the  use  of  these  variables  to

varyi.ng  populations.     An  additi.onal   consideration   for  thi.s

analysis   1.s   that  a  regression   analysis   is  designed  specifically

for  use  in   linear  relati.ons.     The   regressi.on   analysis  assumes

a  li.near  relati.on  to  exl.st  and  other  types  of  relationshi.ps

can  di.stort  the  results.

A  major  problem  created  by  the  circumstances  of  thi.s

study  was   the   l1.mitatl.on  on   the  total   number  included   in   the
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study.     One  hundred  and  forty-two  records  were  available

during   the  past  five  years.     Usi.ng  the  arrest  and  employment

level   as  the  success  criterion,  seventy-si.x  offenders  were

used  from  t.he  origi.nal   one  hundred  and  forty-two.     Varyl.ng

numbers  were   used  for  other  analyses   depending  upon   the   number

of  offenders  who  had  complete  1.nformation  for  that  particular

analysl.s.     The  major  reason   for  this   loss   of  subjects  was   an

1.nabi.li.ty  to  locate  the  offenders  once  they  left  prison.     Thi.s

is   a  major  aspect  which   should   be  considered  when.  selecti.ng  a

sample  in  further  studies.     After  this  number  of  subjects  was

di.vided  1.nto  the   three  programs,   there  was  a   less   than   ideal

number  of  subjects  to  indl.cate  conclusive   informati.on   concern-

i.ng  the  exact  order  of  predicti.on  vari.ables   for  each   group.

This   study  does   provide   general   informati.on   concerni.ng   place-

ment  of  offenders  and  provides   suffi.cient  informati.on   to  con-

clude   that  significant  varl.ables  do  exi.st  which  will   ai.d   in   the

prediction  of  success  and  these  varl.ables   i.ncrease  the  chance

of  posi.tive  effects  on  training.     To  allevi.ate  this   problem,

future  studies   should  have   a  larger  sample   in  order  to  allow

for  this   loss  of  subjects.     Thi.s  would   increase  the  signi.ficance

and  accuraey  of  the  predictive  factors.

Thi.s   study  makes  no  attempt  to  establish  a  cause  and

effect  relationship  or  to. claim  to  have  included  all   of  the

factors  for  success.     It  does  attempt  to  explore  a  certain
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segment  of  the  variables  which   can   aid   program  decisions  whi.1e

waiting  for  future  studies  to  I.denti.fy  and  accumulate  other

factors  whi.ch  shall   help  1.n  obtaining  a  more  accurate  est,imation

of  the  program's   potential   and  value  as   a  rehabi.1itation   process.
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Table   1

Background  Variables   and  Descriptions   of  These  Variables   `

1.       Age.

2.      Race   coded   (I)   white   (2)   othe+.

3.     Years   of  educati.on   completed.

4.     Marital   status   coded   (1)   single   (2)   other.

5.     Occupati.onal   level   before  arrest  using  length  of  education

and  trai.ning   required  as   criteri.on.     Coded  as   (0)   unemployed,

(1)   unski.lled,   (2)   semi-ski.lled,   (3)   skilled,   (4)   paraprofes-

sional   (5)   professional.

6.     Whether  or  not  offender   is   a  veteran.     Coded   (1)  yes   (2)   no.

7.      If  a   veteran,   what  was   his   discharge?     Coded   (1)   honorable

(2)   other.

8.     Father's   occupation   level   based   upon   length  of  tral.ning.

Coded   as   #5.

9.      Number   of   si.blings.

10.      Birth   rank.

11.      Is   offender  returning   to  li.ve  wi.th   parents?     (1)   yes   (2)   no.

12.     Mother's   age   at  offender's   bi.rth.      Coded   (1)   less   than   18,

(2)    18-21,    (3)   22-27,    (4)   28-35,    (5)   36-44.

13.     Offender's   startl.ng  salary  upon   release.

14.     Number  of  prior  full-tl.me   jobs   held.

15.      Longest   pri.or   job   (in   months).

16.      Per  week  maximum  salary  for  prior  jobs.
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17.     Stated   vocational   choice   level   of  offender  whi.1e   i.n   prison.

18.     Alcohol   use  was   coded  as  exi.sti.ng   if  offender  stated  he  had

used  any  alcohol   before  hi.s   arrest.     Coded   (1)  yes   (2)   no.

19.     Marl.juana  use  was   coded  as  existing  if  offender  stated  any

past   use.     -Coded   (1)   yes   (2)   no.

20.     LSD  use  was   coded  as   exi.sting   if  offender  stated  any  past

use.      Coded   (1)   yes   (2)   no.

21.     Heroin  was   coded   if  offender  stated  any  past  use.     Coded

(1)   yes   (2)   no.

22.     Cocaine  use  was   coded  1.f  offender  stated   any  past  use.

Coded   (1)   yes    (2)   no.

23.     Number  of  prior  convictl.ons   for  whl.ch  offender  has   been

incarcerated.

24.    -Felonious`theft  was   coded   1.f  offender's   present  convicti.on

was   for  any  form  of   larceny.  _   Coded   (1)   yes   (2)   no.

25.     Drug  offense  was   coded  1.f  present  convicti.on  was   for  any

drug   violati.on.      Coded   (1)   yes   (2)   no.

26.     Assault  was   coded   if  offender's   present  offense   1.nvolved

any  attack  or  threat  to  others.     Coded   (1)  yes   (2)   no.

27.     Vi.olati.on  of  property  was   coded  i.f  offender`s   present  offense

involved   any   theft.      Coded   (1)   yes   (2)   no.

28.     Violati.on  of  person  was  coded  if  offender's   present  conviction

i.nvolved  a   threat  of  vi.olence  to  other  people.     Coded   (1)  yes

(2)   no.
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29.     Victimless   crime  was   coded  1.f  offender's   present  offense

involved  no  actual   vi.cti.in  who  prosecuted  the  offender.     Thi.s

generally  included  drug  offenders   and  sexual   devi.ations.

Coded   (1)   yes   (2)   no.

30.      W1.de   Range  Achievement  Test   for   Reading.

31.     Wide   Range  Achievement  Test  for  Spelling.

32.     Wide   Range  Achi.evement  Test  for  Arithmetic.

33.     Ml.nnesota  Multiphasic  Personality  Test  was   coded  for  thirteen

of .its  scales.

34.     Wechsler  Adult   Intelligence  Scale  was   coded  for  the  verbal,

performance  and   full   scales.

35'.     The   Revised  Beta  score  was   coded  for  each   offender.

36.     The   amount  Vocational   Rehabili.tation   spent  on   each  offender

after  his  release.
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Table  2

Number  of  Offenders  wl.th  Appropriate   Informati.on,   Means

and  Standard  Devl.ations   for  Each  Group  and  Vari.able

Vari abl e

GED   Program

C   W   Program

Detai.1   Program

Age

Race

Educatl.on

Marital   Status

Occupati.on

Veteran

Discharge

Father's   Occupati.on

S1'b1in9s

Birth   Rank

Ll.vl.ng  With   Parents

Mother's   Age   Bi.rth

Salary  Max.   After
Release

Number  of  Jobs

Longest  Job

Salary  Max.   Before
Release

N                     Mean

142                   1.90

142                   1.41

142                  1.69

142               18.94

142                   1.43

142                 9.03

142                    1.14

135                   1.70

142                  1.89

17                   1.64

124                 2.22

140                  1.60

139                 3.02

140                  1.20

117                  2.64

130            103.00

141                    2.19

137                11.57

134              95.90

Standard   Deviation

0.36

0.49

0.46

1.78

0.49

-     2.20

0.35

0.82

0.30

0.93

0.87

1.66

2.15

0.43

I.17

30 . 61



Vocati.onal   Choice

Alcohol   Use

Pot  Use

LSD   Use

Heroin  Use

Cocai.ne   Use

Use   of  Drugs   1.n
General

No.   of  Prior  Arrests

Felonious  Theft

Narcotic  Offense

Assault  Offense

Homici.de   Offense

Violati.on  of  Property

Vi.olation   of  Person

Vi.cti.mless   Crime

WRAT   Reading

WRAT   Spelli.ng

WRAT  Ari.thmetic

WAIS   Verbal

WAIS   Performance

WAIS   Full    Scale

Amount   VR   Spends

127

142

142

142

142

142

142

142

141

141

141

141

141

141

141

137

46

46

35

34

34

141

2.85

1.30

1.63

1.88

1.76

1.92

1.82

I.82

I.26

1.90

1.90

1.99

1.26

1.89

1.90

58.78

61.50

68.10

85 . 60

93 . 94

88.52

40 . 73

Offender  Background

32

0.55

0.46

0.48

0.32

0.42

0.26

0.36

1.26

0.44

0.30

0.29

0.08

0.44

0.30

0.30

31. 90

39 . 56

33 . 14

9.90

10.79

10 . 33

1  .2:2.
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Table   3

Percentage  and  Number  of  Offenders   in  Three  Rehabili.tatl.on

Programs  wi.th   Re-arrests  within  a  Year  and  Totals

Re-arrests  within  One  Year

No Total

Graduate   Equl.valeney     `DiplomaN

2 10 12

%   of   GED 16%   of   GED 84%   of   GED 11%   of
%  of  arrests 8%  of  re-arrests 12%  of  non-arrests Total

Carpentry  and  WeldingN

14 48 63

%   of   C   W 22yo   of   C   W 78yo   of   C   W 58%   of
%  of  arrests 54%  of  re-arrests 59%  of  non-arrests Total

Detal.1         N

10 23 33

%  of  detail 30%   of  detai.1 70%  of  detal'l 31%   of
%  of  arrests 38%  of  re-arrests         I 28%  of  non-arrests Total

Total 26  Total   re-arrests 81   Total   non-arrests 108



Offender  Background

34

Table  4

Number  of  Offenders   in  Three  Rehabi.1itation   Programs

wi.th   Employment  Levels   and  Totals

Employment  Levels   Six  Months   After  Release

Unemplo.yed        Unski lled        Semiski.lled        Ski lled               Total
Graduate   Equi.valeneyDiplomaN

1 1 12 2 1611%of  Total

Carpentry  and  WeldingN

9 14 38 22 8359%of  Total

Detai 1I          N

4 8 24 7 4330%of  Total

Total 14 23 74 31 142
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Table   5

Background  Variables  Related  to  Re-arrests  for  Each

Pri.son   Program  with   Regression  Weights

Vari.ables   for  Success   in   GED

Father's   Occupatl.on               N   =   76               Regressi.on  Weight  =   0.0982

R2=o.o297                             F=2.27          p<.14    -

The   lower  the  father.s  occupation   level   the  more  likely

re-arrest.

Pot  use                                              N   =   76               Regression   wei.ght  =   0.2125

R2=o.0629                           F=2.72         p<.08

The  less.pot  used  the  less  likely  re-arrest.

Cocai.ne   Use                                    N   =   76                Regressi.on   Wei.ght   =   -0.2856

R2=o.|o52                          F=2.82         p<.05

Cocaine  users  are  more  likely  to  be  re-arrested.

Veteran                                              N   =   76               Regressi.on   Weight  =   -0.2869

R2=o.1363                           F=2.80         p<.05

Veterans  are  less   likely  to  be  re-arrested.

Variables   for  Success   1.n  Car -Weldin

Race                                                      N   =   76                Regression   wei.ght   =   0.2929

R2=0.1039                             F=8.59          p.<.OI

Whites   less   li.kely  to  be  re-arrested.

Vocati.onal   Choi.ce                     N   =   76                Regression   Weight   =   -0.1533

R2=0.1338                            F=5.64          p<.01

The  hl.gher  the  vocational   choice   level   the  less   likely  re-arrest.
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Variables   for  Success   l.n   Detal.1

Vi.olation   of  person               N   =   76.            Regression  Weight  =   0.4199

R2   =   o.1215                             E=   10.24       p=<.01

Offenders  who  committed  vl.olatl.on   of  person   crimes   are  more

l1.kely  re-arrested.

Number  of   Siblings                  N   =   76                Regressi.on   Weight   =   -0.0625

R2=o.|95|                            F=8.85          p<.OI

The  more  sibli.ngs   the  more   l1.kely  re-arrest.

Race                                                     N   =   76               Regression   weight   =   -0.2372

R2=o.2314                            F=7.23          p<.01

Whl.tes   less  li.kely  to  be  re-arrested.

V   R   Spends                                        N   =   76                Regressi.on   Weight   =   -0.0019

R2=0.2666                          E=6.24         P<.01

The  more  V  R  spends   the  more   li.kely  re-arrest.

Revised   Beta                                 N   =   76               Regression   Weight  =   -0.0053

R2=o.2876                          F=5.66         |€.01

The  higher  the  Beta  score  the  less  likely  re-arrest.

Race
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Table  6

Variables   Related   to  Ay.rest  Combining  All   Programs

N   =   55                        Regression   Weight  =   -0.2962

R2   =.19||                              F  =   12.76              p<.0l

Whl.tes   less   likely  to  be  re-arrested.

Prior  Arrest                                N   =   55                      Regression  weight  =   -0.1479

R2   =   0.298o                             F   =   11.75               p<.01

The  more  prior  arrests  the  more  likely  re-arrest.

Bi.rth   Rank                                       N   =   55                        Regression   Weight   =   -0.0419

R2   =   o.336l                            F  =   8.78                 p<.OI

The  hi.gher  the  b.l.rth  rank  the  more  likely  re-arrest.

Vi.olation   of  Person               N   =   55                       Regression   Wei.ght  =   0.2693

R2   =   o.3646                           F  =   7.32                 P<.Ol

Offenders  who  committed  violation  of  person   cri.mes   are  more

likely  re-arrested.
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Table  7

Varl.ables   Related   to  Employment  Level   for  All   Groups

Combined  wi.th   Regression   Weights

Salary                                                N   =   76                       Regressi.on   wei.ght   =   0.0120

R2   =   0.1549                             F   =   13.57               p<.01

As   salary  goes   up,   employment  level   goes   up.

Wide   Range   Achievement-
Read,.ng

R2 =   0.2135

N   =   76                       Regressi.on   Weight   =   0.0028

F'=   9.91                  p<.Ol

As   readi.ng   level   goes   up,   employment   level   increases.

V   R  Spends                                        N   =   76                        Regressi.on   Wei.ght   =   -0.0080

R2   =   o.2568                           F  =   8.29                 P<.OI

The  more  V  R  spends,   the   lower  the  employment   level.

Homi-cide   Cri.me                             N   =   76                        Regression   Wei.ght   =   -2.5253

R2  =  0.3328                           F  =  8.88                P<.01

Homici.de   offenders   have   lower  job  levels.

Marital   Status                            N   =   76                      Regressi.on   Weight  =   -0.4030

R2   =   0.3647                            F   =  8.04                 P<.01

Married   offenders   have   lower  employment  level.

Revised   Beta                                  N   =   76                       Regression   Wei.ght   =    '0.0179

R2   =  o.39|9                            F  =   7.4l                 P<.OI

As  Beta  score   increases,   employment  level   increases.

Alcohol   Use                                     N   =   76                        Regression   Weight   =   0.2723

R2   =   o.4127                            F  =   8.08                p<.01

Non-users   of  alcohol   have   a  higher  level   of  employment.
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Violation  of  Property
Offense                                             N   =   76                      Regressi.on  weight  =   0.2386

R2   =  0.4282                            F  =   7.28                 p<.01

Offenders  who  cormi.tted  violations  of  property  crl.mes  are

more  likely  re-arrested.
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Table  8

Actual   Arrests,  Classifi.ed  Arrests,  Percent  Correct  and

Totals  Using  All   Background  Variables   in   a

Discrl.minant  Analysis

Total

%  Correct

Actual   Re-arrests  One  Year  After  Release

Yes                                      No                            Total

12 0 12

1 42 43

13 42 55

12/13   =   92% 42/42   =   100% 54/55   =   98%
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Table   9

Actual   Arrest,   Classifi.ed  Arrests.   Percent  Correct,   and

Totals   Using  Nine   Varl.ables   1..n   a

Discr1.mi.nantAna1ysi.s

Actual   Re-arrests  One  Year  After  Release

Yes                                 No                              Total

%  Correct

14 8 22

14 47 61

28 55 83

14/28   =   50% 47/55   =   85% 61/83   =   73%
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Table   10

Offender  Program  Chol.Ce,   Classl.fied  Choice,   Percent  Correct  and

Totals   Using  Nine  Variables   i.n   a  Discriminant  Analysis

Actual   Offender  Program  Selection

Carpentry                   Detai 1
&   Welding

4 4 5 13

14 37 17 68

5 9 15 29

23 50 37 110

4/23   =   17% TJ / F!n  --  1 Ou 15/37   =   40% 56/llo  =   5la/a

GED

Carpentry
&   Weldl'ng

Detai 1

%  Correct
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