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ABSTRACT

INMATE GRADUATION FROM AN ACADEMIC COLLEGE PROGRAM:

How It Affects Thelr Rates of Recldlvlsm Upon Parole From PrIson

by

Arthur Kirk

The main purpose of this ex-postfacto observational study was to examine the

relationship between inmate graduation with an associate degree from the College

Opportunity - Prison Extension (C.O.P.E.) Program (offered by Montcalm Commu-

nity College of Sidney, Michigan) and recidivism rates. Simply examining these two (2)

factors (education and recidivism) alone would not have allowed for consideration of

themany other conditions (factors) which research and/or commonbeliefsuggest are

simiflcantly related to recidivistic behavior. Ignoring these other influenceswould not

have allowed a determination as to whether the study findingswere attributable to the

education variable or to one or more of the other factors. Thus. one of the important

tasks of this study was to identify and statistically evaluate the major biological.

psychological. personal. and environmentalfactors believed to be significantly related

to recidivistic behavior.

Ofthe forty-two (42) factors (variables) examined. four (4) were identified as having

a major predictive/causative relationship with recidivism. They were:

1) Age Upon Parole

2) History Of Substance Abuse

3) Type 01' Instant Oflensem

4) Academic Educational Level At Time Of instant Offensets)

 



As for the influence of post-secondary education, results of the study

indicated no overall statistically significant relationship between completion

qfthe C.O.P.EPrograrn qfstudy and reduced rates qfrecidivismforpartici-

pants. However, certainsub-groups within the C.O.P.E. Group appeared to have

lower recidivism rates as a direct result ofcompleting the C.O.P.E. Program of

study:specifically, those inmateswho are less than twenty-six(26)years dage

uponparolefi'omprison. who do not havea history qfsrdrstance abuse, whoare

sent to prisonfor a violent qfl'ense. and/or who enter prison without a high

school diploma or GED Certificate.

In regard to the full influence of academic edumtion on recidivism. it was

determined that completion ofa high school education is critically important. For of

the study subjectswhowereparoledwithoutahigh school diploma orGED Certificate.

seventy-eightpoint threepercent (78.3%) recidivated withinatwo (2) yearperiodoftime.
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PREFACE

A self-written justification for the development and furtherance of correc-

tional education could not begin to approach the humaneness and plain

common sense expressed in this plea by Winston Churchill:

The mood and temper ofthe public in regard to the treatment

ofcrime and criminals is one ofthe most unfailing tests ofany

country. Acalm. dispassionate recognition ofthe rights ofthe

accused and even of the convicted criminal against the state:

a constant heart-searching by all charged with the duty of

punishment: a desire and eagerness to rehabilitate in theworld

ofindustry those who have paid their due in the hard coinage

of punishment: tireless efforts towards the discovery of cura-

tive and regenerative processes: unfailing faith that there is a

treasure. ifonlyyoucanfind it, in the heart ofeveryman: these

are the symbols which, in the treatment of crime and the

criminal, markandmeasure the stored-up strength ofanation

and are sign and proof of the living virtue in it.
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INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

 

Introduction

Crime in the United Stateshas reached serious levels. Our response to the problem

has been to inwcerate more people per capita than any other free nation on earth.

A Justice Department Survey released in early April 1984 reported 438.830 men and

women behind prison bars. and about 2 10.000 in jails around the country— an

increase ofone-hundred fifteen percent (1 15%) over 10 years (Gest. 1984). In a more

current survey covering the first six months of 1986. the Justice Departmentreported

the nation's prison population increased to a record total of528.945. Ofthat number.

44.330werein federal prisons and 484.6 15 in state institutions. The five (5) stateswith

the largest prison populations were:

 

 

 

 

1) California 55.238

2) Texas 37,780

3) New York 38.100

4) Florida 29,712

5) Ohio 21.942
 

The five (5) states with the smallest prison populations were:

 

 

 

1) North Dakota 411

2) Vermont 701

3) New Hampshire 732

4) Wyoming 868
 

5) South Dakota 1.089
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VICTIMS OF VIOLENT CRIME

Twelve-Year-Old Children

 

89%

 

 
 

0 20 4O 60 80 100

Percentage

l — During Lifetime I

Figure 1.1

 

 

As ofJune 30. 1986. the 25. 192 female inmates made up 4.72% ofthe total prison

population. The latest racialbreakdown ( 1984) showed 5 1.7% white. 45.3% black. 1%

American Indian. and the rest Asians and other groups (“Business Is Booming,"

1987). Projection studies dealingwith incarcerated individuals convincingly point out

the number of people confined in our prisons and jails will continue to dramatically

increase over the next ten (10) years and beyond.

According to Justice Department figures released on March 8. 1987. eighty-three

percent (83%) of 12-year Old children in the United States will be Victims of violent

crimes at least once in their lifetime. Fifty-two percent (52%) will be victims of such

crimes more than once (“Study Finds Crime Awaits Many Ost.” 1987). The study.

based on figures compiled by the Govemment’s National Crime Survey from 1975

through 1984. wenton to report that eighty-nine percent (8996) of 12-year-Old boys will

face one or more violent crimes or attempted crimes. and seventy-three percent (73%)

ofthe girls (see Figure 1 . 1. above). Further. forty-five percent (45%) ofblack males will

become victims ofviolent crime three (3) or more times—almost double the possibility

for black females (24%) and triple the likelihood for white females (13%). Thirty-seven
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percent (3796) ofwhite males are likely to be victimized three (3) or more times during

their lifetime (Cassata. 1987). Based on current crime rates. the study reached these

projections:

0 One (1) out of every one-hundred thirty-three (133) Americans will become a

murder victim. Among black men. the estimate is dramatically higher: one (1)

out of thirty (30).

0 One (1) out ofevery twelve (12) women will be the victim ofa rape or attempted

rape. The rate for black women is one (1) out of nine (9).

0 Nearly everyone will be the victim ofa personal theft at least once. and eighty-

sevenpercent (879b)willbepersonal theftvictims three (3) ormore times (“Study

Finds ....” 1987).

The Bureau publishes crime victimization rates based on twice-a-year interviews

which involve 101.000 persons in 49.000 households. This particular report was

drawn fi'om approximately two (2) million interviews conducted during the ten (10)

years ending in 1984. The rape statistics. however. were projected from 1973- 1982

(Cassata. 1987).

At the end of 1988. a record 627.402 peoplewere incarcerated in federal and state

prisons. an increase ofseven point four percent (7.4%) over 1987. ‘The 1 988 increase

translates into a nationwide needfor more than 800 new prison bed Spaces a week. "

said Lawrence Greenfeld. Corrections Unit Chieffor the Justice Department’s Bureau

ofJustice Statistics (“1988 Saw Record Prison Population.” 1989).

Based on these reports and other like evidence. it seems fair to conclude we have

not done a very admirablejob of identifying. much less dealing with. the root causes

Of crime in this country. Our main “solution” to the problem of crime. namely stlfi‘er

penalties. has become a problem in itself. The newly constructed prisons we find in

many states fill up as soon as they open. leaving the numerous problems associated

with overcrowding looming over our heads. In these overcrowded institutions. we may

well be breeding criminals rather than restraining them
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Ofthemanyvolumes ofdatawehave collected in the field ofadult corrections. none

more glaringly reflects our failure to bring this problem of crime under reasonable

control than those dealingwith recidivism (repeat crime). The literature is replete with

support for the contention that a very large percentage of the total number of crimes

committed in this country are perpetrated by a comparatively small number ofrepeat

ofl‘enders (Goldfarb and Singer. 1977). It follows. then. that by putting forth an efiort

to identify and statistically evaluate the majorconditions (factors) which seemto affect

recidivistic behavior. we develop a starting point from which to more effectively deal

with the general problem of crime in this country.

With this purpose in mind. one ofthe important tasks ofthis studywas to identify

and statistically evaluate the mayor biological. psychological. personal. and environ-

mental factors which appeared to have a significant relationship with recidivistic

behavior. in either a positive (decreasing) or negative (increasing) fashion. This was

accomplished through an extensive review of criminal justice literature (adult

corrections) in an efi'ort to determine the findings ofother researchers in this area. The

factors identified through this search. and others which were commonly believed to be

related to recidivistic behavior. were subjected to a series of statistical analyses using

these study subjects as the basis for the data. A determination was then made as to

which ifany ofthese factorswere significantlyrelated to recidivisticbehavior. inregard

to this study population.

With this task accomplished. the researcher addressed the mainfocus of this ex-

postfacto observational study: an examination of the relationship between post-

secondary academic attainment levels and rates ofrecidivism. This phase ofthe

study allowed for examination and testing of the widely held belief. especially among

those in the field of correctional education. that increased participation in academic

programs on the part ofinmate-students leads them to lower rates ofrecidivism once

they are released from prison (Gaither. 1983). Thosewho support this notion contend

that increased understanding .of human behavior leads these inmate-students to

personal insights which earlier were not at hand. and in an occupational sense.
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provides themwith options which previously did not exist. All this. the supporters say.

leads to lower rates of recidivism.

In the interest ofexploring this belief. the study examined two (2) Groups offormer

inmates. The primary subjects made up Group I. and consisted of those inmate-

students who were awarded an associate degree from the College Opportunity -

Prison Extension Program during their present prison commitment (the incarcera-

tion period under study). and were paroled to the "free community" between 1980 and

1984 inclusive. In order to have earned a degree from the C.O.P.E. Program these

subjects must have spent some or all of their incarceration period in one or more of

the following prisons located in Ionia. Michigan: Michigan Refomiatory. Michigan

Training Unit. or the Riverside Correctional Facility. Two (2) other prisons are now

operational in the Ionia area: the Ionia Temporary Facility. and the Ionia Maximum

Facility. However. these him (2) prisons are quite newand were not in operation during

the time period under study.

The members of Group II were viewed as the secondary (comparison) subjects.

They differed from members ofGroup I in regard to their levels ofacademic attainment

upon parole fi'om their prison commitment. Namely. they individually had less than

a completed post-secondary education at the time ofparole, where completed

meant the earning ofan academic degree. Like the members ofGroup I. these subjects

were also paroled between 1980 and 1984. In addition. they served part or all oftheir

presentcommitmentinone ofthethree (3) prisons thenlocatedin Ionia. Michigan This

requirement provided reasonable assurance their incarceration clcperiences were

similar to those subjects inGroup I. and theyhad pre- and post-secondary educational

opportunities equivalent to members of Group 1.

Additionally. a one-to-one matching procedure on six (6) selection factors

(study variables) was used informulating Group II. to ensure that like subjects in

regard to these reportedly important variables were observed (selected). These

matching variables were chosen for that purpose because the research literature
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indicated they were significantly related to recidivistic behavior. they were commonly

believed to be related to recidivism. orbecause they assisted in the control ofthe study

design.

By way of brief background. the C.O.P.E. Program is a community college prison

extension program offered by Montcalm Community College of Sidney. Michigan (near

Ionia). Through the College. inmates can take classes leading to an associate degree

in General Studies. an associate degree in Arts and Sciences. or an associate degree

in Applied Arts and Sciences with a concentration in: Business Administration.

Accounting. BusinessDataProcessing .or Food Service Technology. The Program. in its

basic form. firstbecame operative at the MichiganReformatory in l 968. and has grown

and expanded steadily since that time. It now provides post-secondary educational

ofi'erings at the three (3) prisons mentioned earlier. and one (1) ofthe two (2) new Ionia

prisons. (These prisons comprise what is referred to as the Ionia Complex.) Further.

the C.O.P.E. Program is now operative in the Thumb Regional Correctional Facility in

Lapeer County. Michigan. (This facility was not in operation during the time period

under study.)

As previously mentioned. recidivism is a real problem in this country. There is

widespread acknowledgment among professionals. in the field ofcriminaljustice and

among members of the general public as well that “recidivism provides a staggering

societalproblern. bothintemrsqfhumansutferingandintemrsofwastedhwnanand

economic resources" (Gaither. 1983. p. 86). Roberts (1973) was responding to this

problem when he wrote: ‘Correctional education should strive to impart to the inmate

the skills. knowledge. and attitudes necessary for attaining its primary objective-

successfui adjustment to society" (p. 51).

Therefore. in an attempt to make a small contribution to the goal of reduced

recidivism. this study examined the efi'ect the C.O.P.E. Programhad onthat undesired

activity. Additionally. the scope of the study was broadened to allow for an

examination of the overall relationship between academic education and

recidivistic behavior. It was felt this added depth. insight. and fuller meaning to

specific findings of the study.
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Statement of the Problem

Do outside factors which precede and follow a prison sentence such as: home

environment. demographics. education. biological conditions. personality traits. etc.

haveanidentifiable relationshipwith recidivisticbehavior? Ifso. can these influences

be statistically measured as to their individual and collective strength?

Statement of Purpose

Theprimarypurpose ofthis studywas to determine ifgraduationwithan associate

degree from the C.O.P.E. Program provided a positive (reducing) influence on the

recidivism rates of its participants once they were paroled from prison.

Significance of the Study

Recidivism research is an important factor in understanding criminal behavior

(Nacci. 1978). Nacci pointed out that by reducing the criminal activities of chronic

ofl‘enders. one may significantly change the total crime picture. Ifcollege programs for

prisoninmatescan significantlyreducethe rates ofrecidivism oftheparticipants. then

itfollows thatprogramssuchas C.O.P.E. maybeusefulinreducingnotonlyrecidivism.

but the overall crime rate as well.

To be certain. recidivism is a complex phenomenon which cannot be explained in

basic terms. Asimple analysis ofacknowledged factors related to criminal recidivism

is not enough. because there are so many other factors which impact on the

relationship under study (McCollum. 1977: Hoffman & Beck. 1984: 1985). There-

fore. this study was designed to amplify a full scope of possible predictive]causative

factors. and to test their impact on recidivism empirically.

Theoretical Framework

This study was based on the theories ofa number of researchers: Hoflman and

Beck (1985) provided a “salient factor score” and five-year follow-up as methodology
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for realistically measuring recidivism. Hoflman and Stone-Meierhoefer (1980)

provided a flexible criterion measure for recidivism. one which they suggested gives

realism to the measure and accounts for conflicting reports ofrecidivism rates. As to

the conflicting reports of recidivism rates. Griswold (1978) reported that recidivism

measures are not equally valid or reliable because difi'erent measures can and do

produce discrepant findings. Hoffman and Stone-Meierhoefer (1980) pointed out

there is considerable conflict and uncertainty as to even crude estimates ofrecidivism

rates of released inmates.

With respect to recidivism’s association with academic education. Craig (1983)

found that dataanalyses indicated no evidence ofarelationshipbetweenparticipation

ineducationalprogramsandrates ofcriminal recidivism. Haviland (1982) found there

was not a sigrificant difference in the rate of recidivism between those inmates who

gaduated froma two-year college programwhile incarcerated and those inmates who

had not gaduated from a two-year progam while incarcerated.

Blackburn (1981). on the other hand. found that a reduction in the absolute

recidivism rate appeared to have developed as a result ofparticipation in an academic

college progam. He reports those inmates who participated in the CollegeProgram(at

HagerstownJunior College in Hagerstown. Maryland) exhibited an overall recidivism

rate one-third lower than those inmates who did not participate.

In preliminary research relating recidivism and academic education. Note and

Holloway (1986) reported significantly lower rates of recidivism for inmate-students

who gaduated from an associate degee prison progam. They also studied other

groups ofinmates with lesser levels ofacademic education. concluding the recidivism

rate is dependent on the education variable.

Recidivism‘s association with numerous variables was stressed by McCollum

(1977). She pointed to the key role of the total prison experience and other outside

factors (life history. demogaphics. personality traits. and others) in measuring the

causes of recidivism.
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Research Design

Sampllng of Subjects

The source of data for this study was former Michigan state prison inmates. all of

whomwere paroledbythe MichiganDepartmentofCorrectionsbetween 1980and l984

(inclusive). They were formulated into two (2) study Groups:

GROUP I — Inmates 'who during their present prison commitment

graduated with an associate degree from the C.O.P.E. Program.

GROUP II — Inmates who had less than a completed post-secondary

education at the end of their present prison commitment.

Members of Group I. the primary observational goup. numbered one-hundred

sixteen (n=1 1 6). Theywere selected from records maintained byMontcalmCommunity

Collegeand the MichiganDepartmentofCorrections. Theyhad as their entry]inclusion

criteria:

1) Graduated from the C.O.P.E. Program duringtheirpresent prison commit-

ment. where graduation meant they were awarded an associate degree.

2) Were paroled during the period 1980 to 1984.

3) Remained alive for two (2) years following parole.

Members of Group II. the secondary (comparison) observational goup. also

numbered one-hundred sixteen (n=1 1 6) so as to have a balanced study desigr. They

had as their entry/inclusion criteria:

1) Served all or part oftheir incarceration period in one ofthe three (3) Ionia

prisons.

2) Were paroled during the period 1980 to 1984.
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8) Had less than a completed post-secondary education upon parole from

present prison commitment. where completed referred to the awarding of

a degree from an accredited college or university.

4) Met all of the matching criteria. within established ranges. on a one-to-

one basis with members of Group I.

5) Remained alive for two (2) years following parole.

The subset of six (6) study variables which served as the basis for the matching

process (in a prioritized fashion) were:

1) Age upon parole from present prison commitment

2) Academic educational level at time of instant ofiense(s)

3) Ernployment status at time of instant ofienseis)

4) MichiganDepartment ofCorrections (MDOC) assaultive risk classification

at time of parole from present prison commitment

5) Race

8) Marital status at time of instant ofl'enseis)

The data related to the subjects (ex-inmates) of this ex-postfacto observational

study came from records maintained by Montcalm Community College. the Michigan

Department ofCorrections. the Michigan State Police (MSP). and the FederalBureau of

Investigation(FBI). To insure the corUidentialityofall personal data obtained. reporting

was done only in collective (group) form. Individual identities of the study subjects

through name. prison (institutional) number. social security number. address. or any

other identifier is known only to this researcher and the parties mentioned above. and

will remain unreported and unavailable to members of the general public!
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Data Analyses

All the study data was organized. analyzed. and printed through the use of a

computer. The following software applications were employed: WordPerfect. dBase IH

Plus. Foxbase. Lotus 1 -2-3. Quattro, Stats-2. StatisticalPackagefor the Social Sciences

(SPSS). SPSS/PC Plus. PageMaker. Microsoft Windows. Harvard Graphics. Excel.

In‘a‘Vision. Designerand ProComm. Where it was deemed helpful. the data collected

and analyzed was presented in table or figure form.

One ofthe distinguishing characteristics ofthe scientific method is the formulation

and testing of hypotheses concerning population parameters. Tests of statistical

hypotheses require a priori formulation of decision rules as well as knowledge of

sampling distributions of test statistics.

Thus. the first major step in data analyses was a series of emsstabulations

performed on all but the information-type study variables. This is one of the most

important sampling distributions in the behavioral sciences. and is most useful in

attempting to draw inferences about variability as well as measures of central

tendency. The type(s) of crosstabulation analyses applied (standard. dichotomous.

collapsed. collapsed with a control. three-way with a control. and/orfour-way with a

control) varied depending upon the form(s) which proved most useful in the conduct

of the study. Further. an analysis qfvariance (ANOVA) was performed on certain

study variables where the exarrrination of means (averages) proved useful.

The purposes behind all these analyses was to determine the conditions on which

the two (2) study Groups sigrifirantly (.05 level) differed. and to help determine which

of the independent variables shared a sigrificant (.05 level) relationship with

recidivism. Because the dependent (y) variable (recidivism) was qualitative and had

numerous categories. and because many of the study variables lent themselves to

multicollinear relationships. a discriminant function analysis model with a

forwardselection(stepwise) algorithmwas usedas themajor statistical procedure.

Suchastatistichelped determine. onanindividualbasis and inclusterform. themajor
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predictive]causative factors associated with recidivism. Further. this model allowed

for theexaminationandmeasurementofthe lone relationshipbetweenpost-secondary

academic education and recidivism.

A determination as to whether or not study subjects recidivated was made by

running Law Enforcement IrJormation Network (L.E.I.N.). checks on them. This

information. whichwas provided by the Michigan State Police (MSP). revealed whether

any ofthese subjects were arrested for a felony class crime in Michigan. and the data

supplied to the network by other states and the Federal Bureau ofInvestigation (FBI)

provided such information on a national scale. Any felony class crime committed

outside U.S. Territory went undetected and unreported.

To add to the internal validity ofthe study. an attitudinalsurvey instrumentwas

desigred by the researcher and was mailed to all members ofGroup I. It was used. in

part. to explore the reason(s) members of Group I decided to attend and. in turn.

graduate from the C.O.P.E. Program. The major purpose of this instrument. however.

was to determine ifan attitudinal change relative to criminal activity took place and.

if so. whether that change took place before they entered the C.O.P.E. Program. while

they were in it. or after they gaduated.

It was recognized that such an approach was far from scientific. but the conduct

ofhuman behavior seems not to lend itselfvery well to scientific scrutiny. Simply. it

was felt that igroring the possibility that such an attitudinal element existed. andwas

a part ofthe behavioral interplay of their actions following parole from prison. would

have been a very serious oversight.

Null Hypothesls

The below listed null hypothesis was formed for the purpose of testing the major

assumptions underlying the study design:

There are no overall statistically significant difierences in the rates of

recidivism between Group I and Group II.
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Inaddition to the hypothesis. asignificant research questionwas formulated for

the purpose ofgaining insight into the subjective element ofattitudinal change on the

part of Group I participants. That research question was:

Are there detectable attitudinal changes regarding criminal activity on

the part of Group I (C.O.P.E.) members as a result of their college

experiences?

leltatlons

Sample sizewas a major limitation of this study. Each of the two (2) Groups had

one-hundred sixteen (n=1 1 6) subjects. thereby supplying a total sample (N=232)

sufficient for conducting sigrificant statistical analyses. Evenso. a large setofsamples

fromvarious prisons around the country who also have college progams would have

added geatly to the internal and external validity of the study.

The selection qfsulziect matching variableswas limited to those factors which

were available through the computerized information system maintained by the

MichiganDepartmentofCorrections. Thevast majority ofthis datawas related to entry

information. gathered when the subjects were first committed to prison. An efl‘ort by

the MichiganDeparimentofCorrectionsis underwaytobroadenthebase ofinmatedata

available through the automated system. but because this study extends back many

years. the limitation existed.

Further. there existed a possibility that matching the two (2) Groups on all six

(6) study variables would not bepossible, due to the limited size (1 .933) ofthe Pool

from which the comparison subjects were chosen. This proved to be the case. 'Ihus.

in seeking statisticallynon-sigrificant difl'erences betweenthe two (2) Groups onthese

variables. the number of matching variableshad to be reduced to five (5).

Getting a good return on the questionnaires sent to members of Group I was

another sigrificant limitation ofthe study. The address listings available in regard to

these inmate-students were in some cases eight (8) years old. making the current

whereabouts ofthe subjects difficult to determine. Additionally. many ofthe subjects
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contacted choose not to respond. possibly because of their desire to leave remem-

brances and tracings of their incarceration in the past.

Dellmltatlons

The selection ofa deflnitionfor “recidivism" was the major delimitation of the

study. As previously pointed out. recidivism rates may be artificially high or low.

depending upon how one uses criteria such as arrestis). conviction(s). prior

incarceration(s). parole violation(s). etc. Also. criminal recidivism rates will vary

geatly depending upon how many years beyond release. parole. or transfer to a

correction center the study extends.

This researcher sought to avoid many of these problems by first operationally

defining recidivism as: arrested for a felony class crime following parole to the

free community. Secondly. parole violations which resulted in a return to prison

were not treated as recidivistic behavior unless the violation involved arrest for a

felony class crime. Further. the study incorporated a two-yearfollow-up period for

each subject. That is. the behavior of each study subject was tracked for a period of

two (2) years following parole from prison. Since all the subjects were paroled to the

”free community" between 1980 and 1984. .the cut-off date for data gathering was

December 3 1 . 1986. Thus. even the subjects who were paroled the last day of 1984

were tracked for a two-year period of time.

By not including subjects who were paroled after 1984. assurances were provided

that all study participants were “on the streets" long enough for a reasonable test of

their behavior. Consideration was given to including subjects who were paroled

through December 31. 1985.:but it was deemed not advisable since data related to

recidivistic behavior which occurred in late 1987 might well not get into the L.E.I.N.

system until mid- 1988. This would have geatly delayed the conduct of this study.

The study was delimited to err-inmates who appeared in the records

maintained by Montcalm Community College. the Michigan Department of

Corrections. theMichiganStatePolice. and theFederalBureauqftnvestigation.
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The data analyzed was confined to the dependent variable (recidivism) and the major

independent variable (academic education). in conjunction with the secondary and

transfomred variables listed in Appendix K (p. 158) of this document.

Assumptions

The study assumed the data used was accurate and reliable. Further. when

involved in the one-to-one matching process between members of Group I and

members of Group II. it was assumed there was an insignificant and balancing

difference between: 1) marital status at time of instant ofiensels) and marital

status at arrest. 2) employment status at time of instant ofl’enseis) and

occupationat arrest. and 3) academic educationallevel at time ofinstant ofiense

and highest grade at entry (into prison).

It was also assumed the C.O.P.E. Program ofinstruction is sufliciently sound

tojustify using it as the data sourcefor the major independent varidrle. Ifthe

Program is not sound. then findings of the study would be vitiated because the

associationbetweeneducationandrecidivismwouldbeweakened: in efi'ect. onewould

bemeasuringtheassociationnotbetween educationand recidivism. butbetweenpoor

education and recidivism.

Definition of Terms

Anumber oftermsand acronymsare ofspecial importance to the study. They are

defined as follows:

Analysis Of Variance (ANOVAJ A method of dividing the total variation of

observations into componentswhich canbe attributed to or associatedwith particular

sources ofvariation. e.g. . the difi‘erence between goups or classes used in classifying

the observations.

 

Chapter I: Introduction to the Study



16

ASCIIAn acronym which stands for American Standard Code Information Inter-

change. It is a standard code for representing characters as binary numbers. used on

most microcomputers. computer terminals. and printers. In short. an ASCII file

appears in English form. and can be read by non-technical people.

Attribute Attributes are qualitative or functional characteristics of individuals.

objects or goups. as distinguished from quantifiable characteristics. For example.

age. height. weight and wealth ofindividuals can all be regarded as variables because

they can be quantified. but sex. country of origin. and political persuasion can be

regarded as attributes.

Balanced Sample A sample which has some predefined characteristics in

common with the population from which it is drawn.

BiasA systematic and non-random (but not necessarily intentional) distortion in

a result or sample.

Biased Sample A sample selected using a pre-selected or favored (biased)

sampling method. The term is somewhat unsatisfactory since it is the sampling

method which is biased rather than the sample itself.

Categorical OutcomeAqualitative factor which falls into a category such as yes/

no. single/married/divorced. recidivated/did not recidivate. etc.

CellA subclass or subcategory in a two-way or multiway frequency classification.

Cell Frequency The number of observations which fall in a particular cell of a

frequency classification. .

Chi-SquareAnalysisA statistic used to determine if the observed frequencies of

occurrence of the categorical values of a qualitative variable allow us to reject a

hypothesis about the expected or theoretical frequencies of occurrence.
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CMISAn acronym for Correctional Management Information System. A manage-

ment information system maintained by the Michigan Department of Corrections. in

which detailed data is available on current inmates and those who havebeen released

since 1980.

CodingTheprocedure ofcodinginvolves three (3) stages. Thefirst stage is to decide

how to categorize the responses: the second stage is to allocate numerical or symbolic

values to the categories; the third stage is to allocate each individual response to the

appropriate category.

Comparison Subjects (Group) In experimental testing. a goup of persons or

objects used as a standard of comparison or accepted norm with which to evaluate

others among which a new process or method. or set of processes and methods. has

been implemented.

Confounding VariableAn intervening variable which is intertwined or confused

with a concomitant variable and is also related to the criterion variable. Researchers

seek to eliminate the influence ofsuch avariable on the criterion variable. so that any

observed differences in the means on the criterion variable can be attributed to the

predictor variable itself. rather than to the concomitant variable which is confounded

with it.

C.O.P.E. An acronym which stands for College Opportunity - Prison Extension: an

academic post-secondary education extension progam offered in four (4) Michigan

prisons by Montcalm Community College of Sidney. Michigan.

Crosstabulation This statistical procedure produces tables showing the joint

distribution oftwo ormorevariables that eachhavealimitednumberofdistinctvalues.

Cell counts. cell percentages. expected values. residuals. and various mea-sures of

association can be obtained. One can also specify the treatment of missing values.

obtainmeasures ofassociationwithoutprintingtables. andrequestanindexoftables.

Chapter I: Introduction to the Study



18

Data The plural of the Latin word ‘datum’ (=given). The word can mean any

information which is ‘given’ or provided for the solution of a problem.

Degrees OfFreedom The number of independent goups or subcategories into

which a sample or population may be divided.

Dependent Variable A variable which can be predicted by reference to other

variables. Thetermis used inregessionanalysis to indicate thevariablewhichis likely

to have resulted from. or may be predicted by. one or a number of other variables.

DichotomyThe division ofconstituents ofa sample. set or population into two (2)

goups.

Discriminant Function Analysis Discriminant analysis. first introduced by Sir

Ronald Fisher. is the statistical technique most commonly used to identify the

variables that are important for distinguishing among goups. and to develop a

procedure for predicting goup membership for new cases whose goup membership

is undetermined. It is used as the major statistic in this study (withaforward selection

algorithm) in an effort to identify predictive/causative factors ofrecidivism. and from

that to predict which future parolees are most likely to recidivate.

In many situations. discriminant analysis. like multiple regession analysis. is

used as an exploratory tool. In order to arrive ata “good” model. avariety ofpotentially

useful variables are included in the data set. It is not known in advancewhich ofthese

variables are important for goup separationand which are. more or less. extraneous.

One ofthe desired end-products ofthe analysis is identification ofthe “good” predictor

variables. In using a forward selection (stepwise) algorithmwith this statistic. the first

variable included in the analysis has the largest acceptable value for the selection

criterion. In this study. thevalue ofstrengthwas measuredbya series ofcrosstabular

analyses.
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Alter the first variable is entered. the value of the criterion is reevaluated for all

variables not in the model. and the variablewith the largest acceptable criterionvalue

is entered next. At this point. the variable entered first is reevaluated to determine

whether it meets the removal criterion. If it does. it is removed from the model.

The next step is to examine the variables not in the equation for entry. followed by

examination ofthe variables in the equation for removal. Variables are removed until

none remain that meet the removal criterion. Variable selection terminates when no

more variables meet entry or removal criteria.

Ex-Post Facto An action conducted retrospectively.

HierarchicalLog-LinearAnalysisAspecial class ofstatistical techniques. called

log-linear models. has been formulated for the analysis of categorical data. These

models are useful for uncovering the potentially complex relationships among the

variables in a multiway crosstabulation. Log-linear models are similar to multiple

regession models. However. in log-linear models. all variables that are used for

classification are independent variables. and the dependentvariable is the number of

cases in a cell of the crosstabulation.

This study used a fully saturated hierarchical log-linear analysis model. which

included a backward elimination algorithm. for confirmatory evidence. This confir-

matory evidence was used to lend support to the findings of the major model (a

discriminantfunction analysis) relative to the identification of predictive]causative

factors of recidivism.

A fully saturated model of this sort uses the natural logs of the cell frequencies.

rather than the actual counts. The backward elimination algorithm starts with all

effects irn a model. and then removes those that do not satisfy the criterion for

remaining in the model. In this instance. the hierarchical scheme goes from least

significantmodelvariable to most significantmodelvariable. This elimination process

continues until a point is reached where the next variable elimination dramatically
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alters the clustered afi'ect of the independent variables on the outcome variable. In

otherwords. the elimination process continues until the statistical worth ofthe model

breaks down to the point where it no longer serves as an efl‘ective analytical tool. At

this point. the lastvariableremoved is reinserted inthe model. and the analysis is then

considered complete.

IndependentVariableAtermused inregression analysis to meanone ofanumber

ofpredictor. causal. or explanatory variables.

InstantQfl‘enseThecriminal ofl'ense forwhichthe subjectswereincarcerated. and

from which they were ganted their first parole during the years 1980 through 1984.

For members of Group I. this was the first parole following gaduation from the

C.O.P.E. Program For members of Group II. it was the first parole during the time

period 1980 through 1984.

Inverse RelationshipAn association where an increase in the value ofone factor

results in a decrease in the value of another factor.

Ionia Complex A goup of five (5) prisons located in Ionia. Michigan. They are:

Michigan Reformatory. Michigan Training Unit. Riverside Correctional Facility. Ionia

Temporary Facility. and the Ionia Maximum Facility.

LEJN.An acronym for Law Enforcement Information Network. A police informa-

tion systemby which a determination can be made whether or not an individual was

ever charged and/or convicted of a felony class crime.

Matching Variables Factors such as age. race. marital status at time ofinstant

ofl'ense(s). etc. . uponwhich study subjects are paired ormatched.The purposebehind

this process is to insure that difi'erences irn performance or condition can properly be

attributed to the independent variable(s) (factors) under study.
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Model A model is generally an attempt to summarize the complexity of the real

world in the form of simplified statements or relationships.

Multicollinearity (collinearityIA particularly vexing problem in the application

of multiple regession analysis or logistic regession analysis. in which two or more

predictor variables are very highly correlated with each other. thus making it difllcult

to determirne their individual influence on the outcome variable.

Nuisance Variable In statistics. a variable which causes an undesired source of

variation in a study and. irn turn. adversely affects the measurement ofthe dependent

variable.

Null HypothesisA particular hypothesis being tested. as distinguished fi'om any

alternative hypotheses that maybe considered in the context. In statistical usage. the

term often means a hypothesis that there is no difference between the sample mean

and the mean of a parent goup. or between the means of two samples.

Parole Released from prison to the "free community" under the supervision offield

service personnel fi'om the MichiganDepartmentofCorrections. prior to the expiration

of the court imposed maximum sentence for the committed ofi'ense.

Population The word population. when used by a statistician. may refer to any

specified collection of objects. people. organizations. etc.

PresemPrison CommitmentThe incarceration period under study. In this case.

that fromwhich the subjects received their first parole during the years 1980 through

1984.

Primary Subjects (Group)The main subjects in a study. Those who are of most

concern and/or irnterest to the researcher.

RandomAmethod ofselectinga sample maybe said to be randomifit gives to each

element in the population an equal chance of being selected.
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Recidivism As it relates to this study: arrested for a felony class crime following

parole from prison.

Recode Substituting new codes for the original coding of the data.

Released Discharged from prison without parole conditions or community center

placement. as a result of having served the maximum sentence. A person with this

status is notrequired tobe undersupervisionby stafffromthe corrections department.

SampleAny subgoup of the population can be called a sample.

Secondary Subjects Study subjects which are used to compare and contrast

against the primary subjects. They are often referred to as the comparison goup. or

in experimental studies. the control goup.

Significance Level In hypothesis testing it is usual to obtairn from a given set of

sample dataa test statistic calculated for the purpose ofthe test. This test statistic can

only be used if its distribution under the null hypothesis is known.

If the test statistic falls irn a range of values (known as the critical region) which.

in total. have a small probability of occurrence under the null hypothesis. that

hypothesis will be rejected. This small probability is called the significance level.

The most commonly used value is 0.05 (5%). although any other level may be

chosen.

TableA table is a systematic summary presentation of data.

Variables In this study. the dependent variable was recidivism. The key

independent variable was academic educational level uponparolefrompresent

prison commitment. Also of concern for the purpose of determining mediating

influences on recidivism were the following secondary independent variables: date of

birth. race. date of prison entry for instant ofl‘ense(s). academic educational level at

———
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time of instant offense(s). type of instant offense(s). date of first arrest. prior adult

felony conviction(s). criminal profile—juvenile property offense(s). crimirnal profile—

juvernile drug offenses(s). criminal profile— juvenile violent offense(s). criminal

profile-— adult property offense(s). crirrninal profile— adult drug offense(s). criminal

profile— adult violent offense(s). in the community at least three years prior to prison

commitment for instant offense(s). rrnarital status at time of instant ofl‘ense(s).

employment status at time ofinstant offense(s). history ofsubstance abuse. evidence

of a serious physical illness or disability at time of instant offense(s). evidence of a

serious emotional or psychological problem at time of instant offense(s). upbringing.

financial status of upbringing envirornrnent. acaderrnic educational level of mother at

time of subject’s instant offense(s). academic educational level of father at time of

subject’s instant offense(s). family emotional support system at time of subject’s

irnstant offense(s). number of non-bondable rrnajor rrnisconduct reports in prison for

which the subjectwas found guilty during his present prison commitment. date offirst

parole for instant offense(s). place from which paroled. parole placement. academic

educational level upon parole from present prison commitment. WOOassaultive risk

classification at the time of parole. evidence of a serious physical illness or disability

at time ofparole from present prison commitment. evidence ofa serious emotional or

psychological problem at time of parole from present prison commitment. age at first

arrest. age at time of present prison commitment. year of gaduation from C.O.P.E..

age upon parole from present prison commitment. length of time served for instant

ofi'ense(s). academic educational attainment level increase during present prison

comrrnitrnent. criminal recidivism— property ofiense(s). criminal recidivism— drug

offense(s). criminal recidivism— violent offense(s).

Wilks'LambdaThis statistic is sometimes called the Ustatistic. and served as the

selection criterion of the major model (a discriminantfirnction analysis) of this study.

When variables are considered individually. lambda is the ratio of the within-

groups sum of squares to the total sum of squares. A lambda of one (1) occurs when

all observed goup means are equal. Values close to zero (0) occurwhenwithin-groups
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variability is small compared to the total variability: that is. when most of the total

variability is attributable to differences between the means ofthe goups. Thus. large

values oflambda indicate that goup means do notappear to be different. while small

values indicate that goup means do appear to be different.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Recidivism in the United States

General Statistics

Muchofthe literature reveals that recidivism rates for persons released fromprison

are very high. Moseley (1976) reported that of those inmates released on parole.

seventy-one percent (71%) were involved in repeat criminal activity. Another report

noted that eighty percent (80%) of all felornies are comrrnitted by repeaters (Chamber

of Commerce. 1972). Goldfarb and Singer (1977) indicated that while statistics are

incompleteand conclusionsmaybe drawnfromthemonly tentatively. recidivismrates

are between fifty (50) and eighty (80) percent. “The averageprisoner is back in society

within three (3) years. repeating crimes within a year" (p. 9).

Other reports. however. provide lower estimates of recidivism rates. In an article

by Wallerstedt (1984). Steven R. Schlesinger. Director of the Bureau of Justice

Statistics said: “... close to a third ofStateprisoners released retumed to prison within

3years andmore thanaquarterwere back in2 years or less” (p. 1). Saxbe (1974) stated

that two (2) out of every three (3) ofi‘enders released from the Federal Prison System

did not retum to prison for a serious offense within a two-year period. a rate which

"... certainly refutes the charges we keep hearing about a 70 or 80 percent recidivism

ratefor all prison systems" (p. I).

Hoffman and Stone-Meierhoefer (l980) explained such variance in reports as

due to the application ofdifferent criterion measures. In their study ofrecidivism rates

for 1.806 released federal prisoners. the authors found thatrecidivism rates depended
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upon data based on four (4) criteria: arrest(s). conviction(s). prior incarceration(s) of

60 days or more. and prison commitment(s). Further. theyfound that recidivism rates

varied significantly. depending upon the number ofyears that passed since release.

The recidivism rates one (1) yearafter release for each criterionwere: 29.0. 1 5.4. 12.6.

and 8.7 percent respectively. These four (4) rates changed (increased) when computed

five (5) years later to 60.4. 41.7. 34.3. and 27.5 percent respectively. Thus. the

calculation of recidivism rates according to the authors depend in part whether one

isthinkingin terms ofarrest(s) . conviction(s) . priorincarceration(s) of60 days ormore.

prison commitment(s) . aswell as the timewhichhas passed since release from prison.

Griswold (1978) reported: ‘... that all recidivism measures are not necessarily

equally valid or reliable and that the use ofdifl‘erent measures canproduce discrepant

findings" (p. 247) . HofinanandStone-Meierhoefer ( I980) stated: “Although the topic

of recidivism elicits much interest. there appears to be considerable conflict and

uncertainty as to even crude estimates ofthe recidivism rateforpersons releasedfi'om

prison." (p. 53). They went on to suggest that:

Even with the use of omcial records (such as FBI data). there are a

large number of ways in which recidivism may be defined. For

example. one might define recidivism as any of the following: any

new arrest. new felony arrest only. any new conviction. new felony

conviction only. anynewcommitment ofsixty days ormore. ornew

prison commitment only. Return to prison for administrative

parole violation (e.g.. absconding) mightbe excluded. while admin-

istrative return to prison as a parole violator in lieu ofprosecution

for a new offense might be counted. Or. one might wish to include

or exclude all types ofparole violation. In addition. ifotherthan an

arrest criterion is used. one must decide how pending charges or

unknown dispositions are to be counted. Clearly. for comparative

purposes it is essential that any recidivism rate reported be

accompanied by an explicit operational definition of the criterion

used. (HQD‘iTran and Stone-Meierhoefer. 1 980. pp. 55-56)
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Wallerstedt (1984). who serves as the Social Science Analyst for the Bureau of

Justice Statistics (BJS). US. Department ofJustice. defined recidivism as:

the multiple occurrence ofany ofthe following key events in the

overall criminal justice process:

0 commission of a crime

0 arrest

0 charge

0 conviction

0 sentencing

. incarceration

In the order given. these six (6) phases represent an increasingly

deeper penetration by ofienders into the criminal justice system,

and each is an important target for criminal justice statistics

programs. recidivism refers to reincarceration or the return of

released sentenced ofienders to the custody of State correctional

authorities. (p. 1)

Rates ofcriminal recidivism vary geatlywhen one considers offense patterns. On

this issue Wallerstedt (1984) said:

Released prisoners who go back to prison difier significantly when

grouped according to their original ofi’ense. property ofi’enders

are more likely to return to prison (a median of 36.8%) than are

violent ofi'enders (31 .596). The median recidivism rate forburgla-

ries is the highest of all specific ofi’enses. followed by robbery and

theft. The lowest rate is for illicit drugs. followed by homicide.

forgery/fraud/embeulement. and sexual assault. (p. 3)

Thus. it became quickly apparent as one read the literature relative to the subject

of criminal recidivism that term defirnition. factor examination. standards of factor

measurement and. in turn. conclusions regardirng the scope and nature of criminal
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recidivism. vary geatly. In an article on crimirnal recidivism research. Nacci (1978)

concluded with a hopeful and highly global view:

As a very young science. criminological research must necessarily

grope for facts. never certain where important advances will be

made. Clinical psychologists measuring changes in self-concept.

unit managers assessing the efiectiveness ofa unit's drug program.

researchers studying demographic characteristics and efiects on

criminal activity. and academic sociologists building complex

system simulations will all make contributions to the burgeoning

pool ofdata. Let us notjump epochs too quickly. Science eventually

will winnow the chafffrom the wheat. but at this point in time it is

diflcult to tell one from the other. (p.25)

Related Factors

Hannah and Beck (1984) cited empirical studies which reported an association

betweenage at time ofrelease from prison and recidivistic behavior. For example. they

referred to a report by the National Parole Institutes which concluded:

One of the most firmly established pieces of statistical knowledge

is that the older a man is when released from prison. the less likely

he is to return to crime. Such findings have been reported for many

decades. andinnumerousjurisdictions. both intheUS. andabroad.

the easiest interpretation ofthis finding is that people become less

criminal as they become more mature. (National Parole Institutes.

1 964)

The authors (Homnan and Beck. 1984) noted the magnitude of the association

between age and recidivism must be established by controllirng for the afi'ects ofother

variables known to be associated with recidivism. such as prior criminal record. They

studied this issue using data from a large (N=6.248) goup of federal prisoners. The

results indicated that recidivism rates declined with increased age. and the
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association was not diminished when statistical control was exercised for the afi'ect of

prior criminal record.

Wallerstedt (1984) reported thatage is significantly related to criminal recidivism.

and theyoungertheageatrelease. thehigherthelikelihood ofbeingretumed to prison.

In examining the race variable. he found that “... consistently lower rates are observed

for white releasees” (p. 5). He also found in examining the factor of sex that: “... the

portion ofrecidivists among males was substantially higher thanforfemale releasees”

(p. 4). However. he cautioned that: "...for both raceand sex. it is not known the degree

to which compositional differences across these groups (such as age. offense. or

criminal history) may be contributing to the observed difference in recidivism rates” (p.

5).

In another study byHomnan and Beck (1985) . recidivism among released federal

prisoners was measured by means ofa 'salientfactor score" and five-year follow-up.

The final scorewas obtained byaddingup six (6) intermediate scores (ranging invalue

from zero (0) to three (3) points) for each of the following six (6) factors: prior

commitment(s) of more than thirty (30) days as an adult orjuvenile: age at the time

ofcurrent ofl‘ense; age at time ofprior commitment(s); recent commitment free period

(three (3) years): probation/parole/confinement/escape status violator in regard to

the current offense: and heroin]opiate dependence. According to the researchers. the

salient factor score retained predictive powerwhen the follow-up periodwas extended

to five (5) years and the definition of recidivism was restricted to those cases that

sustained a new sentence of imprisonment exceeding one (1) year: the outcome

mcasure thus focused on the most serious known instances of recidivism (p. 506).

Seashore. Habefelde. Irwin. and Baker (1976). in a follow-up study involving

released inmateswho had participated irnavariety ofcollegeprogamswhile inprison.

examined a large number ofbackground characteristics in connection with the factor

of recidivism. including the following: age at release: time served this sentence: type

ofpresentofiense (violent. property. drugs. etc): prior arrests: priorfelonyconvictions:

record of excessive use of drugs or alcohol; education completed prior to present
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commitment: education upon release from present commitment: tested gade level:

social class: race: and work history. According to the authors. “... thepurpose ofthese

analyses was to determine the relative success of the ex-prisoners in this study.

comparing participants in differentprograms with each other and with the comparison

and control groups ofnonparticipants" (p. 87).

Gaither (1983) reported that several studies examined post-release criminal

behavior ofinmateswhohad participated in prisonacademicprogams. and that some

of these studies reported a nonsignificant relationship between participation in the

progam and recidivism. He cited these examples:

0 There is no clear evidence that education programs reduce

recidivism. Martinson. 1974

o A slightly negative relationship exists between participation in

educational programs and success on parole. Coombs, 1965

c There is no relationship between parole success and years of

school completed. Kassebaumgt g). 1971: Arizona Department of

Corrections, 1 976: and New York State Division ofParole. 1 964

o Inmates enrolled in prison education programs had a higher

recidivism rate than prisoners who were never enrolled in such

programs. Glaser. l 964

o Inmates who participated in prison college programs generally

returned to their previous lifestyle after leaving prison. Lewis.

1 973

However. Gaither (1983) pointed out: “... not all the research is negative. Other

researchindicates thatapositive relationship existsbetweenparticipation ineducation

programs and recidivism" (p. 84). He cited these examples:

. Asignificant relationship exists between education and success

afier release from prison. Schnurr. 1948: and Lanne. 1935
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c There is a significant difference in parole success rates between

students and non-students that favored students. Saden. I 962

0 Individualswhohad made satisfactory educational progresshad

lower recidivism rates than controls: however. the differences

were not significant. Kusuda and Babst. 1964

o Attainment of a certain educational level appears to lower the

likelihood, of recidivism. Waldron. 1974; and Thomas. 1957

In his own study. Caliber (1983) took a look at a number of community college

progams operating in some of the Texas prisons. He studied a goup of 710 former

inmates. “... 360 ofwhom had not participated in thejunior college program" (p. 84).

He reported that fourteen percent (1 4%) of the college goup were recidivists. and

thirty-two percent (32%) of the non-college goup were recidivists.

In another recently completed study. Craig (1983) examined the question: Does

participation by inmates in college-level acaderrnic progams reduce the rate of

recidivism? He reported that data analysis gave no evidence ofa relationship between

participation in educational programs and recidivism. He did. however. find a

significant relationship between graduation from an associate degree programand

criminal recidivism.

Haviland (1982) reported: ‘There was not a significant difference in the rate of

recidivism between those inmates who had been graduatedfrom a two-year college

program while incarceratedand those inmates whohadnotgraduatedfroma two-year

program while incarcerated. " (abstract).

Blackburn (198 I) studied the relationship between recidivism and participation

in a progam ofi'ered by Hagerstown Junior College for incarcerated ofi‘enders at the

Maryland Correctional Tl'aining Center(MCTC) in Hagerstown. Maryland. Thenumber

of participants available was five-hundred sixty-one (561). Two (2) goups of two-

hundred forty-three (243) subjects each (n=243) were matched on the basis of six (6)

variables. including race. age at time of release. and date of release. Over the period
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ofthe study (1970- 1978). one-hundred eighty-nine (189) cases were finally subjected

to data analyses. A major finding of the study was that participation in the college

progam while confined at MC'IChad an affect on recidivism in two (2) major regards:

1) A reduction in the absolute recidivism rate appears to have developed as

a result of program participation.

2) An increase in the ratio of release time also appears to have developed

from program participation.

Moke and Holloway (1986) reported on preliminary research relating the two (2)

variables. recidivism and education. Three (3) goups were studied: 1) one-hundred

(100) inmate-students (at the Lebanon Correctional Institution in Ohio) who graduated

with an associate degee from Wilmington College of Ohio. and were paroled during

1982 and 1983 (n=95): 2) one-hundred (100) inmates who had a high school diploma

or GED Certificate and attended no more than two (2) quarters ofthe associate degee

progam. andwere paroled durirng 1982and l983 (n=1 6):and 3) one-hundred inmates

(100) from the general prison populationwho reported no high school diploma or GED

Certificate and had no contact with the associate degee progam. and were paroled

during 1982 and 1983 (n=1 13) (Wilmington College ofOhio - Oflce ofContinuing

Education. 1986).

'I‘hepurposeofthestudywastodetermineifthecollegegraduates wouldupon

parole reintegrate more successfully than their non-college counterparts. " Recidivism

rates forthethree (3) goupswere 1 l .6. 15.5. and 28.3 percent. respectively. indicating

therecidivism ratewas dependentonthe educationvariable. Othervariableswerealso

measured for each goup. including employment status at arrest and at the end ofthe

firstyear onparole. paroleperformance. priorjuvenile incarceration(s) . andprioradult

incarceration(s). Such information was drawn from their prison records held by the

Ohio Adult Parole Authority (Wilmington College of Ohio - Oflce of Continuing

Education. 1986).
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“The data showed that linear relationships exist between educational attainment

in prison. employment on parole. andfreedomfrom re-incarceration. " "This finding

reinforces the thesis that the more education one receives in prison. the better his

chancesforsuccessful reintegration . .. " into societyupon parole from prison. However.

'the relatively smallnumberofpeople included in the study. in conjunction with thefact

that an experimental methodology was not used. means the research results must be

viewed withcaution". “Nevertheless, as adescriptive study ofthree hundredoflenders.

the recidivism research is illuminating. The noteworthy differences in the post-release

performance ofthe comparisongroupsprovide empiricalsupportfortheproposition that

investing in correctional education is aprudent use ofpublic resources." (Wilmington

College of Ohio - once of Continuing Education. 1986).

By way ofconcluding remarks on this topic. McCollum (1977) indicated that it is

unrealistic to measure the effectiveness of a particular prison progam in terms of

recidivism alone. She emphasized the importance oftotal prison experience and

various other factors such as a person's life history and the quality of that life

at the time of incarceration. “Additionally. postreleasefamily and other socioeco-

nomic connections. ifany. access to opportrmity systems. mental andphysical health,

and a host ofother variables contribute substantially to an individual's behavior on

releasefrom incarceration." (p. 32).

The C.O.P.E. Program at Montcalm Community College

Brief History

Montcalm Corrununity College opened in 1967 to serve residents of Montcalm

County. It is located in the west-central region ofthe lower perninsula ofMichigan. The

County is primarfly rural. and has a current population ofabout fifty-seven thousand

(57,000)persons.The Collegeis the onlypost-secondaryeducationalinstitutionwithin

a fifty (50) mile radius of Sidney. the town in which the College is located. Being a

commurnity college. there is a heavy emphasis on and commitment to vocational

education (Community Corrections Resource Programs. Inc.. 1976).
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In the fiscal year 1968. several classes were ofi‘ered to prison inmates at the

Michigan Reformatory (L02). located in Ionia. Michigan. In 1969. MontcalmCommunity

College attended college credit to those inmates who took classes through what

became termed the College Opportunity - Prison Extension (C.O.P.E.) Program. The

MichiganDepartmentofCorrectionsprovided funding for these courses. and continued

to provide financial support to the program up until 1972.

In that same year (1972). the Department ofHealth. Education. and Welfare (HEW)

awarded funds to Montcalm Community College for the expansion of the C.O.P.E.

Program In addition to offering more courses at the MichiganReformatory, the C.O.P.E

Program opportunities were extended to inmates at the Michigan Training Unit. also

located in Ionia. Michigan. Further. inmates at these two (2) prisons were ofi'ered the

opportunity to earn an associate degree from MCC (Community Corrections

Resource Programs. Inc.. 1976). In 1977. the Prograrnwas extended to the Riverside

Correctional Facility. the third prison to be located in Ionia. Michigan. As of the fall of

1986. three-hundred twenty-three (323) inmates had graduated from the Montcalm

Comrnuniiy College C.O.P.E. Program with an associate degree.

Current Operatlonal Structure

As of 1987. two (2) new prisons became operational in the Ionia area: the Ionia

Temporary Facility. and the IoniaMaximum Facility. The C.O.P.E. Program expanded

to the IoniaTemporaryFacility. andnowserves four (4) ofthefive (5) prisons inthearea

The IoniaMaximumFacility houses inmateswho are highly assaultive. and are seldom

released from their cells. Thus. educational opportunities were not extended to

inmates in that facility.

Through the C.O.P.E. Program. inmates can take classes leading to an associate

degree in General Studies. an associate degree in Arts and Sciences. or an associate

degree inAppliedArts and Sciences with a concentration in: BusinessAdministration.

Accounting. Business Data Processing. or Food Service Technology. The College also

offers one-year certificates in certain vocational areas such as Food Service. In the

spring of 1989. some sixty-seven (67) courses were offered the inmates ofthe four (4)

 

Chapter II: Review of Literature



35

prisons in areas including: English. Speech. Advertising. Social Science. Psychology.

Blueprint Reading. Small Business Management. Stress Management. Human Rela-

tions inBusiness. Reading. Writing. Typing, Introduction to Business. ProblemSolving.

Hw'nanities. Algebra. Legal Research and Writing. Marketing and Estates. Wills. and

’n'usts.
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RESEARCH DESIGN

 

Introduction

The main focus of this ex—post facto observational study was to examine the

relationship between inmate graduation with an associate degree from the College

Opportunity - Prison Extension (C.O.P.E.) Program and rates of recidivism. Simply

examining these two (2) factors (post-secondary education and recidivism) alone

would have been senseless because it would not have allowed for consideration of the

many other conditions (factors) which research and/or common belief indicated are

significantly related to recidivistic behavior. Under such a simplistic approach. one

could not determine if the study findings were attributable to the education variable

or to one or more of the other factors.

Thus. a statistical designwas developed which helped identify. individually and in

cluster form. the predictive/causative factors associated with recidivism. Further. the

design also allowed for the examination and measurement of the lone relationship

between post-secondary academic education and recidivism. This was done through

the application ofa series of statistical techniques such as crosstabulation analyses

(standard. dichotomous. collapsed. collapsed with a control. three-way with a control.

and/orfour-way with a control). analysis of variance (ANOVA), and the main study

statistic - a discriminantfunction analysis with aforward selection (stepwise) algo-

rithm.

What follows is an explanation in categorical form of the research design relative

to sample selection. study controls. datacollection tools. proceduresfordata collection.

and statistical analyses performed on the data:
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Sample

The primary study subjects formed Group I. and totaled one-hundred sixteen

(n=1 1 6) former inmates. They were selected from a list of all inmates who had

graduated from the C.O.P.E. Program with an associate degree as of September 9.

1986. With proper assurances that confidentiality would be maintained. this list was

provided by the Director of the C.O.P.E. Program. Mr. Danny Herman. and consisted

of three-hundred twenty-three (323) potential study subjects. Of the three-hundred

twenty-three (323). two-hundred seven (207) were eliminated for the reasons listed

below (see Figure 3. 1 . p. 38): ’

1)

2)

3)

4)

Death in the institution or while on parole - 3 eliminated

One (I) ofthe potential subjects died while in prison. and the other two (2) died

while on parole. Those who died while on parole were eliminated because they

had not remained alive for a period of two (2) years following parole.

Discharged by the court - 2 eliminated

Thesetwo (2) potential subjects had their convictions reversedby the court. and

were discharged from prison. Thus. they were no longer considered convicted

felons.

Received an outstate parole - 15 eliminated

These fifteen (15) potential subjects received paroles to states other than

Michigan. Because of the varying conditions of parole supervision around the

country. itwas determined theywouldnotmakeproperstudy subjects. Namely.

they would bring to the study a set of factors different fi'om those who served

their parole in the state of Michigan.

Still in prison as of December 31. 1984 - 96 eliminated

These potential subjects had notreceived paroles as ofDecember3 l . 1984. and

thus could not be induded in the study.
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C.O.P.E. GRADUATES

Study Selection Process

Death/Discharge

5

Selected Subjects

1 16

In Prison

96

 

No Records
47 Outside S‘tzrdy lelts

Figure 3.1

 

5) Outside study time limits - 44 eliminated

Thesepotential subjects received paroles either priortoJanuary 1 . 1980 or after

December 31. 1984. Thus. they were outside the time limits of the study.

6) Physical records not available - 47 eliminated

The Michigan Department of Corrections maintains institutional and central

omce records (physical) on former prisoners for five (5) years following

completion of parole. with the exception of individuals who have extended

paroles (more than two years). After that time. only computer files can be

retrieved. These computer files contain only sketchy information relative to
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theseformerprisoners. most ofwhichis related to conditions at the time oftheir

entry into prison. Thus. forty-seven (47) potential subjects were eliminated

because physical records from which the study data was to be collected were

not available.

Determination as to the first five (5) sets of conditions were made using the

Correctional Management Information System (CMIS) This computerized information

system. whichis maintainedbytheMichiganDepartmentofCorrections. providesbasic

entrydataand institutional activity dataoneachactiveprisoner. and onthoseinmates

orformerinmateswhoarewithinafive (5) yearperiod followingparole. Thesecomputer

files are periodically purged so as to rid the CMIS ofoutdated information: the purged

information is then archived on computer tape.

The final group of forty-seven (47) potential subjects were eliminated from the

original pool upon discovering. through a check with the Michigan Department of

Corrections (records department). that physical records were not available on these

individuals. Only the archived information was available on these subjects. and it

could notprovide thebackground informationnecessaryfor the conduct ofthis study.

Controls

The secondary (comparison) subjects consisted of one-hundred sixteen (n=1 1 6)

formerinmates. andmadeupGroup II. Theymatched onaone-to-one basis on certain

study variables (factors) with the subjects in Group I. The first step in the matching

process began with a service request submitted to the Michigan Department of

Corrections (data processing) on March 2. 1987 (seeAppendixJ. p. 156). The request

asked for a listing on computer tape and printout of all persons who met these three

(3) criteria:

1) Received a parole from January 1. 1980 through December 31. 1984

(inclusive).
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2) Served all or part of their incarceration at an institution in Ionia.

Specifically:

a. mu. the Michigan Training Unit

b. RCF. the Riverside Correctional Facility

c. am. Ionia Reformatory

3) Did not have an academic educational level equal to two (2) years of

college or above upon parole.

In a phone conversation on July 15. 1987 between Mr. Terry Murphy. Chief of

Research for the Michigan Department ofCorrections. and Mr. Larry Walker. Analyst

with the Data Processing Section of the Michigan Department of Corrections. it was

determined the following information could be included as part ofthe output without

delaying the original request (see Appendix J, p. 157):

1)

3)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

1 1)

12)

Prisoner l.D.

l.D. Prefix

Ionia institution placement history (locations and dates)

Highest grade at prison entry

Date ofbirth

Date received at prison

Race

Marital status at arrest

Occupation at arrest

Parole date (if multiple paroles in applicable term. include all of the

dates)

Assaultive risk classification

Academic educational level at commitment (highest grade)

With the data relative to the forty-two (42) study variables collected for members

ofGroup Iandtherequested tapeandprintoutinhand. the initial steps inthematching
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process were begun. The subset of six (6) study variables involved in the matching

process were (in order of priority):

1) Age at parole from present prison commitment

2) Academic educational level at time of instant offense(s)

8) Employment status at time of instant ofiensels)

4) MichiganDepartment ofCorrections (MDOC) assaultive risk classification

at time of parole from present prison commitment

6) Race

6) Marital status at time of instant offense(s)

It was determined from the printout that data in regard to one-thousand nine-

hundred and eighty-three (1 .983) potential Group II subjects was available on the

tape. It was anticipated that each potential subject had one (1) Master Record. one (1)

Identification Record. and one (1) ormoreTransitRecords.TheMasterRecord provides

such data as prison prefix. prison number. date of entry into prison. birth date. sex.

and race. The Identification Record provides data such as marital status at time of

arrest. highest academic grade at time of prison entry. occupation at time of arrest.

and the individual’s MichiganDepartment ofCorrections assaultive risk classification

at time of parole. The Transit Record(s) contains data as to which institutions the

person resided in during their incarceration period. and date of parole. The tape file

contained a total oftwelve-thousand seven-hundred and thirty-four (12.734) files (not

to be mistaken as representing that many individuals). The first one-hundred (100)

records were printed out in order to provide reasonable assurance the information

requested was contained on the tape.

It was discovered the tape contained numerous “orphan” TYansit Records. where

“orphan” meanttherewas no Master Record orIdentification Recordwhichbyprisoner

identification number (prison number) matched. Through the use of the Statistical

Packagefor the SocialSciences (SPSS). aprogramwas written to rid the file of“orphan”

records. to consolidate the three records per individual into a single record. and to

output the field names and column positions of the data contained on the tape (see
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AppendixM.p. 1 79). In order tobecomeapotential subject. eachindividual had to have

aconsolidated record consisting ofaMaster Record. an Identification Record. and one

or more Transit Records. This purging process yielded one-thousand nine-hundred

thirty-three (1.933) potential study subjects.

Another SP$ program was written which pulled data relative to the six (6)

matching variables from the master tape provided by the Michigan Department of

Corrections. and placed that data in an output file (see Appendix M, p. 180). A third

SPSSprogramwaswrittenwhich created anewvariable (OCCSTAT), whichwas related

to the occupational status of the potential subjects at the time they were arrested for

the crime which resulted in their incarceration.

The reason for the creation of the new variable was that the occupation coding

format used by the Michigan Department ofCorrections in the Identification Records

was not directly translatable to the occupation variable coding used in the study.

Specifically. the Michigan Department of Corrections uses a three digit code which

reveals the type and/or nature of the work performed by the subject prior to

incarceration. The study. on the other hand. was concerned with the work history of

each subject. Namely. the study was concerned with whether the subjects had work

historiaa. and if so whether they worked full-time. part-time. were unemployed. a

student. etc. Thus. the new variable was created by a procedure which converted

occupationtype toworkhistory. Further. thosewhowere disabled. a student. orwhose

work history was unknown or unavailable were identified and coded accordingly.

Following the occupation variable conversion. the program wrote the data related

to the six (6) matching variables to an output file on a diskette. and output the data

in hard copy form as well.

Next. this SPSS output file (in ASCII form) was imported into dBase HI Plus. and

thecodingusedby the MichiganDepartmentofCorrectionswas converted to the coding

format used by the study. For example. in regard to the variable ofrace: the Michigan

Department ofCorrections uses“ B for black. W for white. M for Mexican; whereas the

study codes were set at one (I) for black. two (2) for white. and three (3) for Hispanic.
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Great care was taken in the conversion of the codes to be certain the conversion did

not affect the integrity of the data.

Using this data file and the data file collected on Group I subjects. a program was

written in dBase III Plus (a microcomputer database program) for the purpose of

matching each subject in Group I with a counterpart (on the six study variables) from

the Group 11 Subject Pool. The first run ofthe program called for a literal matching of

subjects. and yielded thirty-eight (38) matches. On the second run. the matching

routine on the age variable was changed to allow a matching of one year either side

ofGroup 1 subject age. This run provided another twenty-one (2 1). for a total of fifty-

nine (59) matches. The third run allowed for a change of one year either side of the

educational level variable. except for those with a completed high school diploma or

a GED certificate. In those two instances. no change (range) was permitted. This run

yielded another fourteen (14) matches. for a total of seventy-three (73).

Thefourth run established someranges for matching on age and educational level.

Those subjects in Group I whose age was between nineteen (19) and twenty-two (22)

were matched with subjects twenty-two (22) years ofage and under: those subjects in

Group 1 whose age was between twenty-three (23) and thirty-four (34) were matched

with subjects who fell within that range: those subjects in Group I whose age was

thirty-five (35) through forty-six (46) were matched with subjects who were thirty-five

(35) and over.

As for the educational level matching: subjects in Group I withan educational level

at time ofarrest between eight (8) and eleven (1 I) were matched with subjects whose

educational level fell within that range: those subjects in Group I whose educational

level was twelve (12) were matched with subjects with an educational level of twelve

(12): those subjects in Group I who had a GED certificate were matched with subjects

who had a GED certificate: and those Group I subjects whose educational level was

between thirteen (13) and sixteen (16) were matched with subjects who had

educational levels of thirteen (13) and above. but did not possess a post-secondary
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degree. This matching run yielded another eleven (11) matches. for a total of eighty-

four (84).

The remaining thirty-two (32) subjects (1 16-84) were matched by hand. giving

strict attention to four (4) variables: age at parole. academic educational level at time

of arrest. Michigan Department ofCorrections assaultive risk classification. and race.

The hand matching process was conducted with great care and concern. and the

researcher was confident the matching reflected the best result possible.

Where possible. a match was made between a member of Group I and a member

of the Group 11 Subject Pool when they matched exactly on the six variables. Where

a number of potential subjects matched the Group I subject exactly. a random

selection processwas employed in choosing the Group 11 matching subject. In the case

of subjects who matched as a result of widened parameters. the best match was

selected manually. Again. in the case of identical potential subjects. a random

selection process was employed.

Despitea giant effort to match each subject in Group I (C.O.P.E.) withacounterpart

from the Group II (comparison) Subject Pool. this was not fully possible. The

application ofvarious crosstabulation analyses. and an analysis ofvariance (ANOVA)

(see “Statistical Analyses.” p. 47 and “Group Comparisons.” p. 78) clearly

indicated the two (2) Groups were properly matched on only five (5) of the six (6)

variables. The matching procedure used did not result in Group matchings on

“academic educational level at time ofinstant offense(s)." to the point where the

difi'erences between the two (2) Groups proved non-significant at the .05 level. The

inability to matchthe Groups onthisvariable related to the hand-matching stepwhich

garnered the remaining thirty-two (32) subjects from the Group 11 Pool.

It proved impossible to match the two (2) Groups on all six (6) of the matching

variables. due to the limited size (1.933) ofthe Group 11 Pool. It was decided this non-

matched variable. “academic educational level at time of instant ofiense(s)."

could be properly dealt with by applying other statistical controls.

 

Chapter 111: Research Design



45

Data Gathering Tools

The instruments used in data collection consisted ofavariables dictionary. coding

sheet. and attitudinal survey - all of which were developed by this researcher.

The variables dictionary (Appendix K. p. 158) provided general instructions to the

coders; the name ofeach variable; a description in commentary form ofeach variable;

a data source listing which explained where in the inmate records the specific data for

each variable could be found; a numeric coding scheme which assigned a numeral

(numeric code) to every possible condition for each gven variable: and. three (3)

appendices which provided the coders with: 1) a listing of property/drug/violent

ofienses by name and crime category. 2) a listing of common misdemeanor ofi'enses

so the coders would not mistake them for felony offenses. and, 3) a hating of non-

bondable offenses which might be committed by an inmate while in a prison setting.

The latter are called misconduct reports by prison ofllcials. but are commonly called

“tickets” by the inmates.

A coding sheet (AppendixL. p. 1 77) was developed for each subject involved in the

study. and simply allowed for the entry ofnumeric codes for each ofthe forty-two (42)

variables. There were also spaces provided to enter each subject's name. prison

number. SocialSecuritynumber. andaddress at time ofparole. This latterinformation

was not entered in the computer files. and was collected for the purpose of running

L.E.I.N. checks and. in the case of Group I members. to send out copies of the

attitudinal survey. Lastly. a comments section was included to provide a place where

coding problems could be addressed.

Coders were cross-checked in two (2) ways: 1) this researcher randomly selected

coded records and recoded them to ensure accuracy of the data. and 2) records

checked by one (1) coder were given to another coder to ensure intercoder reliability.

Where discrepancies were noted. difi'erences were discussed in group form with this

researcher providing the group discussion leadership.
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The coders were instructed to set aside records which presented them with some

form of problem such as missing data. conflicting data. etc. Further. they were

instructed to describe the nature ofthe problemin the comments section ofthe coding.

Then. this researcher checked and resolved these problems ona dailybasis during the

data collection period.

Once the coding sheets were completed. a data entry clerk entered the data into

dBasemPlus. The accuracy ofdata entry into dBasemPluswas checked onarandom

record basis. In all. thirty (30) records in each Group were manually checked by this

researcher. item for item. Also. a hard copy of the complete data set for both groups

was secured and an “eyeball” check was made for any codes which appeared to be

inaccurate.

The attitudinal survey instrument included a cover letter (Appendix N. p. 181)

directed at each member in Group I. explaining the purpose and intent of the study.

It also provided these subjects with directions on how to fill out and return the survey

to this researcher. Themainintent ofthe instrumentwas to gather information onwhy

they decided to further their education while in prison. and to also determine if

obtaininga college degree proved in their opinionhelpful upon their release to the "free

community.”

Data Collection Procedures

The Michigan Department of Corrections. Records Bureau. supplied the physical

records on all the subjects. These records were made available at their omce site in

the Steven T. Mason Building. Lansing. Michigan. They were also kind enough to

provide omce space where the manual extraction of data took place.

Many ofthe subjectswere inactive. meaning they had completed the requirements

ofparole. Thus. their recordswere notin theactive file collection at the StevenT. Mason

Building. Those records were secured by a Michigan Department of Corrections

employee from the main records depository in Lansing. Michigan and brought to the

 

Chapter III: Research Design



47

coding site (Steven T. MasonBuilding). Upon completion ofthe coding. all records were

returned to the records department so they could be placed back on file.

On aweekly basis. the data on the coding sheets was entered into the database by

a data entry clerk. The entire data collection effort took about three (3) weeks per

Group.

Theattitudinal surveywas sent only to members ofGroup I. Thiswasaccomplished

through the mail merge function of an electronic word processor (WordPerfect). The

secondary file consisted of the names and addresses of all members in Group I (and

was available only to this researcher). Prior to setting up this secondary file. all

members ofGroup I were checked on the CMS (by an MDOC employee) to determine

if they were active. where active meant they had been returned to prison. In the case

ofactive subjects. the attitudinal surveywas sent to themat their prisonaddress. This.

itwas felt. resulted inabetter questionnaire response thanwouldhave otherwisebeen

the case. The primary file consisted ofthe cover letter and the attitudinal instrument

itself. Aretum envelopewith postage affixed and addressed to this researcherat a post

omce box located on the campus ofMichigan State Universitywas sent to each Group

I subject.

The questionnaire consisted of twenty-five (25) questions. with five (5) possible

responses to each question: strongly agree. agree. disagree. strongly disagree.

and undecided. The returns were tabulated and a data entry clerk entered the data

into a dBase mPlus database. structured specifically for that purpose.

Statistical Analyses

The full data setwas imported into Lotus 1-2-3 from dBase111Plus. andahard copy

related to each of the two (2) Groups was printed.

The full data set containing data on both Groups ofsubjects was also brought into

SPSS/PC+. using the translate utility that accompanies that application.
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To verify the accuracy ofboth translations. the data from seven (7) fields in each

of twenty-four (24) (twelve from each Group) records contained in the SPSS/PC+ file

was output in hard copy form. These two (2) hard copy data sets were manually

compared. and they matched perfectly with each other and with the original data set.

providing strong evidence that a loss of data integrity had not been experienced.

The opening task in the analyses process was to examine the full set ofvariables.

with the intent of reducing their numbers so as make those which remained more

manageable. It was determined the eight (8) variables listed below served only as

informationvariables (manywere used in the calculation ofothervariables) and could

thus be eliminated from further consideration and analyses:

#01 Subject Number

#02 Date of Birth

#04 Date Of Prison Entry For Instant Ofiense(s)

#07 Date Of First Arrest (Age at first arrest remained)

#27 Date Of First Parole For Instant Ofiense(s)

#28 Place From Which Paroled

#29 Parole Placement

#36 Year Of Graduation From C.O.P.E. (Group I only)

Next. numerous statistical analyses were run on the remaining thirty-four (34)

variables to help determine the conditions on which the two (2) study Groups

significantly difi'ered. and those on which they were alike. A description of those

analyses follows.

The first statistic runwasa series ofcrosstabulations on the remaining thirty-four

(34) study variables:

#03 Race

#05 Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Offense(s)

roe Type or Instant Ofi‘ense(s)

#08 Prior Adult Felony Convictionls)
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#09

#10

#11

#12

#13

#14

#15

#13

#17

#18

#19

#20

#21

#22

#23

#24

#26

#30

#31

#32

49

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Property Ofiense(s)

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Drug Offensets)

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Violent Ofiense(s)

Criminal Profile -- Adult Property Ofi’ense(s)

Criminal Profile — Adult Drug Ofiense(s)

Criminal Profile — Adult Violent Ofiense(s)

In The Community At Least Three Years Prior To Prison Commitment

For Instant Ofiense(s)

Marital Status At Time Of Instant Ofiense(s)

Employment Status At Time Of Instant Ofiense(s)

History Of Substance Abuse

Evidence OfASerious Physical Illness Or Disability At Time OfInstant

Ofiense(s)

Evidence OfASerious Emotional OrPsychological ProblemAtTime Of

Instant Ofiense(s)

Upbrlnsins

Financial Status Of Upbringing Environment

Academic Educational Level Of Mother At Time Of Subject's Instant

Ofiensels)

Academic Educational Level Of Father At Time Of Subject’s Instant

03st)

Family Emotional Support System At Time Of Subject’s Instant

Offense“)

Number of Non-Bendable Major Misconduct Reports In Prison For

Which The Subject Was Found Guilty During I-Iis Present Prison

Commitment

Academic Educational Level Upon Parole From Present Prison Com-

mitment

unoc Assaultive Risk Classification At The Time or Parole

Eyidence OfA Serious Physical Illness Or Disability At Time OfParole

From Present Prison Commitment
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#33

#34

#35

#37

#33

#39

#40

#41

#42

hidence OfASerious Emotional Or Psychological ProblemAtTime Of

Parole From Present Prison Commitment

Age At First Arrest

Age At Time Of Present Prison Commitment

Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

Length OfTime Served For Instant Offense

Academic Educational Attainment Level Increase During Present

Prison Commitment

Criminal Recidivism — Property Offense(s)

Criminal Recidivism — Drug Offense(s)

Criminal Recidivism — Violent Ofi'ense(s)

Next. a dichotomous (yes/no) crosstabulation was run on the ten (10) study

variables listed below:

#09 Criminal Profile — Juvenile Property Ofiense(s)

#10 Criminal Profile — Juvenile Drug Offense(s)

#1 1 Criminal Profile — Juvenile Violent Ofiensels)

#12 Criminal Profile — Adult Property Offensels)

#13 Criminal Profile — Adult Drug Ofi’ense(s)

#14 Criminal Profile — Adult Violent Ofiense(s)

#26 Number of Non-Bondable Major Misconduct Reports In Prison For

Which The Subject Was Found Guilty During I-Iis Present Prison

Commitment

#40 Criminal Recidivism — Property Ofiense(s)

#41 Criminal Recidivism — Drug Ofiense(s)

#42 Criminal Recidivism — Violent Ofiense(s)

In an effort to simplify the dependent variable (recidivism). a new variable called

RECIDALL was formed. By employing a dichotomous wee/no) crosstabulation

statistic. this researcherwas able to determine if subjects in either Group recidivated.

Thus. instead ofexamining the three (3) possible types ofrecidivistic behavior defined
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in this study (seeAppendixK., p. 1 68). one could simply determine on ayes orno basis

if the sub]ect(s) recidivated. Thus. a yes/no answer in regard to recidivistic behavior

became available when needed.

Some of the variables had outcome categories too numerous to serve the study in

a practical and meaningful way. Thus. collapsed bivariate crosstabulations were run

on twelve (12) of the study variables:

#03

#05

#06

#16

#17

#16

#22

#25

#26

#30

#31

#34

Race

Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Oflense(s)

Type Of Instant Ofiense(s)

Marital Status At Time Of Instant Ofi'ensets)

Employment Status At Time Of Instant Ofienseis)

History Of Substance Abuse

Financial Status Of Upbringing Environment

Family Emotional Support System At Time Of Subject's Instant

Ofiensets)

Number of Non-Bondable Major Misconduct Reports In Prison For

Which The Subject Was Found Guilty During His Present Prison

Commitment

Academic Educational Level Upon Parole From Present Prison Com-

mitment

MDOC Assaultive Risk Classification At The Time Of Parole

Age At First Arrest

Athree-way crosstabulation statistic controlling for “oflense type" (non-violent or

violent) by Group (I or II) was run on the three (3) outcome variables related to

recidivistic behavior. which were:

#40 Criminal Recidivism — Property Offensets)

#41 Criminal Recidivism — Drug Ofiense(s)

#42 Criminal Recidivism — Violent Offensets)
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Athree-way crosstabulation controlling for “ofiense type” (non-violent or violent)

by Group (I or II) was also run on RECIDALL. the generated variable which allowed

for a yes/no determination of recidivism.

The variables dealing with “academic educational level at time of instant

ofi’ense(s)” and “academic educational level upon parole“ were made dichotomous

by dividing subjects into high school graduates and non—graduates. Thus. a dichoto-

mous crosstabulation analysis by group (HS - Y/N) was performed on the following

variables:

#06 Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Oflense(s)

#80 Academic Educational Level Upon Parole From Present Prison Com-

mitment

Afour-way crosstabulation statistic controlling for “education at time ofinstant

oflense(s)” (HS - Y/N). and “education at time ofparole“ (HS - Y/N) by Group (I or

II) was run onRECIDALL. Thiswas done to provide insight into theimpact the C.O.P.E.

Program had on those who entered prison with a high school diploma or equivalent

(GED Certificate).

Another four-way crosstabular analysis was run on RECIDALL. controlling for

“age upon parole“ and “history ofsubstance abuse“ (< 26. no history of substance

abusel> 26. with a history of substance abuse) by Group (I or II). and “age upon

parole“ and “academic education at time ofinstant ofiense(s)“ (< 26 with no high

school diploma orGED Certificatel> 26withahigh school diploma orGED Certificate)

by Group (I or II). This was done to test the factors which seemed to benefit thosewho

successfully completed the C.O.P.E. Programofstudy.Ananalysis ofvariance (ANOVA)

was run on nineteen (19) of the study variables:

#05 Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Ofi’ense(s)

#09 Criminal Profile — Juvenile Property Ofi’ense(s)

#10 Criminal Profile — Juvenile Drug Offense“)

#1 1 Criminal Profile — Juvenile Violent Ofiensets)
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#12

#13

#14

#23

#24

#26

#30

#34

#35

#37

#38

#39

#40

#41

#42

53

Criminal Profile — Adult Property Oflense(s)

Criminal Profile — Adult Drug Ofiense(s)

Criminal Profile — Adult Violent Ofiensels)

Academic Educational Level Of Mother At Time Of Subject’s Instant

Ofi'ense(s)

Academic Educational Level Of Father At Time Of Subject's Instant

Ofi'ense(s)

Number of Non-Bondable Major Misconduct Reports In Prison For

Which The Subject Was Found Guilty During I-Iis Present Prison

Commitment

Academic Educational Level Upon Parole From Present Prison Com-

mitment

Age At First Arrest

Age At Time Of Present Prison Commitment

Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

Length Of Time Served For Instant Ofi‘ense(s)

Academic Educational Attainment Level Increase During Present

Prison Commitment

Criminal Recidivism — Property Oflensets)

Criminal Recidivism — Drug Offense(s)

Criminal Recidivism — Violent Ofi‘ense(s)

The statistics run on the data up to this point provided clear evidence that six (6)

of the variables were of no further value to the study. since they offered incomplete

and/or insufficient data to allow for a meaningful contribution to the project. The lack

ofcompleteand sumcientdatacanbeevidenced and supportedbyexaminingChapter

N (“Raw Data. " p. 65). The six (6) study variables eliminated at this point were:

#19

#20

Evidence OfASerious Physical Illness OrDisabilityAtTime OfInstant

Ofi'ense(s)

Eyidence OfASerious Emotional Or Psychological ProblemAtTime Of

Instant Ofiense(s)
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#23

#24

#32

#33

54

Academic Educational Level Of Mother At Time Of Subject's Instant

Ofiense(s)

Academic Educational Level Of Father At Time Of Subject's Instant

Ofiense(s)

Evidence OfA Serious Physical Illness Or Disability At Time OfParole

From Present Prison Commitment

Eyidence OfASerious Emotional Or Psychological ProblemAtTime Of

Parole From Prcsent Prison Commitment

It should be noted at this point that three (3) of the remaining twenty-eight (28)

variables were of the dependent variety. That is. they related to the study outcome -

recidivism. They were:

#40

#41

#42

Criminal Recidivism — Property Ofiense(s)

Criminal Recidivism — Drug Ofi'ensets)

Criminal Recidivism — Violent Ofiense(s)

With that circumstance in mind. the next phase of the statistical analyses of the

data set was to determine which of the remaining twenty-five (25) independent

variables were significantly (.05 level) related to the outcome (dependent) variable

(recidivism).

First. three-way crosstabulation analyses of recidivism (through the variable

RECIDALL). controlling for the independent variable (in dichotomous or collapsed

form) by Group (I and II) were performed on the five (5) variables listed below:

#05

#08

#12

#26

#38

Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Offense(s)

Prior Adult Felony Convictionls).

Criminal Profile — Adult Property Oflense(s)

Number of Non-Eondable Major Misconduct Reports In Prison For

Which The Subject Was Found Guilty During I-Iis Present Prison

Commitment

Length OfTime Served For Instant Ofiensets)
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Avariable called priorarrest(s) (PRIORARR)was generated at this point inthe data

analyses. It incorporated the variables: juvenile property ofiense(s). juvenile drug

offense(s). juvenile violent offense(s). adult property offense(s). adult drug

ofl'ense(s). and adult violent oflense(s) to assist in determining ifindividual subjects

had any prior arrests.

A three-way crosstabulation analysis of recidivism (through the variable RE-

CIDAIL) controlling forPRIORARR (in dichotomous form - Y/N) by Group (I or II) was

performed.

Next. crosstabulation analyses ofrecidivism (through the variable RECIDALL). by

each ofthe independentvariables (e.g. . race) were performed onthe remainingtwenty-

five (25) independent variables listed below:

#03

#05

#06

#08

#09

#10

#11

#12

#13

#14

#15

#16

#17

#18

#21

#22

Race

Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Ofl'ense(s)

Type Of Instant Oflense(s)

Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s)

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Property Ofi’ense(s)

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Drug Offense(s)

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Violent Oflenseis)

Criminal Profile — Adult Property Oflensets)

Criminal Profile — Adult Drug Offense“)

Criminal Profile — Adult Violent Oflenseis)

In The Community At Least Three Years PriorTo Prison Commitment

For Instant Ofiense(s)

Marital Status At Time Of Instant Ofi'ense(s)

Employment Status At Time Of Instant Ofiense(s)

History Of Substance Abuse

Upbrlnging

Financial Status Of Upbrlnging Environment
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#25

#26

#30

#31

#34

#35

#37

#38

#39

66

Family Emotional Support System At Time Of Subject's Instant

Ofi‘ensels)

Number of Non-Bondable Major Misconduct Reports In Prison For

Which The Subject Was Found Guilty During His Present Prison

Commitment

Academic Educational Level Upon Parole From Present Prison Com-

mitment

MDOC Assaultive Risk Classification At The Time Of Parole

Age At First Arrest

Age At Time Of Present Prison Commitment

Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

Length Of Time Served For Instant Ofi'ense(s)

Academic Educational Attainment Level Increase During Present

. Prison Commitment

At this point itwas determined that sixteen (16) ofthe twenty-five (25) independent

variables tested were not significantly (at the .05 level) related to the outcomevariable

(recidivism). They were thus eliminated from further consideration and analyses.

Those eliminated variables were:

#03

#09

#10

#11

#13

#14

#15

#16

#17

#21

#22

Race

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Property Oflense(s)

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Drug Offense(s)

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Violent Ofiensels)

Criminal Profile —Adult Drug Ofiense(s)

Criminal Profile — Adult Violent Oflenseis)

In The Community At Least Three Years PriorTo Prison Commitment

For Instant Ofiensels)

Marital Status At Time Of Instant Ofiensels)

Employment Status At Time Of Instant Ofi’ensels)

Upbrlnslna

Financial Status Of Upbringing Environment
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#26 Number of Non-Bondable Major Misconduct Reports In Prison For

Which The Subject Was Found Guilty During His Present Prison

Commitment

#31 MDOC Assaultive Risk Classification At The Time Of Parole

#34 Age At First Arrest

#36 Age At Time Of Present Prison Commitment

#37 Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

One (1) of the nine (9) independent variables. which proved in a statistical sense

to be significantly related to recidivism. was eliminated due to the confounding effect

it was having on other predictor variables. That variable was:

#12 Criminal Profile — Adult Property Ofi'ensels)

Specifically. it was determined this variable was part of a multicollinaarity efi'ect

involving other independent variables. including “prior adult felony conviction(s)“

and “prior arrest(s).” Because this potential predictor variable proved to be highly

intertwined with these other two (2) similar variables. to the point where it would be

extremely Mcult to determine its individual influence on the outcome (dependent)

variable (recidivism). it was eliminated from further consideration and analyses (see

definition Qf“Confounding Variable" onp. 1 7. and of“Multicollincarity” onp. 21).

Another ofthe nine (9) independent variables which proved to be significantly (.05

level) related to the outcome variable (recidivism) was eliminated from further

consideration and analyses. That variable was:

#26 Family Emotional Support System At Time Of Subject's Instant

Ofienseis)

This independent variable was used as a crosstabular control in looking at

recidivistic behavior (through RECIDALL) by reducing its original five (5) response

categories (see Appendix K, p. 1 65) to two (2). thus making it a dichotomous (strong

support]some support) variable. In doing so it was discovered that only twenty-eight

(28) of the two-hundred thirty-two (N=232) study subjects came under the strong
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support category. Because ofthis low 11. thevariablewas eliminatedas a possible final

predictor variable.

Athird independentvariablewhichproved to be significantlyrelated ina statistical

sense to recidivistic behavior (through RECIDALL). was eliminated from the study.

That independent variable was:

#30 Academic Educational Level Upon Parole From Present Prison Com-

mitment

Itwas eliminatedbecause itwas clearly Group specific. That is. members ofGroup

I (C.O.P.E.) allhad aminimumacademiceducational level ofatleast fourteen (l4) years

upon parole. simply by virtue of having earned an associate degree while in prison.

Conversely. members ofGroup II all hadanacademic educational levelbelowfourteen

(14) years uponparole. as a result ofthe selection process used in this study. Because

the two (2) Groups difi'ered widely on this variable due to the study design, it was

eliminated at this point as a possible predictorvariable. However. the conditionwhich

the variable reflected (academic educational level upon parole) was not lost to the

study. Rather. it was represented by the factor of Group. which by study design was

a “given” variable included in the major statistical model.

Afourth independentvariablewhich proved to be significantly related to recidivis-

tic behavior (throughWALL) in a statistical sense. was also eliminated from the

study. That independent variable was:

#39 Academic Educational Attainment Level Increase During Present

Prison Commitment

Itwasevident thisvariablewasalsopartofamulticollinearity effect. involving some

oftheindependentvariables associatedwiththe studysubjects. including: “academic

educational level upon parole“ (#30). and “time served“ (#38). As an information

supplyingvariable it served its purposewell. but fell far shortofconsiderationas afinal

predictor variable to be included in the major model because of its powerful tie with

members of the C.O.P.E. Group (1) in particular.
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It was decided that one (1) of the independent variables which proved not to be

significantly (.0639) related to recidivism in a statistical sense (at the .05 level). was

nevertheless to be included in the major model (a discriminantfirnciion analysis with

afonrrard selection (stepwise) algorithm)as a possible predictorvariable. Thatvariable

was:

#37 Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commihent

The somewhat arbitrary age of twenty-six (26) was chosen as a dichotomous cut-

ofi'point in the crosstabular analyses because the MichiganDepartmentofCorrections

uses that age as a categorical division point in their risk classification system.

Secondly. a cut-off point such as twenty-one (2 1) years of age yielded only four (4)

subjects in the under twenty-one (2 1) category. certainly too small agoup (an n) from

which to develOp meaningful findings.

The lack ofstatistical significance relative to this independent variable was due to

the small size ofthe population (N=232). Because ofa one-to-one relationshipbetween

sample size and the magnitude ofchi square. the crosstabular analyses proved not to

be significant in this instance. However. by simply increasing the study population to

two-hundred sixty (260) instead of two-hundred thirty-two (232). the chi square

analysis would display a statistically significant relationship with recidivistic behav—

ior. assuming a constant distribution. More importantly. the variable was included

in the major model because prior research clearly andfirmly establishes age upon

parole as a significant factor relative to recidivistic behavior. It was felt that to ignore

the influence of this factor would be to introduce a major fault into the study design.

In a final statistical effort to identify the independent variables suitable for

inclusion in the major statistical model. the remaining six (6) independent variables

(25- 16-44- 1:6). alongwiththegeneratedvariable “prior arrest(s)“ (PRIORARR). were

subjected to a series ofthree-way crosstabular analyses. These crosstabular analyses

took the form of examining the outcome variable (recidivism) (through the variable
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RECIDAIL) by Group (I or II) with the independent variable (in dichotomous or

collapsed form) as a control. The seven (7) variables examined were:

#06 Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Offensets)

#06 Type Of Instant Oflense(s)

#06 Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s)

#16 History Of Substance Abuse

#37 Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

#38 Length Of Time Served For Instant Ofiense(s)

- Prior Arrest(s) (PRIORARR)

Two (2) ofthe seven (7) remaining independentvariables were eliminated from the

study at this point. due to the results of the three-way crosstabular statistic applied

to them. They were:

#38 Length Of Time Served For Instant Ofienseis)

- Prior Arrest(s) (PRIORARR)

Thevariable “length oftime served for instant ofienseis)“ (#38) was eliminated

because there were too few cases of subjects who served less than twenty-four (24)

monthsinprison. With twenty-four (24) months setas the dichotomous division point.

only twenty-two (22) subjects out of the entire population of two-hundred thirty-two

(N=232) served less than twenty-four (24) months in prison. Changingthe twenty-four

(24) month division point would have been simply an arbitrary act. with no support

from the literature for such a decision. Further. the three-way analysis did not reveal

or specifyasignificant ormeaningfulrelationshipbetweentime served and recidivism.

Thus. the variable was eliminated from further analyses and consideration.

Also eliminated was the variable “prior arrest(s).“ 'lhe three-way analysis

performed on the variable at this point revealed a multicollincar relationship betweern

thisvariableand thatof“prioradult felony conviction(s)“ (#08). withthe latterbeing

the stronger outcome predictor ofthe two (2). Thus. the variable “prior arrest(s)“ was

eliminated from the study.
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Theremainingfive (5) variables (7-2=5) listed belowwerebuilt into themajormodel.

a discriminant function analysis model with aforward selection (stepwise) (Wilks'

Lambda) algorithm:

#06 Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Oflense(s)

#06 Type Of Instant Ofiense(s)

#08 Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s)

#16 History Of Substance Abuse

#37 Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

It needs to be noted at this point that primary or secondary Group (I or II)

membership was “built” into the major model as an independent (predictor) variable

byvirtue ofthe general study design. That is. themajorthrust ofthe studywas directed

at determining if completion of the C.O.P.E. Program significantly reduced the overall

recidivism rates ofthat study Group (1). Therefore. Group (I or II) membership became

a “given” in the list ofvariables included in the major model. So. in examining the five

(5) independent variables selected for inclusion irn the major model. one must also

understand that Group (I or II) membership was the controlling sixth (6) variable.

Both a discriminantfunction analysis and a hierarchical log-linear analysis were

considered as major models for this study. It was decided a discriminantfunction

analysis with aforward selection algorithmwas the best choice when it became clear

that six (6) independent variables were to be used iii the major model. Using six (6)

variables in a hierarchical log-linearmodel would result in a minimum of2° (64) cells.

with two-hundred thirty-two (232) cases available for analysis. It was felt that such

a statistical model would not yield worthwhile results. A prelimirnary run of this

statistical technique yielded empty cells in three-fourths (3/4) ofthe cases. and only

four (4) cells with frequencies of five (5) or more (the usual standard for determining

significance).

Therefore. a discriminant junction analysis with aforward selection (stepwise)

algorithmwas employed because it was designed to use all cases for all estimates. and

was accordingly not subject to the problems oflow cell n’s. However, the hierarchical
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log-linear analysis model with a backward elimination algorithm was used for

confirmatory purposes. It was determined that this statistical technique would add

validity to the major model findings. once the major model (a discriminantfunction

analysis) pared the six (6) variables down to something less than that number. Thus.

it was concluded the end result of the major study findings would reflect a prepon-

derance ofthe evidence technique. and would represent the most reliable findings

possible under these study conditions.

The justification for including a hierarchical log-linear analysis model as a

confirmatory statistical technique in this study related to the fact that the

advantages of statistical models which summarize data and test hypotheses are well

recognized and accepted in the field of research. Regession analysis. for example.

examines the relationship between a dependent variable and a set of independent

variables. Analysis ofvariance techniques provide tests for the effects ofvarious factors

on a dependent variable. But neither technique is appropriate as the major model for

categorical data. where the observations are not from populations that are normally

distributed with constant variance. as is the case with the two (2) Groups (I and II) inn

this study. Rather. a special class ofstatistical techniques called log-linear models has

been formulated for the analysis of categorical data. These models are useful for

uncovering the potentially complex relationships among the variables in a multiway

crosstabulation. in awaywhich is more effective and reliable than other analyses like

those mentioned above.

However. even when attention is restricted to hierarchical models. many difi'erent

types are possible for a given set ofvariables. The rules for selection require that the

model should “fit“ the data. be substantively irnterpretable. and as simple (parsimo-

rnious) as possible. The strategy used in this study was to systematically test the

contribution to themodelmadebyall the termswhichproved tobe significantly related

to the dependent variable through other statistical analyses (like crosstabulation

analyses). andthentobackthemout iiiahierarchical fashion. Thehierarchical system

used in connection with this data thus employed a backward elimination algorithm

Underthisprocedure. the efi'ectwhoseremoval resulted irn the least-significant change
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in the likelihood-ratio chi-square was eligible for elimination. provided the observed

significance level (.05) was larger than the criterion for remaining in the model. To

ensure a hierarchical model. only effects corresponding to the generating class were

examined at each step.

In this study. the generatingclass as determinedbythemajormodel (a discriminant

firnction analysis) was: ACADEMIC EDUCATIONAL LEVEL AT TILE OF INSTANT

OFFENSElS) " TYPE OF HVS’I‘ANT OFFENSE(S) ‘ HISTORYOF SUBSTANCEABUSE ‘

AGE UPON PAROLE ‘ GROUP ‘ PRIOR ADULTFELONYCONVICTIONIS)

These variables were inserted into the major model (a discriminant function

analysis with aforward selection algorithm) in the order of their measured strength

relative to their association with the outcome variable (RECIDALL) (see above listing).

Four (4) of the six (6) variables proved to be significantly related to the outcome

variable. They were:

#37 Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

#16 History of Substance Abuse

#06 Type Of Instant Ofi‘ense(s)

#06 Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Oflense(s)

These four (4) variables along with the “given“ variable Group were then built into

the confirmatory model (a hierarchical log-linear analysis with a backward elimina-

tion algorithm) irn a further efi‘ort to measure the significance of their relationship

relative to the outcome variable (RECIDALL).

The generating class for this statistical procedure was as follows: ACADEMIC

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL AT TIME OF INSTANT OFFENSElS) ‘ TYPE OF mSTANT

OFFENSES) " mSTORYOFSUBSTANCEABUSE ‘AGE UPON PAROLE ‘ GROUP

The first step was to examine only the fifth-order interaction. In other words. the

first efi'ect (variable) to be backed out ofthe modelwas “Group.“ because it was the one

which displayed the least amount of statistical strength in the independent variable

cluster. as related to the outcome (recidivism). The backward elimination process
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continued until the model contained those irnteractions where the overall analytical

results displayed and reflected the “best“ model.

The final goup ofeffects (variables) which remained after this elimination process

was completed were determined to be the mayor predictive/causativefactors associ-

ated with the outcome (recidivism). In the order of their statistical strength (strongest

one first) relative to their associationwith the outcomevariable (recidivism). theywere:

1) Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

2) History of Substance Abuse

3) Type Of Instant Ofiense(s)

4) Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Ofiense(s)

Their individual and cluster form effect on the outcome is discussed under the

section titled “Statistical Summary, “ on page 124 of Chapter N.

In addition. the major and confirmatory models also allowed for the examination

and measurement of the lone relationship between post-secondary academic educa-

tion and recidivism. which is discussed under the same section: “Statistical

Summary,“ on page 124 of Chapter IV.
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PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

Raw Data

The crosstabulation analyses run on thirty-four (34) of the forty-two (42) study

variables provided some interesting insights into the similarities and difi'erences

regarding the two (2) Groups. With no effort at this juncture to determine significant

differences. the data is presented irn raw form for those who need and/or desire such

detail.

Race (#03) — Seventy-two (72) (62. 1%) of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) members

wereblack. and seventy-two (72) (62. 1 96) ofthe ComparisonGroup (Group II) members

were black. Forty-three (43) (37.1%) of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) members were

white. and one (1) (0.9%)was other (Indian). Forty-four (44) (37.99b) ofthe Comparison

Group (Group II) members were white.

Note the small rounding error associated with the percentagefigures of. in this

case. Group 1. Such errors go unreported beyond this point in the data presentation.

Academic Educational Level At Time OfInstant Offense(s) (#06) —At the time

they committed the criminal offense for which they were incarcerated. the C.O.P.E.

Group (Group I) members ranged in educational level (academic) from eight (8) to

sixteen (16) years ofeducation. with fourteen (1 4) (1 2. 1 96) ofthemhavingearned aGED

Certificate. Two (2) (1.7%) C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) members had eight (8) years of

academic education. seven (7) (6%) had nine (9) years. eighteen (18) (16.4%) had ten

(10) years. forty-three (43) (37.1%) had twelve (12) years. four (4) (3.4%) had thirteen

(13) years. four (4) (3.4%) had fourteen (14) years. four (4) (3.4%) had fifteen (l 5) years.

and one (1) (0.9%) had sixteen (16) years of academic education. The Comparison
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Group (Group II) members ranged in educational level (academic) from five (5) to

thirteen (13) years of education. with twenty-one (2 1) (18.196) of them having earned

a GED Certificate. Two (2) (I . 796) Comparison Group (Group II) members had five (5)

years ofacademic education. one (1) (0.996) had seven (7) years. thirteen (13) (1 1 .296)

had nine (9) years. twenty-four (24) (20. 796) had ten (10) years. twenty-seven (27)

(23.396)had eleven (1 1) years. twenty-five (25) (21 .696) had twelve (12) years. and three

(3) (2.6%) had thirteen (13) years of academic education.

Type Of Instant Ofl‘ense(s) (#06) — Eleven (1 1) (9.596) of the C.O.P.E. Group

(Group I) were incarcerated fora property ofi'ense. three (3) (2.696)were drug offenders.

one-hundred one (101) (87.196) were violent offenders. and one (1) (0.996) was a

property and violent ofi‘ender. Among the members ofthe Comparison Group (Group

II): thirty-five (35) (30.2%)wereproperty offenders. three (3) (2.696)weredrugofi'enders.

seventy-five (75) (64. 796)were violent ofienders. and three (3) (2.696)were propertyand

violernt ofi'enders.

Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s) (#06) — Seventy-eight (78) (67.296) of the

C.O.P.E. Group (Group 1) members had no prior adult felony convictions. while fifty-

eight (58) (5096) of the Comparison Group (Group II) were irn this category. Seventeen

(17) (14.796) members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) had one (1) prior felony

conviction. while the same was true for twenty-eight (28) (24. 1 96) of the Comparison

Group (Group II) members. Eight (8) (6.996)C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) membershadtwo

(2) prior felony convictions. while sixteen (16) (13.896) Comparison Group (Group 11)

members were in this category. Five (5) (4.396) members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group

I) had three (3) prior adult felony convictions. and eight (8) (6.996) members of the

Comparison Group (Group II) were irn this category. Five (5) (4.396) of the C.O.P.E.

Group (Group I) members had four (4) or more prior adult felony convictions. while six

(6) (5. 196) of the Comparison Group (Group II) were so classified. Accurate and

complete data relative to this variable was not available for three (3) (2.696) of the

C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) members.

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Property Offenseis) (#09) — Eighty-nine (89)

(76. 796) ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group 1) members had no history ofajuvenile property
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ofi'ense. while seventy-one (71) (61 .296) of the Comparison Group (Group II) members

were irn this category. Of those subjects who had this type of history. they clustered

around one (1) to three (3) ofienses. Nine (9) (7.8996) C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) members

and twenty-one (2 l) (1 8. 1 96)Comparison Group (Group II) membershad one (1) offense

on their record. Seven (‘7) (696) C.O.P.E. Group (Group 1) members and eight (8) (6.996)

Comparison Group (Group II) members had two (2) offenses. four (4) (3.496) C.O.P.E.

Group (Group I) members and six (6) (5.2%) Comparison Group (Group II) members

had three (3) offenses on their records. One (1) (0. 996) C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) member

and one (I) (0.996) Comparison Group (Group II) member had four (4) such offenses

on their records. ’

One (1) (0.996) C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) member had five (5) such ofienses. one ( I)

(0.996) had six (6). one (1) (0.9%) had seven (7). one (I) (0.996) had eight (8). and two (2)

(1 . 796) had incomplete irnformation regardirng this variable in their records. As for the

Comparison Group (Group II) . two (2) (1 . 796) had five (5) such offenses on their records.

two (2) (1 . 796) had six (6) . and five (5) (4.3%) had incomplete record references in regard

to this variable. In total. twenty-five (25) (21 . 796) C.O.P.E. Group (Group 1) members

and forty (40) (34.596) members of the Comparison Group (Group II) had a history of

juvenile property ofienses.

Criminal Profile—Juvenile Drug Ofi'enseis) (#10) —One-hundred twelve (1 12)

(96.696) members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) had no record of a juvernile drug

ofi‘ense. while one-hundred nine (109) (9496) members of the Comparison Group

(Group II) were irn this category. Two (2) (1 . 796) members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group

I) and three (3) (2.696) members of the Comparison Group (Group II) had a sirngle (l)

ofi'ense ofthis type. Theremaining six (6) subjects. two (2) (I . 796) in the C.O.P.E. Group

(Group I) and four (4) (3.496) in the Comparison Group (Group II). had incomplete

record references in this area. ,

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Violent Ofiense(s) (#1 1) — Ninety-four (94) (8196)

members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) had no history ofajuvernile violent ofi'ense.

while ninety-three (93) (80.296) members of the Comparison Group (Group II) were in
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this category. Sixteen (16) (13.896) members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) had one

(I) ofl'ense ofthis type. while ten (10) (8.696) of the Comparison Group (Group II) had

one (1) offense. Four (4) (3.496) members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) had two (2)

ofi’enses of this type. while five (5) (4.396) members of the Comparison Group (Group

II) had two (2) ofi'enses. two (2) (1 . 796)had three (3) offenses. and one (1) (0.996)had four

(4) offenses of this kind. The remaining seven (7) subjects. two (2) (1.796) in Group I

and five (5) (4.396) in Group II. had incomplete record references irn regard to this

variable.

Criminal Profile — Adult Property Oflense(s) (#12) — Eighty-five (85) (73.396)

Group I members had no history ofprior adult property ofi'enses. nineteen (19) (1 6.496)

had one (1) such prior ofiense. five (5) (4.396) had two (2) such offenses. three (3) (2.696)

had three (3). one (1) (0.996) had five (5). one (1) (0.996) had nine (9). and two (2) (1 .796)

had incomplete record references inn this area. As for Group II. sixty-four (64) (55.2%)

hadno suchhistory. twenty-five (25) (21 .696)had one (1) suchprior offense. eleven (1 1)

(9.5%)had two (2) . six (6) (5.296)had three (3). five (5) (4.396)had four (4). four (4) (3.4%)

had five (5). and one (1) (0.996) had incomplete record references.

CriminalProfile—AdultDrugOfiense(s) (#13)—One-hundred ten (1 10) (94.896)

members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group 1) had no prior criminal history of this kind.

while one-hundred thirteen (I 13) (97.496) members of the Comparison Group (Group

II) fell into this category. Four (4) (3.496) members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) had

one (1) prior ofi'ense of this kind. while two (2) (1 .7%) members of the Comparison

Group (Group II) had a single (1) prior ofi‘ense. Two (2) (1 . 796)members ofGroup I. and

one ( I) (0.996) member ofGroup II. had incomplete record referernces irn regard to this

study variable.

Criminal Profile — Adult Violent Offense(s) (#14) — Eighty-nine (89) (76. 796)

membersoftheC.O.P.E. Group(Group I) hadnoprior ofi'ense ofthis kind. whileninety-

two (92) (79.396) members ofthe Comparison Group (Group II) were irn this category.

Twelve (12) (1 0.396) members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) had one (1) prior offense

ofthis kind. while seventeen (17) (l 4. 796) members ofthe Comparison Group (Group
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II) were in this category. Nine (9) (7.896) members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) had

two (2) prior ofi‘enses. one (1) (0.996) had three (3). one (I) (0.996) had four (4). and one

(1) (0.9%) had five (5). In the Comparison Group (Group II). five (5) (4.396) had two (2)

prior ofi‘enses ofthis kind. and one (1) (0.996) had three (3). Three (3) (2.696) members

ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I). and one (I) (0.996) member ofthe Comparison Group

(Group II) had irncomplete record references in regard to this variable.

In The Community At Least Three Years Prior To Prison Commitment For

Instant Ofiense(s) (#16) — Eighty-one (81) (69.896) of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I).

and sixty-eight (68) (58.696)ofthe ComparisonGroup (Group II) were inthecommunity

at least three (3) years prior to being incarcerated for their instant (current) ofi‘ense.

Thirty-five (35) (30.296) members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I). and forty-eight (48)

(41 .496)members ofthe Comparison Group (Group II) were in the community less than

three (3) years prior to being incarcerated for their current offense.

Marital Status At Time Of Instant Oflense(s) (#16) — Ninety-two (92) (79.396)

membersofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) were sirngle. fifteen (15) (12.996)were married.

two (2) (1 . 796) were separated. and seven (7) (696) were divorced. Of the Comparison

Group (Group II) members: ninety-six (96) (82.896) were single. ten (10) (8.696) were

married. two (2) (1 .796) were separated. and eight (8) (6.996) were divorced.

Employment Status At Time Of Instant Ofi'ense(s) (#17) — Six (6) (5.296)

members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and two (2) (1.796) members of the

Comparison Group (Group II) had no work histories. Twenty-three (23) (1 9.896)

members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and twenty-five (25) (21 .696) members ofthe

Comparison Group (Group II) worked full-time when they committed the ofi’ense for

whichtheywere sernt to prison. Eight (8) (6.996)members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group

I) and eleven (1 1) (9.596) members of the Comparison Group (Group II) worked part-

time. Nineteen (19) (1 6.496) members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and twenty-five

(25) (21 .696) members of the Comparison Group (Group II) worked intermittently.
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Two (2) (1.796) members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and four (4) (3.496)

members ofthe Comparison Group (Group II) were laid-ofl. Fifty (50) (43. 1 96)members

ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and forty-four (44) (37.996)members oftheComparison

Group (Group II) were unemployed at the time they committed the instant ofi'ense.

Eight (8) (6.996) members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and four (4) (3.496) members

ofthe Comparison Group (Group II) were students. Records for one (1) (0.996) member

of the Comparison Group (Group II) were incomplete irn regard to this variable.

History Of Substance Abuse (#16) - Forty-two (42) (36.296) members of the

C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) had a history of substance abuse. and seventy-three (73)

(62.996) had no such history. In the Comparison Group (Group II). forty-five (45)

(38.896) had a history of substance abuse. sixty-eight (68) (58.696) did not. The

remaining four (4) subjects. one (1) (0.996) in the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and three

(3) (2.696) irn the ComparisonGroup (Group II) . had incomplete records in regard to this

variable.

Evidence of A Serious Physical Illness Or Disability At Time Of Instant

Ofiense (#19)—One (I) (0.996) member ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and seven (7)

(696) members of the Comparison Group (Group II) evidenced this kind of history.

Whereas. one-hundred fifteen (l 15) (99.196) members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group

I). and one-hundred nine (109). (94%) members of the Comparison Group (Group II).

did not have a history of this kind.

Evidence Of A Serious Emotional Or Psychological Problem At Time Of

Instant Ofl'ense(s) (#20) — Eleven (1 I) (9.596) members the C.O.P.E. Group (Group

I) and seventeen (1 7) (14.796)members ofthe Comparison Group (Group II) evidenced

this kind ofhistory. Whereas. one-hundred five (105) (90.596)members ofthe C.O.P.E.

Group (Group I) and ninety-nine (99) (85.396) members of the Comparison Group

(Group II) did not have this kind of history.

Upbringing (#21) —Eighty-six(86) (74. 196)members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group

I) were raised by their natural parent(s). while ninety (90) (77.696) of the Comparison

Group (Group II) members were inn this category. Two (2) (1 . 796) members of the
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C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) were raisedbystepparent(s) . twenty (20) (l 7.296)byanatural

parentand a stepparent. five (5) (4.396)by relative(s). one (1) (0.996)by guardian(s) . and

two (2) (1 . 796) were raised by foster parent(s). As for the Comparison Group (Group 11):

ten (10) (8.696) were raised by stepparent(s). twelve (12) (10.3%) by a natural parent.

and a stepparent. one (1) (0.996) by relative(s). one (1) (0.996) by foster parent(s). and

two (2) (l . 796) had incomplete records in regard to this variable.

Financial Status OfUpbringing Environment (#22)— One (1) (0.996) member of

the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and two (2) (1 . 796) members of the Comparison Group

(Group II) came fromwealthy homeswhere the family incomewas at least $50.000 per

year. Eighty-five (85) (73.396)members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and eighty-eight

(88) (75.996)members ofthe Comparison Group (Group II) camefromhomeswhere the

family income was between $ 15.000 and $50,000 per year. TWenty-six (26) (22.4%)

members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and twenty-four (24) (20. 796) members ofthe

Comparison Group (Group 11) came from homes where the yearly income was below

$15,000. Four (4) (3.496) members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I). and two (2) (1 .796)

members ofthe Comparison Group (Group II) had incomplete records in regard to this

variable.

AcademicEducational Level OfMotherAtTimeOfSubject's Instant Ofi'enseis)

(#23) — In the case ofone-hundred (100) (86.296) C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) members

and one-hundred five (105) (90.596) Comparison Group (Group 11) members. data in

regard to this variable was not available. Theremairning sixteen (16) (13.896) C.O.P.E.

Group (Group 1) subjects had mothers whose academic educational level ranged from

eight (8) years to sixteen (16) years. As for the other eleven (1 1) (9.596) members ofthe

Comparison Group (Group II) . their mothers had an academic educational level range

from six (6) years to sixteen (16) years.

Academic EducationalLevelOfFatherAtTime OfSubject'sInstant Ofiense(s)

(#24) — Data in regard to one-hundred four (104) (89. 796) C.O.P.E. Group (Group I)

members and one-hundred eight (108) (93. 196) members of the Comparison Group

(Group II) was not available for this variable. The remaining twelve (12) (1 0.396)
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C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) members had fathers whose academic educational level

ranged from eight (8) years to fifteen (15) years. The remaining eight (8) (6.9%)

Comparison Group (Group 11) members had fathers whose academic educational level

ranged from seven (7) years to thirteen (13) years.

Family Emotional Support System At Time Of Subject's Instant Ofi’ense(s)

(#26) — Forty-eight (48) (41 .496) of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and fifty-seven (57)

(49. 1 96) members of the Comparison Group (Group II) received strong emotional

support from members of their immediate family. Forty-seven (47) (40.596) of the

C.O.P.E. Group (Group II) members and forty-eight (48) (41.496) members of the

Comparison Group (Group II) received some support from one (1) or more members

ofhis immediate family (mother. father. brother. sister. wife. etc.). Fifteen (15) (12.996)

members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and eleven (1 1) (9.596) members of the

ComparisonGroup (Group II) received no supportfromanymemberoftheirimmediate

family. The remairning six (6) (5.196) members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) had

incomplete record references in regard to this variable.

NumberOfNon-Bondable Major Misconduct Reports In Prison ForWhichThe

SubjectWas Found Guilty During His Present Prison Commitment (#26)—Sixty-

seven (67) (57.8) members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) and forty-eight (48) (41 .496)

members of the Comparison Group (Group 11) did not receive a non-bondable major

misconduct report during their incarceration period. TWenty-two (22) (I 996) members

ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) andthirty-one (3 1) (26. 796)members oftheComparison

Group (Group II) received one (I) non-bondable major misconduct report during their

incarceration.

In the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I). twelve (12) (1 0.396) received two (2) non-bondable

major misconduct reports while incarcerated. five (5) (4.396) received three (3) such

reports. five (5) (4.396) received four (4). two (2) (1 .796) received five (5). two (2) (1 .796)

received seven (7). and one (1) (0.996) received nine (9) non-bondable reports.

In the Comparison Group (Group II). eight (8) (6.996) received two (2) such reports.

eleven (1 1) (9.596) received three (3). nine (9) (7.896) received four (4). one (I) (0.996)
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received five (5). two (2) (1 .796) received six (6). one (1) (0.996) received seven (7). one

(1) (0.996) received nine (9). one (1) (0.996) received ten (10). one (I) (0.996) received

thirteen (13). one (I) (0.9%) received sixteen (16). and one (1) (0.996) received seventeen

(17) non-bondable reports.

Academic Educational Level Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

(#30)—Inthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I). ninety-six (96) (82.896)had fourteen (I4) years

ofacaderrnic educationupon parole. three (3) (2.6%)had fifteen (I5) years. fourteen (14)

(12.196) had sixteen (16) years. one (1) (0.9%) had seventeen (17) years. and two (2)

(1 . 796) had eighteen (18) years of academic education. As for the Comparison Group

(Group II). forty-five (45) (38.8%)had GED Certificates. one (1) (0.996)had five (5) years.

one (I) (0.9%) had seven (7) years. eight (8) (6.9%) had nine (9) years. ten (10) (8.6%)

had ten (10) years. sixteen (16) (13.8%)had eleven (1 1) years. twenty-three (23) (19.896)

had twelve (12) years. and twelve (12) (10.3%) had thirteen (13) years of academic

education upon parole. A

MDOC Assaultive Risk Classification At The Time Of Parole (#31) — In the

C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) . one (1) (0.996) subjectwas classifiedverylow. three (3) (2.696)

were low, forty-seven (47) (40.596)were middle. forty-nine (49) (42.296)werehigh. fifteen

(15) (1 2.996) very high. and one (I) (0.996) unknown. In the Comparison Group (Group

II). three (3) (2.696) were very low. thirteen (13) (1 l .296) low. forty (40) (34.596) middle.

forty-seven (47) (40.5%) high. and thirteen (13) (l 1 .296) very high.

Evidence OfA Serious Physical Illness Or Disability At Time OfParole From

Present Prison Commitment (#32) — One (1) (0.996) member ofthe C.O.P.E. Group

(Group I) evidenced this kind of problem. one-hundred fifteen (1 15) (99. 1 96) did not.

No (0) (096) members of the Comparison Group (Group II) evidenced this find of

problem.

Evidence OfASerious Emotional OrPsychologicalProblemAtTime OfParole

From Present Prison Commitment (#33) — None (0) (096) of the C.O.P.E. Group

(Group 1) members evidenced this find ofproblem. Only one (I) (0.996) member ofthe

Comparison Group (Group II) evidenced this find of problem: one-hundred fifteen

(l 15) (99.196) did not.
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Age At First Arrest (#34)—The age offirst arrest irn regard to the C.O.P.E. Group

(Group I) ranged from five (5) to forty (40) . with the geatest concentration being

between twelve (12) and twenty-two (22) years of age. The range irn regard to the

Comparison Group (Group II) was from seven (7) to thirty-six (36). with the geatest

concentration being between twelve (12) and twenty-two (22) years ofage. In the case

of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I). eleven (1 I) (9.596) were first arrested at age fourteen

(14). ten (10) (8.696) at age fifteen (15). ten (10) (8.696) at age sixteen (16). twenty-one

(21) (18.1%) at age seventeen (17). seventeen (17) (14.7%) at age eighteen (18). and

thirteen (13) (1 1 .296) at age nineteen (19). As for the Comparison Group (Group II).

twelve (12) (10.396) were first arrested at age fourteen (l 4). twelve (12) (10.396) at age

fifteen (15). eight (8) (6.9%) at age sixteen (16). fifteen (15) (12.996)at age seventeen(l7).

eleven (11) (9.596) at age eighteen (18). and ten (10) (8.696) at age nineteen. Further

specifics in regard to this variable are available from this researcher.

Age At Time OfPresent Prison Commitment (#36) —Three (3) (2.696) members

ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) were sixteen ( 1 6) years ofagewhentheyentered prison.

thirteen (13) (I 1 .296) were seventeen years of age. twenty (20) (1 7.296) were eighteen

years ofage. eighteen (18) (15.596)were nineteen (19) years ofage. sixteen (16) (13.8%)

were twenty (20) years ofage. fourteen (14) (1 2.1 96) were twenty-one (2 1) years ofage.

thirteen (13) (1 1 .296) were twenty-two (22) years of age. three (3) (2.696) were twenty-

three (23) years ofage. four (4) (3.496) were twenty-four (24) years ofage. one (I) (0.996)

was twenty-five (25) years of age. two (2) (1 . 796) were twenty-six (26) years ofage. two

(2) (1 . 796)weretwenty-seven (27) years ofage. one (I) (0.996)was twenty-eight (28) years

of age. one (1) (0.996) was twenty-nine (29) years of age. one (1) (0.996) was thirty (30)

years of age. one (1) (0.996) was thirty-two (32) years of age. one (I) (0.996) was thirty-

three (33) years ofage. and two (2) (I . 796) were thirty-nine (39) years ofage at the time

they entered prison.

As for the Comparison Group (Group II). eight (8) (6.996) were seventeen (17) years

ofage. thirteen (I3) (1 I .296) were eighteen (18) years ofage. thirteen (13) (I I .296) were

nineteen (19) years ofage. fifteen (15) (I 2.996)were twenty (20) years (ofage. eleven (1 1)

(9.596) were twenty-one (2 1) years of age. ten (10) (8.696) were twenty-two (22) years of
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age. eleven (1 1) (9.596) were twenty-three (23) years ofage. seven (7) (696)were twenty-

four (24) years of age. seven (7) (696) were twenty-five (25) years of age. six (6) (5.296)

were twenty-six (26) years of age. four (4) (3.4%) were twenty-seven (27) years ofage.

five (5) (4.396) were twenty-eight (28) years of age. one (1) (0.996) was twenty-nine (29)

years ofage. three (3) (2.696)were thirty (30) years ofage. and two (2) (1 . 796)were thirty-

eight (38) years of age at the time they entered prison.

Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment (#37) — One (1) (0.996)

member of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) was nineteen (19) years of age when he was

paroled from prison. one (1) (0.996) was twenty (20) years of age. four (4) (3.496) were

twenty-one (2 1) years ofage. three (3) (2.696) were twenty-two (22) years ofage. twelve

(12) (1 0.3%) were twenty-three (23) years of age. twelve (12) (1 0.396) were twenty-four

(24) years of age. fifteen (15) (12.9%) were twenty-five (25) years of age. sixteen (16)

(13.896) were twenty-six (26) years of age. fifteen (15) (12.9%) were twenty-seven (27)

years of age. ten (10) (8.696) were twenty-eight (28) years of age. ten (10) (8.696) were

twenty-nine (29) years ofage. five (5) (4.3%) were thirty (30) years ofage. two (2) (I .796)

were thirty-one (3 1) years ofage. three (3) (2.696)were thirty-two (32) years ofage. one

(1) (0.996) was thirty-three (33) years of age. one (I) (0.996) was thirty-four (34) years

ofage. two (2) (I . 796) were thirty-five (35) years ofage. one (1) (0.996)was thirty-six (36)

years ofage. one (1) (0.996)was forty-four (44) years ofage. and one (I) (0.996)was forty-

six (46) years of age upon parole from prison.

As for the Comparison Group (Group II). one (I) (0.996) was nineteen (19) years of

age. one (1) (0.996) was twenty (20) years of age. five (5) (4.396) were twenty-one (2 1)

years ofage. one (1) (0.996)was twenty-two (22) years ofage. eighteen (18) (15.596)were

twenty-three (23) years ofage. fourteen (14) (1 2. 1 96)were twenty-four (24) years ofage.

sixteen (16) (13.8%) were twenty-five (25) years ofage. nine (9) (7.896) were twenty-six

(26) years of age. eighteen (18) (1 5.596) were twenty-seven (27) years of age. nine (9)

(7.896) were twenty-eight (28) years ofage. eight (8) (6.996) were twenty-nine (29) years

of age. two (2) (l .7%) were thirty (30) years of age. five (5) (4.396) were thirty-one (3 1)

years ofage. three (3) (2.696)were thirty-two (32) years ofage. one (I) (0.996)was thirty-

three (33) years of age. one (1) (0.996) was thirty-four (34) years of age. two (2) (1.796)
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was thirty-five (35) years of age. and two (2) (1 . 796) were forty (40) years of age upon

parole from prison.

Length OfTime Served ForInstant Ofiense (it33) —The C.O.P.E. Group (Group

I) ranged in time served from twenty (20) months to one-hundred seventy-two (l 72)

months. TheComparisonGroup (Group II) ranged fromtwo (2) months to one-hundred

thirty-seven (137) months. There were no unusual concentrations in either goup.

Specific details in regard to this variable are available from this researcher upon

request.

Academic Educational Attainment Level Increase During Present Prison

Commitment (#39) — Five (5) (4.396) members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) did

not showa full (1) year ofincrease. four (4) (3.496) showed one (1) year ofincrease. forty-

one (41) (35.396) showed a two (2) year increase. twenty (20) (1 7.296) showed a three

(3) year increase. thirty (30) (25.996) showed a four (4) year increase. nine (9) (7.8%)

showed a five (5) year irncrease. four (4) (3.496) showed a six (6) year increase. one (1)

(0.9%) showed a seven (7) year increase. and two (2) (1 .796) showed an eight (8) year

increase. As for the Comparison Group (Group II) . ninety-five (95) (81 .996) showed less

than a one (1) year increase. sixteen (16) (13.896) showed a one (1) year increase. one

(1) (0.996) showedatwo (2) yearincrease. two (2) (1 . 796) showedathree (3) year increase.

and two (2) (1 .796) showed a four (4) year increase.

Criminal Recidivism — Property Ofienseis) (#40) — Ninety-six (96) (82.896)

members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) were not arrested for a felony class property

crime (did not recidivate). during the two (2) year period following their parole.

Fourteen (14) (12.196) members of the C.O.P.E. Group were arrested for this type of

ofiense one (1) timeduringthetwo (2) yearfollow-up period. five (5) (4.396)werearrested

twice (2). and one (1) (0.9%)was arrested three (3) times. As for the Comparison Group

(Group II). eighty-one (8 1) (69,896)were not arrested for this type ofofi‘ense durirng the

two (2) year follow-up period. twenty-five (25) (21 .696) were arrested one (1) time. six

(6) (5.296) were arrested twice (2). and four (4) (3.496) were arrested three (3) times.
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Criminal Recidivism -— Drug Ofi‘ense(s) (#41) -— One-hundred ten (1 10) (94.896)

members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) were not arrested (did not recidivate) for this

type of offense during the two (2) year period following their parole. Five (5) (4.396)

members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) were arrested one (1) time. and one (1) (0.996)

was arrested twice (2). One-hundred ten (110) (94.896) members of the Comparison

Group (Group II) werenotarrested for this type ofoffense duringthe two (2) yearperiod

following their parole. Five (5) (4.396) members of the Comparison Group (Group II)

were arrested once (I). and one (1) (0.996) was arrested three (3) times.

Criminal Recidivism - Violent Ofiense(s) (#42) — Ninety-six (96) (82.896)

members ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) were not arrested (did not recidivate) for this

type offelony crime during the two (2) year period oftime following their parole. Eleven

(1 I) (9.596) members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) were arrested one (1) time. six

(6) (5.296)werearrested twice (2) . and three (3) (2.696)werearrested three (3) times. One-

hundred five (105) (90.596) members of the Comparison Group (Group II) were not

arrested for this type of crime during the two (2) year period of time following their

parole. Six (6) (5.296) members ofthe Comparison Group (Group II) were arrested once

(1). three (3) (2.696) were arrested twice (2). one (1) (0.996) was arrested three (3) times.

and one (1) (0.996) was arrested four (4) times.

These initial standard crosstabulation analyses (in rawform) served the study in

three (3) ways: first. they revealed the fact that data relative to six (6) of the study

variables was incomplete and/or insufficient to allow for a meaningful contribution

to the intentand purpose the project. These six (6) variables were thus eliminatedfrom

any further consideration and/or analyses. Those six (6) study variables were:

#19 Evidence OfASerious Physical Illness OrDisabilityAt Time OfInstant

Oifense(s)

#20 Evidence OfASerious Emotional OrPsychological ProblemAtTime Of

Instant Offense(s)

#23 Academic Educational Level Of Mother At Time Of Subject's Instant

Ofienseis)
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#24 Academic Educational Level Of Father At Time Of Subject‘s Instant

Ofienseis)

#32 Evidence OfA Serious Physical Illness Or Disability At Time OfParole

From Present Prison Commitment

#33 Evidence OfASerious Emotional OrPsychological ProblemAt Time Of

Parole From Present Prison Commitment

Secondly. the initial crosstabulation analyses revealed the need to collapse some

of the categories (cells) in order to add meaningfulness to the data at hand. Thirdly.

the crosstabulation analyses brought notice to the fact that certain other statistics

such as dichotomous crosstabulation analyses. collapsed bivariate crosstabulation

analyses. collapsed crosstabulation analyses with a control. three-way crosstabula-

tion (controllirng for ofi'ense type and/or Group) analyses. and analyses of variance

(ANOVA) needed to be applied to some of the study variables in order for the data

associated with them to makeameaningful andworthwhile contribution to the study.

Thus. after rurnning such statistics on somevariables. the complete results were used

to make comparisons between the two (2) Groups. and specifically to determine the

significance (.05 level) of their difl‘erences. Those comparisons follow:

Group Comparisons

Matching Variables

Race (#03) —The race factor was one of the six (6) matchirng variables. Thus. as

one miglnt expect. the two (2) Groups were not significantly (at the .05 level) difi'erent

under a collapsed bivariate crosstabulation analysis when it came to this biological

trait. Seventy-two (72) (62. 196) members from each Group were black. and forty-four

(44) (37.9%) were white (one (1) Indian in Group 1).

Marital Status At Time Of Instant Oflenseis) (#16) — Ninety-two (92) (79.396)

members of Group I (C.O.P.E.) and ninety-six (96) (82.896) members of Group II

(Comparison) had neverbeen married at thewethey committed the criminal ofi'ense
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Table 4.1

Group Comparlsons On The Matching Variables

 

 

 

 

 

 

Study Significant

males Elflaiencas

Race (#03) _ No

Martial Status (#16) - - No

Employment Status (#17) __ _ No

MDOC Assaultive Risk Classification (#31) No

Age Upon Parole From Prison (#37) - No

 

for which theywere imprisoned. Twenty-four (24) (20. 796) ofthe Group 1 members and

twenty (20) (1 7.296) of the Group 11 members were either married at the time they

committed the instant ofi'ense. or had at some poirnt earlier been married. Again. this

was one ( 1) of the six (6) matching variables. so the non-significant (at the .05 level)

difi'erences under a collapsed bivariate crosstabulation arnalysis between the two (2)

Groups was a planned and expected outcome.

unployment Status At Time Of Instant Ofiense(s) (#17) — In regard to the

employment status ofthe subjects at the time they committed the criminal ofiense for

which they were imprisoned. fifty-eight (58) (5096) members of Group I and fifty (50)

(43.5) members of Group II were not employed. Twenty-three (23) (19.8%) members

ofGroup Iwere employed full-time. twenty-seven (27) (23.396)were employed less than

full-time. and eight (8) (6.996) were students. As for members ofGroup II. twenty-five

(25) (21 . 796) were employed full-time. thirty-six (36) (31 .396) were employed less than

full-time. and four (4) (3.596) were studernts. Being one (1) of the six (6) matchirng

variables. the non-significant difi'erences under a collapsed bivariate crosstabulation

analysis between the two (2) Groups was a planned and expected outcome.

MDOC Assaultive Risk Classification At The Time Of Parole (#31) — One (1)

(0.996) member of Group I had an MDOC assigned risk classification at the time of
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parole ofvery low. three (3) (2.696)were low. forty-seven (47) (40.996)weremiddle. forty-

rnine (49) (42.6%) were high. and fifteen (15) (1396) were very high. Three (3) (2.696)

members ofGroup II were classified very low. thirteen (l3) (1 1 .296)were low. forty (40)

(34.5%)were middle. forty-seven (47) (40.596)were high. and thirteen (13) (1 1 .296)were

veryhigh. While the differencesbetweenthetwo (2) Groups undera collapsed bivariate

crosstabulation analysis proved non-significant at the .05 level by virtue ofthis being

one (I) of the matching variables. they were of substantive interest.

Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment (#37) - The C.O.P.E.

Group (Group I) ranged in age upon parole from nineteen (19) through forty-six (46).

Those iii the Comparison Group (Group II) ranged in age from nineteen (19) through

forty (40) years of age upon parole from prison. An analysis of variance (ANOVA)

performed on the data revealed the Group I meanage upon parole to be twenty-six (26)

(26.6379) years of age. and the Group II mean age upon parole to be twenty-six (26)

(26.2759) as well. The mean for the entire population (both Groups) was calculated to

be twenty-six (26) (26.4569) years of age upon parole from prison. The differences

betweentheGroups proved tobe non-significantat the .05 level. Thisbeingamatchirng

variable. the results were an expected outcome.

Prlsoner Demographics/Background

History Of Substance Abuse (#18) — Forty-two (42) (36.596) members of Group

I had a history of substance abuse. while seventy-three (73) (63.596) members ofthis

Group had no such history. Forty-five (45) (39.896) members ofGroup II had a history

ofsubstance abuse. sixty-eignt (68) (60.296)hadno suchhistory. Thus. the difi'erences

betweern the two (2) Groups undera collapsed bivariate crosstabulation analysiswere

non-significant at the .05 level.

Upbringing (#21) —In regard to the matter ofupbringing. eighty-six (86) (74.196)

members ofGroup I and rninety (90) (78.996) members ofGroup II were brought up by

one (1) orboth (2) natural parernts. Twenty (20) (1 7.296) members ofGroup I and twelve

(12) (1 0.596) members ofGroup II were not brought up by their natural parent(s). Ten

(10) (8.696) members of Group I and twelve (12) (1 0.596) members of Group II were
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Table 4.2

Group Comparisons On

The PrIsoner Demographics/Background Varlables

 

Study Significant

Marlablas Riflatenaas

History Of Substance Abuse (#18) ................................................. No

Upbrlnging (#21) ............................................................................. No

Flnanclal Status Ot Upbrlnglng Environment (#22) ....................... No

Fomlly Emotlonal Support System (#25) ........................................ No

 

brought upby one (1) natural parent and one (1) step-parent. The difi‘erences between

the two (2) Groups under a crosstabulation analysis proved non-significant at the .05

level.

Financial Status OfUpbringing Environment (#22) —Through the application

of a collapsed bivariate crosstabulation analysis. the data regarding the financial

status oftheupbringingenvironmentwas divided into two (2) categories: non-poorand

poor. Eighty-six (86) (76.896) of the Group I members and ninety (90) (78.996) of the

Group II members came from non-poor homes. where the family incomewas $15,000

ayear or above. Twenty-six (26) (23.296) ofthe Group 1 members and twenty-four (24)

(21 . 1 96) members of Group II came from poor homes. where the family income was

below $15,000 per year. The differences between the two (2) Groups under this

arnalysis developed as non-significant at the .05 level.

Family Emotional Support System At Time Of Subject's Instant Ofiense(s)

(#26) —Again, through the use ofa collapsed bivariate crosstabulation analysis, the

dataregarding the family emotional support system at the time the subject committed

thecriminal offenseforwhichhewasincarceratedwas divided irnto three (3) categories:

strong support. some support, [and no support. Forty-eight (48) (43.696) members of

Group I received strong support. forty-seven (47) (42. 796) received some support, and

 

Chapter IV: Presentation and Analysis of Data



fifteen (15) (1 3.696) received no emotional support from their immediate families. Fifty-

seven (57) (49.196) of the Group II members received strong support. forty-eight (48)

(41 .496) received some support. and eleven (1 I) (9.596) received no emotional support

from their families. The differences between the two (2) Groups under this analysis

proved non-significant at the .05 level.

Criminal History

Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s) (#08) — In regard to prior adult felony

convictions. seventy-eight (78) (67.296) members of Group I and fifiy-eight (58) (5096)

members of Group II had no history of prior adult felony convictions. Seventeen (17)

(14. 796) members ofGroup I had one (1) prior adult felony. eight (8) (6.996) had two (2)

prior adult felony convictions. five (5) (4.396) had three (3) prior felony convictions. two

(2) (1 . 796) had four (4) prior adult felony convictions. two (2) (1 . 796) had five (5) prior

adult felony convictions. one (1) (0.996)had thirteen (I 3) prior adult felony convictions.

and data on this variable was unavailable for three (3) members of Group I.

As for Group II. twenty-eight (28) (24. 1 96) members had one (1) prior adult felony

convictions. sixteen (1 6) (13.8%) had two (2) prior adult felony convictions. eight (8)

(6.996)had three (3) prioradultfelony convictions. four (4) (3.496)hadfour (4) prior adult

felony convictions. and two (2) (1 . 796) had. five (5) prior adult felony convictions.

Although statistically the differences between the two (2) Groups proved non-

significant under a crosstabulation analysis. they were of substantive interest.

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Property Oflensets) (#09) — The differences

between the two (2) Groups on the matter of property ofi‘enses as a juvenile proved

significant (.0288) at the .05 level. under a dichotomous crosstabulation analysis.

Eighty-nine (89) (78. 1 96) of the Group I members had no prior history of juvenile

property offenses. while only seventy-one (7 1) (6496) ofthe Group 11 members were in

this category. TWenty-five (25) (21 .996) of the Group I members had one or more

property ofi'enses as ajuvenile. while forty (40) (3696) members ofGroup II were in this

category. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) performed on the data for this variable

indicated the meannumber ofjuvenile property offenses for members ofGroup I to be
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Table 4.3

 

Group Comparisons On

The Criminal History Variables

Study Significant

Munchies utterances

Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s) (#08) .......................................... No

Juvenile Properly Ol‘tensets) (#09) ............................................... Yes

Juvenile Drug Ottensets) (#10) ...................................................... No

Juvenile Violent Ottensets) (#l l) .................................................. No

Adult Properly Ottensets) (#12) .................................................... Yes

Adult Drug Otlensets) (#13) ............................................................ No

Adult Violent Ottensets) (#14) ........................................................ No

In The Community Three Years (#15) ............................................ No

Age At First Arrest (#34) .................................................................. No

 

.57. and for members of Group II to be .73 (rounded). The mean number of offenses

for both Groups was calculated at .65 (rounded). Thus. we see that under an analysis

ofvariance (ANOVA) the between-Groups differences proved non-significant at the .05

level. However. it was clear that members ofGroup II in a general collective sense had

a more extensive history ofjuvenile property ofi’enses.

Criminal Profile—Juvenile Drug Ofiense(s) (#10) —One-hundred twelve (1 12)

(98.296) members of Group I had no history of a juvenile drug ofi'ense. while one-

hundred nine (109) (97.396) members ofGroup II were in this category. Two (2) (1 .896)

members ofGroup I and three (3) (2.796) members ofGroup 11 did have such a history.

The difi’erences between the two (2) Groups under a dichotomous crosstabulation

analysis were non-significant at the .05 level. Under an analysis ofvariance (ANOVA) .

the means for the two (2) Groups proved to be minuscule. and the between-Groups

differences were highly non-significant. Neither of these two (2) Groups had much of

a history ofjuvenile drug offenses.
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Criminal Profile—Juvenile Violent Ofiense(s) (# 1 1) —Ninety-four (94) (82.596)

members of Group I had no history of a violent juvenile offense. while twenty (20)

(1 7.596) members did have such a history. As for Group II. ninety-three (93) (83.8%)

had no such history. while eighteen (18) (16.296) did have a history of one or more

violent juvenile offenses. The difi‘erences between the two (2) Groups under a

dichotomous crosstabulation analysis proved non—significant at the .05 level. Under

ananalysis ofvariance (ANOVA). themeans ofthe two (2) Groupswere minuscule. and

the between-Groups differences were clearly non-significant.

Criminal Profile — Adult Property 0fi'ense(s) (#12) — Under a dichotomous

crosstabulation analysis. the two (2) Groups were significantly (.0042) different at the

.05 level on the matter of prior adult property offenses. Eighty-five (85) (74.696)

members of Group I did not have such a history. while twenty-nine (29) (25.496) had

a history of one or more such prior offenses. Only sixty-four (64) (55.796) members of

Group 2 had no such history. while fifty-one (5 1) (44.396) had one or more prior adult

property offenses on their records. An analysis ofvariance (ANOVA) performed on this

data revealed the Group I mean to be .46 (rounded). and the Group 11 mean to be .91 .

Themean for the entire populationwas .69 (rounded). The differences between two (2)

Groups under this analysis proved significant (.0062) at the .05 level. with a clear

indication that Group 11 members had a more extensive history ofprior adult property

offenses.

Criminal Profile — Adult Drug Ofiense(s) (#13) — Neither Group had much of

an adult drug offense history. One-hundred ten (1 10) (96.596) ofthe Group I members.

and one-hundred thirteen (I 13) (98.396) members of Group II. had no history of prior

adult drug ofi'enses. Four (4) (3.596) members-ofGroup I. and two (2) (1 .796) members

ofGroup II had one or more such prior ofi'enses. The difi’erences between the two (2)

Groups under a dichotomous crosstabulation analysis proved non-significant at the

.05 level. Under an analysis of variance (ANOVA). the difi'erences in the two (2)

independent Group means proved to be minuscule. and the between-Groups difier-

ences were thus non-significant.
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. Table 4.4

Group Comparisons On

The Current Offense/Sentence Variable

Study Significant

Mariam: Differences

Type Of Instant Oftensets) (#06) ................................................... Yes

 

Criminal Profile — Adult Violent Ofiense(s) (#14) — Eighty-nine (89) (78.896)

members of Group I. and ninety-two (92) (8096) members of Group 11 did not have a

history of prior adult violent offenses. Twenty-four (24) (21 .296) members of Group I.

and twenty-three (23) (2096) members ofGroup II had one or more such prior offenses.

The differences between the two (2) Groups under a dichotomous crosstabulation

analysis proved non-significant at the .05 level. Under an analysis of variance

(ANOVA). the Group I mean was .37 and the Group 11 mean was .26. The entire

population (both groups) mean was .32. The between-Groups differences under this

analysis proved non-significant at the .05 level.

In The Community At Least Three Years Prior To Prison Commitment For

Instant Ofiense(s) (15)—Eighty-one (8 1) (69.896)members ofGroup I. and sixty-eight

(68) (58.696) members ofGroup II. were in the community (free ofajail or prison term)

for at least three (3) years prior to the commission of their current (instant) ofi'ense.

Thirty-five (35) (30.296) members of Group I. and forty-eight (48) (41 .496) members of

Group II. were not in the community at least three years prior to committing their

current offense. The differences between the two (2) Groups under a crosstabulation

analysis were non-significant at the .05 level. but a substantive interest existed.

Age At First Arrest (#34) — Twenty-six (26) (22.496) members of Group I. and

thirty-one (3 1) (28.796) members of Group II. were first arrested while under the age

of fifteen (15). Ninety (90) (77.696) of the Group 1 members. and. seventy-seven (77)

(71 .396)members ofGroup II. were fifteen (l 5) years ofage or olderwhenfirst arrested.
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The difi'erences between the two (2) Groups under a collapsed bivariate crosstabula-

tion analysis proved non-significant at the .05 level. Under an analysis of variance

(ANOVA). the mean age at first arrest was 17.2 for Group I. and 16.8 for members of

Group II. The mean for the entire population was seventeen (17) years of age. The

differences between the two (2) Groups under this analysis proved non-significant.

Current Offense/Sentence

Type OfInstant Ofiense(s) (#06) — Ofthe one-hundred sixteen (l 16) members

ofGroup I. eleven (1 1) (9.596)were sent to prison for a property ofi‘ense. three (3) (2.696)

for a drug offense. one-hundred one (101) (87.1%) for a violent ofi‘ense. and one (1)

(0.996) for a property and violent offense. As for Group II members. thirty-five (35)

(30.296) were sent to prison for a property ofi'ense. three (3) (2.696) for a drug ofi‘ense.

seventy-five (75) (64. 796) for a violent offense. and three (3) for a property and violent

ofi‘ense. The difi'erences between the two (2) Groups under a collapsed bivariate

crosstabulation analysis proved highly significant (.0006) at the .05 level. It was

apparent through this analysis that Group I had a much higher percentage ofviolent

ofi'enders.

Institutional History

NumberOfNon-Bendable Major Misconduct Reports In Prison ForWhichThe

SubjectWas Found Guilty During His Present Prison Commitment (#26)—Sixty-

seven (67) (57.896) members of Group I had no non-bondable misconduct reports

‘ during their period of incarceration. twenty-two (22) (1 996) had one (I) such miscon-

duct report. and twenty-seven (27) (23.396) had two (2) or more such reports. Forty-

eight (48) (41 .496) members of Group II had no non-bondable misconduct reports

during their period ofincarceration. thirty-one (3 1) (26. 796) had one such report. and

thirty-seven (37) (31 .996) had two (2) or more such reports.

The differences between the two (2) Groups under a collapsed bivariate analysis

proved significant (.0444) at the .05 level. Looking at non-bondable misconduct

reports indichotomousform.wefound that sixty-seven (67) (57.896)members ofGroup
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I did notreceive suchareport duringtheirperiod ofincarceration. while forty-nine (49)

(42.296)did receive suchreports. Underthis analysis. forty-eight (48) (41 .496)members

ofGroup It did notreceiveanon-bondablemisconduct reportwhileincarcerated. while

sixty-eight (68) (58.696) did receive such reports.

The Group difi'erences under a dichotomous crosstabulation analysis proved

highly significant (.0181) at the .05 level. Under an analysis ofvariance (ANOVA). the

calculated mean for the entire population was 1.38 (rounded). For members ofGroup

I the mean was .98. and for Group II it was 1 .77. The differences between the two (2)

Groups proved significant (.0125)atthe .05 level. Sowe see that eventhoughmembers

ofGroup I spent considerably more time in prison (see “Length OfTime Served". p.

88). they received sigrificantly fewer ,non-bondable (serious) misconduct reports.

Age AtTime OfPresent Prison Commitment (#35) —'lhree (3) (2.6%) members

ofthe C.O.P.E. Groupwere sixteen (16) years ofagewhenthey entered prison. thirteen

(l3) (1 1 .296)were seventeenyears ofage. twenty (20) (1 7.296)were eighteenyears ofage.

eighteen (18) (15.596)were nineteen (19) years ofage. sixteen (16) (13.896)were twenty

(20) years ofage. fourteen (14) (1 2. 196)were twenty-one (2 1) years ofage. thirteen (l3)

(1 1 .296)were twenty-two (22) years ofage. three (3) (2.696)were twenty-three (23) years

ofage. four (4) (3.496)were twenty-four (24) years ofage. one (1) (0.996)was twenty-five

(25) years of age. two (2) (1.796) were twenty-six (26) years of age. two (2) (1 .796) were

twenty-seven (27) years of age. one (I) (0.996) was twenty-eight (28) years of age. one

(1) (0.996)was twenty-nine (29) years ofage. one (1) (0.996)was thirty (30) years ofage.

one (I) (0.996)was thirty-two (32) years ofage. one (I) (0.996)was thirty-three (33) years

of age. and two (2) (1 .796) were thirty-nine (39) years of age at the time they entered

prison.

As for the Comparison Group. eight (8) (6.996) were seventeen (17) years of age.

thirteen (l3) (1 1 .296)were eighteen (18) years ofage. thirteen (13) (I I .296)werenineteen

(19) years of age. fifteen (15) (12.9%) were twenty (20) years of age. eleven (1 1) (9.596)

were twenty-one (21) years of age. ten (10) (8.696) were twenty-two (22) years of age.

eleven (1 1) (9.596)were twenty-three (23) years ofage. seven (7) (696) were twenty-four
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Table 4.5

Group Comparisons On

The Institutional History Varlables

Study Significant

Marianas Differences

Number or Non-Bondable Misconduct Reports (#26) ............... Yes

Age At Time Of Present Prison Commitment (#35) - Yes

Length Of Time Served (#38) -- - ....... Yes 

 

(24) years of age. seven (7) (6%) were twenty-five (25) years of age. six (6) (5.296) were

twenty-six (26) years ofage. four (4) (3.496)were twenty-seven (27) years ofage. five (5)

(4.396) were twenty-eight (28) years of age. one (1) (0.996) was twenty-nine (29) years

ofage. three (3) (2.696)were thirty (30) years ofage. and two (2) (1 . 796)were thirty-eight

(38) years of age at the time they entered prison.

The difi'erences between the Groups under a crosstabulation analysis proved

significant (.0427) at the .05 level. Under an analysis ofvariance (ANOVA). the mean

age upon entry into prison for members ofGroup I was 20.7 (rounded). and for those

in Group II it was 22. 1 (rounded). The mean for the entire population was 21.4

(rounded). The difierences between the two (2) Groups under this analysis proved

significant (.0069). That is. the members of the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) were

significantly younger when they went to prison.

Length OfTime Served For Instant Ofi’enee(s) (#88) —The C.O.P.E. Group (I)

ranged in time served from twenty (20) months to one-hundred seventy-two (172)

months.TheComparisonGroup (II) rangedfromtwo (2) months to one-hundred thirty-

seven (137) months. There were no unusual concentrations in either Group.

Under a crosstabulation analysis. the difi‘erences between the two (2) Groups

proved significant (.0036) at the .05 level. An analysis ofvariance (ANOVA) performed
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on the datarevealed themeantime served formembers ofGroup I to be 76.08months.

and formembers ofGroup II. themeanwas 49.27months.The entire populationmean

for time served was 62.62 months. The difi'erences between the two (2) Groups under

this analysis proved highly significant (.0000)at the .05 level. Sowesawthatmembers

ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (I) in a collective sense served considerably more time in prison

(slightly more than two (2) years on average) than their counterparts in Group 11.

Educational Hlstory

Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Ofi’ense(s) (#05) — Under a

collapsed bivariate crosstabulation analysis. it was determined that nine (9) (7.896)

members of the C.O.P.E. Group (I) had an academic educational level at grade nine

(9) orbelowwhenthey entered prison (time ofinstant offense). thirty seven (37) (31 .996)

had completed ten (10) or eleven (1 1) years of academic education. fifty-seven (57)

(49. 196) had finished high school (grade 12) or had earned a GED Certificate. four (4)

(3.4%) had thirteen (13) years of education. four (4) (3.496) had fourteen (14) years of

education. four (4) (3.496) had fifteen (15) years ofeducation. one (I) (0.996)had sixteen

(16) years of education.

As for those in Group II. sixteen (16) (13.896) had an academic educational level at

grade nine (9) or below when they entered prison. fifty-one (51) (4496) had completed

ten (10) or eleven (1 1) years ofacademic education. forty-six (46) (39. 796) had finished

high school (gade 12) or had earned a GED Certificate. and three (3) (2.696) had

thirteen (13) years of academic education.

Under this analysis. the difi'erences between the two (2) Groups proved significant

(.0245)atthe .05 level. Ananalysis ofvariance(ANOVA) performedonthedatarevealed

aGroupImeanof I 1 .52 (rounded) years ofacademiceducationuponentryinto prison:

for Group II. the mean is 10.88 years. The Group 1 rangewas eight (8) years to sixteen

(16) years of academic education. The members of Group II ranged from five (5) to

thirteen (13) years ofeducation. The difi'erencesunderthis analysis proved significant

(.0006) at the .05 level.
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Table 4.6

Group Comparisons On

The Educational History Variables

Study Significant

Marlables Differences

Educational Level At Instant Offensets) (#05) Yes

Educational Level Upon Parole (#30) Yes

Educational Attainment Level Increase (#39) Yes 

 

An analysis ofthis variable under a dichotomous crosstabulation (graduated HS-

YIN) by Group revealed that seventy (70) (60.396) members of Group I (C.O.P.E.)

graduated from high school prior to entry into prison. and forty-six (46) (39. 796) had

notgraduated from high school prior to entry into prison. As for themembers ofGroup

11 (Comparison). forty-nine (49) (42.296) graduated from high school prior to entry into

prison. and sixty-seven (67) (57.896) did notgraduate fromhigh school. The difi'erences

between the two (2) Groups under this analysis proved significant (.0058) at the .05

level. This was originally a matching variable. but the limited size ofthe Comparison

Group (11) Pool prevented this efi'ort from materializing.

Academic Educational Level Upon Parole Prom Present Prison Commitment

(#80) —A collapsed bivariate crosstabulation analysis run on the data pertaining to

academic educational level uponparole revealed that ninety-six (96) (82.896)members

ofGroupIhadfourteen (14) years ofeducationuponparolefromprison. three (3) (2.696)

had fifteen (15) years of education. fourteen (14) (12.196) had sixteen (16) years of

education. one (1) (0.9%) had seventeen (17) years of edusation. two (2) (1.7%) had

eighteen (18) years of education.

As for Group 11 members. ten (10) (8.696) had nine (9) or fewer years academic

education upon parole from prison. twenty-six (26) (22.496) had ten (10) or eleven (1 1)

years ofeducation. sixty-eight (68) (58.696)had twelve (12) years ofeducation oraGED
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Certificate. and twelve (12) (1 0.3%) had thirteen (13) years of academic education.

Under this analysis. the differences between the two (2) Groups proved highly

significant (.0000) at the .05 level. Under an analysis ofvariance (ANOVA) performed

on the data. we found the educational range upon parole for Group I to be fourteen

(14) to eighteen (18) years of education. The range for Group II was five (5) to thirteen

(13) years. The differences between the two (2) Groups under this analysis proved to

be highly significant (.0000).

Academic Educational Attainment Level Increase During Present Prison

Commitment (#39) —As one might well have expected. the differences between the

two (2) Groups in academic educational increase during the incarceration period

proved significant (.0000) under a crosstabulation analysis. The range ofincrease for

Group I (C.O.P.E.) ran from zero (0) (their number ofyears ofacademic education did

not increase. but they did earn an associate degree) to eight (8) years. The Group 11

(Comparison) range ran from zero (0) to two (2) years. Under an analysis ofvariance

(ANOVA). the Group I mean was more than three (3) (3.0862) years. and the Group 11

meanwas considerably less than one (1) (.2759)year. The differences between Groups

was significant (.0000) under this analysis as well.

Recidivism

Group Statistics

Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Ofiense(s) (#05) — Under a

three-way crosstabulation analysis ofrecidivism (through the variable RECIDALL) by

Group (I and II) controlling for the variable “academic educational level at time of

instant ofiense(s)" in dichotomous form (HS graduate- Y/N). we found that ofthose

in Group I (C.O.P.E.) who did recidivate (35) during the two (2) year period of time.

nineteen (19) (54.3%) were high school graduates and sixteen (16) (45. 796) were not

high school graduates when they entered prison (see figure 4. 1 . nextpage). Ofthose

in Group II who recidivated (46). twelve (12) (26. 1 96) were high school graduates. and

thirty-four (34) (73.996) were not high school graduates when they entered prison (see

figure 4. 1 . next page).
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Ofthose in Group I (C.O.P.E.) who did not recidivate (81) during the two (2) year

period of time. fifty-one (51) (6396) were high school graduates. and thirty (30) (3796)

were not high school graduates upon prison entry. As for those in Group 11

(Comparison) who did not recidivate (70). thirty-seven (37) (52.996) were high school

graduates. and thirty-three (33) (47.196) were not high school graduates when they

entered prison. Under this analysis. the differences between the two (2) Groups (I &

11) proved not to be significant at the .05 level.

In a three-way crosstabulation analysis of recidivism (under RECIDALL) by the

variable “academic educationallevel attime ofinstant offense(s)" in dichotomous

form (HS graduate-Y/N) controlling for Group (I and II). we found in Groupl (C.O.P.E.)

nineteen (19) (54.396) of those who recidivated (35) were high school graduates. and

sixteen (16) (45.796) were not high school graduates (see Figure 4. 1 . above). The

differences between the high-school graduates and the non-graduates proved signifi-

cant (.3805) at the .05 level. Of those in Group I who did not recidivate (8 1). fifty-one
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Figure 4.2

 

(51) (6396) were high school graduates and thirty (30) (3796) were not high school

graduates.

In the Comparison Group (II) ofthosewho recidivated (46). twelve (12) (26.1 96)were

high school graduates and thirty-four (34) (73.9%) were not high school graduates. Of

those in Group 11 (Comparison) who did not recidivate (70). thirty-seven (37) (52.996)

were high school graduates and thirty-three (33) (47.196) were not high school

gaduates (seefigure 4. 1, p. 92). The differences between Group I and Group II proved

to be significant (.0043) at the .05 level.

Type Of Instant Ofi'ense(s) (#08) — In looking at recidivistic behavior (through

RECIDALL) while controllingfor “ofiense type” indichotomous form (non-violentand

violent) by Group (I & II). we found that ofthe thirty-five (35) members ofGroup Iwho

did recidivate during the two (2) year follow-up period. nine (9) (25.796) were sent to

prison for anon-violent offense. and twenty-six (26) (74.396)wereviolent offenders (see
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Figure 4.2. p. 93). Ofthe forty-six (46) recidivists in Group II. seventeen (17) (37%) were

sent to prison for a non-violent offense. while twenty-nine (29) (6396) were violent

ofi‘enders (see Figure 4.2. p. 93).

Ofthe eighty-one (8 1) members ofGroup Iwho didnot recidivate. five (5) (6.296)were

non-violent offenders. and seventy-six (76) (93.896) were violent ofi‘enders. As for the

seventy (70) members of Group II who did not recidivate. twenty-one (2 1) (3096) were

non-violent ofi'enders. and forty-nine (49) (7096)wereviolent offenders. Under this type

ofanalysis. differences between the two (2) Groups (I and II) proved non-significant at

the .05 level.

Criminal Recidivism — Property Ofi’ense(s) (#40) — Ninety-six (96) (82.896)

members ofGroup I. and eighty-one (8 1) (69.896)members ofGroup IIwerenotarrested

for a felony class property offense during the two (2) years following their parole.

Twenty (20) (1 7.296)members ofGroup I. and thirty-five (35) (30.296)members ofGroup

II were arrested one (1) or more times for a felony class property offense during the two

(2) year follow-up period. These differences in the two (2) Groups undera dichotomous

crosstabulation analysis proved significant (.0307) at the .05 level.

In looking at this type of recidivistic behavior under a crosstabulation analysis

while controlling for ofi'ense type (non-violent and violent). we find that of the ninety-

six (96) members of Group I who were not arrested for a felony class property ofi'ense

during the two (2) year follow-up period. eight (8) had been sent to prison for a non-

violent oifense. and eighty-eight (88) had been sent to prison for a violent ofi‘ense. Of

the eighty-one (81) members of Group II who were not arrested for a felony class

property ofi'ense during the two (2) year follow-up period. twenty-four (24) had been

sent to prison for a non-violent ofi‘ense. while fifty-seven (57) had been sent to prison

for a violent offense.

Ofthe twenty (20) members ofGroup I who were arrested one (1) or more times for

a felony class property ofi‘ense. six (6) were non-violent offenders and fourteen (14)

were violent ofi'enders. Of the thirty-five (35) members of Group II who were arrested

one (1) or more times for a felony class property ofl'ense. twenty-one (2 1) had been sent
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to prison for a non-violent offense while fourteen (14) had been sent to prison for a

violentofi'ense.Thedifferencesbetweenthetwo (2) Groups inthis analysis provednon-

significant (.05 level) for the non-violent offenders. but significant (.0427) for the

subjects who were sent to prison for violent offenses.

Underan analysis ofvariance (ANOVA). the Group I mean for recidivistic behavior

involving one or more property offenses was .46. whereas it was .9 1 for members of

Group II. The entire population mcan was .69. Under this analysis. the difi'erences

between the two (2) Groups proved significant (.0062). Thus. it was concluded that

members ofGroup II committed a significantly higher number offelony class property

ofi'enses during the two (2) year follow-up period than was true for those in Group I

(C.O.P.E.). '

Criminal Recidivism—Drug Ofiense(s) (#41)—One-hundred ten (1 10) (94.896)

members ofGroup I. and one-hundred ten (1 10) (94.896)members ofGroup II were not

arrested for a felony class drug ofi‘ense during the two (2) years following their parole.

Six (6) (5.296)members ofGroup I. and six (6) (5.296)members ofGroup II werearrested

one (1) or more times for a felony class drug offense during the two (2) year follow up

period. The difi'erences between the two (2) Groups under a dichotomous crosstabu-

lation analysis proved non-significant at the .05 level.

Inlookingatthis type ofrecidivisticbehaviorwhile controllingfor ofi‘ense type (non-

violent and violent). we found that of the one-hundred ten (1 10) members ofGroup I

who were not arrested for a felony class drug ofi'ense during the two (2) year follow-

up period. thirteen (13) were non-violent ofi‘enders and ninety-seven (97) were violent

offenders. Ofthe one-hundred ten (1 10) members of Group II who were not arrested

for a felony class drug ofi'ense during the two (2) year follow-up period. thirty-six (36)

were non-violent offenders and seventy-four (74) were violent offenders.

A Ofthe six (6) membersofGroupIwhowerearrested one (I) ormoretimes forafelony

class drugofi'ense. one (1) wasanon-violentofl’enderandfive (5) wereviolent ofi'enders.

As for the six (6) members ofGroup II who were arrested one (1) or more times during

the follow-up period for a felony class drug offense. two (2) were non-violent ofi‘enders
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and four (4) were violent offenders. The difi‘erences between the two (2) Groups under

this analysis proved non-significant (.05 level). in the case ofboth the non-violent and

the violent offenders.

Under an analysis of variance (ANOVA). the mean number of felony class drug

ofi'enses for members ofGroup I during the two (2) year follow-up period was .04. and

for those in Group II it was .02. The difi'erences between the two (2) Groups under this

analysis provednon-significant.Again. wesee this entire population (both Groups) did

not have a history of drug ofi'enses. either as juveniles or adults.

, Criminal Recidivism — Violent Ofi’ense(s) (#42) — Ninety-six (96) (82.896)

members of Group I. and one-hundred five (105) (90.596) members of Group II were

not arrested for a felony class violent offense during the two (2) year period following

their parole. Twenty (20) (1 7.296) members ofGroup I. and eleven (1 1) (9.596)members

ofGroup II were arrested one (I) or more times for a felony class violent ofi'ense during

the two (2) year follow-up period. These difi'erences between the two (2) Groups under

a dichotomous crosstabulation analysis proved non—significant at the .05 level.

Inlookingat this type ofrecidivisticbehaviorwhile controllingfor ofl'ensetype (non-

violent and violent). we found that ofthe ninety-six (96) members ofGroup I whowere

not arrested for a felony class violent offense during the two (2) year follow-up period.

nine (9) had been sent to prison for a non-violent ofi'ense and eighty—seven (87) had

been sent to prison for a violent offense. Of the one-hundred five (105) members of

Group II whowere not arrested for a felony class violent ofi‘ense duringthe two (2) year

follow-upperiod. thirty-four (34) hadbeensentto prisonfornon-violent offenses. while

seventy-one (7 1) had been sent to prison for a violent offense.

0fthe twenty (20) members ofGroup I whowere arrested one (1) or more times for

afelony class violent offense duringthe two (2) year follow-up period. five (5) had been

sent to prison for a non-violent ofi'ense. while fifteen (15) had been sent to prison for

aviolent ofi'ense. Ofthe eleven (1 1) members ofGroup II who were arrested one (1) or

more times for a felony class violent ofierrse during the two (2) year period. four (4) had

been sent to prison for a non-violent ofi‘ense. while seven (7) had been sent to prison
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for a violent offense. The differences in this analysis between the two (2) Groups in

regard to both the non-violent and violent offenders. proved non-significant at the .05

level. Under an analysis ofvariance (ANOVA). we find the mean for Group I in regard

to an arrest for a felony class violent crime during the two (2) year period to be .37. and

for those in Group II it came out tobe .26. The differences between thesetwo (2) Groups

under this analysis proved to be non-significant.

In looking at recidivistic behavior in a. collective sense under a dichotomous

crosstabulationanalysis (through the variable RECIDALL) by Group (I &II). thirty-five

(35) (30.296)members ofGroup I (C.O.P.E.) did recidivate duringthe two (2) year period.

and eighty-one (81) (69.896) did not recidivate (see Figure 4.3. above). In the case of

Group II. forty-six (46) (39. 796)recidivated during the two (2) yearperiod. while seventy

(70) (60.396) did not recidivate (see Figure 4.3. above). The differences between the two

(2) Groups proved non-sigrlficant at the .05 level. Under an analysis of variance
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Table 4.7

Group Comparisons On Recldlvlsm

 

 

 

 

Study Significant

Variables Differences

Recldlvlsm - Property Oftense(s) (#40) - Yes

Recldlvlsm - Drug Oftense(s) (#41) No

Recldlvlsm - Violent Oftense(s) (#42) No

RECIDALL (Generated Variable) No 

 

(ANOVA). the Group I mean for recidivistic acts was .57 (rounded). and for Group II

it was .66 (rounded). The between-Groups differences proved non-significant under

this analysis.

While the differences between the two (2) Groups undera dichotomous crosstabu-

lation analysis and an analysis ofvariance (ANOVA) proved non-significant (.05 level)

in a statistical sense. the 9.5% difference in recidivism rates between the two (2)

Groups was of substantive interest. We must be cautioned. however. that the overall

differences between the two (2) Groups in regard to recidivistic behavior had to be

considered in conjunction with other variables of influence.

Predictive/Causative Factors

In identifying predictive]causative factors of recidivism. the first step was to

measure the statistical significance of the remaining twenty-five (25) independent

variables in relationship to recidivism. This was done by looking at recidivism in a

collective form (not divided into property. drug. or violent ofierrses) through the

generated variable RECIDALL. and by examining the independent variables under

crosstabulation analyses in various forms (standard. dichotomous. collapsed.

and]or three-way with a control). The results of those analyses were as follows:

Race (#08)—Underacrosstabulationanalysis ofrecidivism (through thevariable

RECIDALL) controlling for “race“ in dichotomous form (non-white]white). fifty-five
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(55) (37.996) of the non-white subjects recidivated and ninety (90) (62.196) did not

recidivate. As for the white subjects. twenty-six (26) (29.996) recidivated and sixty-one

(61) (70.196) did not recidivate. The factor of “race" proved to be not significantly (at

the .05 level) related to recidivism.

Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Oftense(s) (#05) — In an

examination of recidivism (through the variable RECIDALL) under a crosstabulation

analysis controlling for the variable “academic educational level at time ofinstant

ofiense(s)" indichotomous form (HS yaduate-Y/N) . itwas determinedthat ofthe total

number ofhigh school graduates (1 19) in the entire population (232). thirty-one (3 1)

(26.196) recidivated and eighty-eight (88) (73.996) did not recidivate (see Figure 4.4.

above). Ofthosewhowere nothigh school gaduates (l 13). fifty (50) (44.296)recidivated

and sixty-three (63) (55.896) did not recidivate within the two (2) year period oftime the
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subjects were tracked (see Figure 4.4, p. 99). The variable “academic educational

level at time of instant offense(s)" proved to be significantly (.0037) related to

recidivism at the .05 level.

me OfInstant Oflense(s) (#06) — In a crosstabulation ofRECIDAIJ. by “type

of instant ofiense(s)" in dichotomous form (non-violent/violent), twenty-six (26)

(5096) of the non-violent offenders recidivated and twenty-six (26) (5096) did not

recidivate. As for the subjects who were sent to prison for a violent ofi'ense. fifty-five

(55) (30.696) recidivated and one-hundred twenty-five (125) (69.496) did not recidivate.

The variable “type ofinstant ofiense(s)" proved to be significantly (.0096) related to

recidivism at the .05 level.

Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s) (#08)— In a crosstabulation ofRECIDALLby

“prior adult felony conviction(s)” in dichotomous form (no prior/one ormore prior).

forty-one (4 1) (30. 1 96) subjects who had no prior adult felony convictions recidivated.

while ninety-five (95) (69.996) subjects in this category did not recidivate. Ofthosewith

one or more prior adult felony convictions. forty (40) (4396) subjects recidivated. and

fifty-three (53) (5796) didnotrecidivate.Thevariable “prioradultfelonyconviction(s)“

proved to be significantly (.0456) related to recidivism at the .05 level.

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Property Ofi’ense(s) (#09) — In a crosstabulation

ofRECIDAILby “juvenile property offense(s)" in dichotomous form (yes/no). fifty-

seven (57) (35.696) ofthe subjectswithnojuvenile property offense(s) recidivated. while

one-hundred three (103) (64.496) did not recidivated. Of those subjects with one or

morejuvenile property offense(s). twenty-four (24) (36.996) recidivated. and forty-one

(4 l) (63. 1 96) did not recidivated. The variable “juvenile property offense(s)“ proved

not to be significantly related to recidivism at the .05 level.

Criminal Profile — Juvenile Drug Ofiense(s) (#10) — In a crosstabulation of

RECIDALL by “juvenile drug ofiense(s)" in dichotomous form (yes/no). seventy-

eight (78) (35.396) ofthe subjectswho did not have ajuvenile drug offense recidivated.

while one-hundred forty-three (143) (64. 796) of the subjects in this category did not
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recidivate. Ofthose subjects with one or morejuvenile drug offense(s). three (3) (6096)

recidivated. and two (2) (4096) did not recidivate. The variable “juvenile drug

ofiense(s)” proved not to be significantly related to recidivism at the .05 level.

Criminal Profile—Juvenile Violent Oftense(s) (# 1 1)—In looking at RECIDALL

by “juvenile violent offense(s)” in dichotomous form (yes/no). sixty-three (63)

(33. 796) of the subjects who did not have a juvenile violent offense recidivated. while

one-hundred twenty-four (124) (66.396) did not recidivate. Ofthose subjects with one

(1) ormorejuvenileviolent ofi'ense(s) . eighteen (1 8) (47.496)recidivated. and twenty (20)

(52.696) did not recidivate. The variable “juvenile violent ofiense(s)” proved not to be

significantly related to recidivism at the .05 level.

Criminal Profile — Adult Property Ofiense(s) (#12) — In an examination of

RECIDALL by “adult property ofiense(s)” in dichotomous form (yes/no). forty-four

(44) (29.596) subjects who did not have a prior adult property offense recidivated. while

one-hundred five (105) (70.596) did not recidivate. Of those subjects with one (1) or

more prior adult property offense(s). thirty-seven (37) (46.396) recidivated. and forty-

three (43) (53.896) did not recidivate. The variable “adult property ofi’ense(s)“ proved

to be sigrificantly (.01 16)re1atcd to recidivism at the .05 level.

Criminal Profile — Adult Drug Ofi'ense(s) (#13) — In looking at RECDALL by

“adult drug ofiense(s)” in dichotomous form (yes/no). seventy-eight (78) (3596)

subjects who did not have a prior adult drug ofi'ense recidivated. while one-hundred

forty-five (145) (6596) did not recidivate. Of those subjects with one (1) or more prior

adult drug offense(s) . three (3) (5096) recidivated. andthree (3) (5096) did not recidivate.

The variable “adult drug ofiense(s)” proved not to be significantly related to

recidivism at the .05 level.

Criminal Profile — Adult Violent Ofiense(s) (#14) — In an examination of

RECIDALLby “adultviolent ofiense(s)” indichotomous form (yes/no) . sixty-one (6 1)

(33. 796) of the subjects with no prior adult violent offense recidivated. while one-

hundred twenty (120) (66.396) did not recidivate. Ofthose subjects who had one (1) or

more prior adult violent ofi'ense(s). twenty (20) (42.696) recidiVated. and twenty-seven
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(27) (57.496) did not recidivate. The variable “adult violent ofiense(s)" proved not to

be sigiificantly related to recidivism at the .05 level.

In The Community At Least Three Years Prior To Prison Commitment For

Instant Ofiense(s) (#15) — In examining RECIDALL by the variable “in the

community at least three (8) years prior to prison commitment for instant

offense(s)” in dichotomous form bres/no). forty-eight (48) (32.296) subjects who were

in the community for three (3) years prior to their instant offense(s) recidivated. while

one-hundred one (101) (67.896) of the subjects in this category did not recidivate. Of

thosewhowere not in the connrnunity for three (3) years prior to theirinstant offense(s) .

thirty-three (33) (39.896) recidivated. and fifty (50) (60.296) did not recidivate. The

variable “in the community at least three (8) years prior to prison commitment

for instant ofi’ense(s)” proved not to be significantly related to recidivism at the .05

level.

Marital Status At Time Of Instant Ofiense(s) (it 18) — In looking at RECIDALL

by “marital status at time of instant ofiense(s)” in dichotomous form (never

marriedlever married). sixty-seven (67) (35.696) subjects who were never married

recidivated. while one-hundred twenty-one (12 1) (64.496) subjects in this category did

not recidivate. Among those subjects who at one time or another were married.

fourteen (14) (31.896) recidivated. and thirty (30) (68.296) did not recidivate. The

variable “marital status at time ofinstant offense(s)” proved not to be significantly

related to recidivism at the .05 level.

Employment Status At Time Of Instant Ofiense(s) (#17) — In an examination

of RECIDALL by “employment status at time of instant offense(s)” in collapsed

form (not working/working]student). thirty-seven (37) (34.396) ofthose who were not

working recidivated. while seventy-one (7 1) (65. 796) did not recidivate. As for those

subjectswhowereworking. thirty-nine (39) (35. 1 96)recidivated. while seventy-two (72)

(64.996) did not recidivated. As for the study subjects who had a student status at the

time oftheir instant offense. five (5) (41.7%)recidivated. while seven (7) (58.396) did not
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recidivate. The variable “employment status at time ofinstant offense(s)” proved

not to be significantly related to recidivism at the .05 level.

History Of Substance Abuse (# 18) — In looking at RECIDALL by the variable

“history ofsubstance abuse” in dichotomous form (yes/no). thirty-eight (38) (43. 796)

ofthe subjectswho had a history ofsubstance abuse recidivated. while forty-nine (49)

(56.396) of the subjects in this category did not recidivate. Ofthose subjects who did

not have a history of substance abuse. forty-one (41) (29.196) recidivated. and one-

hundred (100) (70.996) did not recidivate. The variable “history ofsubstance abuse"

proved to be sigrificantly (.0244) related to recidivism at the .05 level.

Upbringing (#21)—Inan examination ofRECIDALLby thevariable “upbringing”

in dichotomous form (natural parent(s)/no natural parent). seventy-two (72) (34.696)

subjects who were raised by at least one (1) natural parent recidivated. while one-

hundred thirty-six (136) (65.496) ofthe subjects in this category did not recidivate. Of

those who were not raised by at least one (1) natural parent. nine (9) (40.996)

recidivated. and thirteen (l 3) (59.1 96) did not recidivate. The variable “upbringing”

proved not to be significantly related to recidivism at the .05 level.

Financial Status OfUpbringing Environment (#22)—In examiningRECIDALL

by the variable “financial status ofupbringing environment” in dichotomous form

(non-poor]poor). sixty (60) (34. 1 96) of the subjects fi'om non-poor homes (income of

$15.000 or more per year) recidivated. while one-hundred sixteen (l 16) (65.996) did

not recidivate. Of those subjects from poor homes (income below $ 15.000 per year).

twenty (20) (4096) of the subjects recidivated. and thirty (30) (6096) did not recidivate.

The variable “financial status of upbringing environment" proved not to be

significantly related to recidivism at the .05 level.

Family Emotional Support System At Time of Subject's Instant Ofiense(s)

(#25)—In examiningRECIDALLbythevariable “family emotional support system

at time ofsubject's instant offense(s)" in dichotomous form (strong support]some

support) fifteen (15) (53.696) of subjects who had strong family support recidivated.

while thirteen (13) (46.496) subjects in this category did not recidivate. As for those
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subjectswhohad somefamily supportat thetime they committed theirinstant ofi'ense.

sixty-six (66) (32.496) recidivated. while one-hundred thirty-eight (l38) (67.696) did not

recidivate. The variable “family emotional support system at time of subject's

instant ofiense(s)” proved to be significantly (.0272) related to recidivism at the .05

level.

Number ofNon-Bondable Major Misconduct Reports In Prison ForWhich The

Subject Was Found Guilty During His Present Prison Commitment (#26) — In

looking at RECIDALLby the variable “number ofnon-bondable major misconduct

reports in prison forwhich the subject was found guilty duringhispresentprison

commitment” in dichotomous form (none/one or more). thirty-four (34) (29.696)ofthe

subjects who did not have a non-bondable misconduct report recidivated. and eighty-

one (8 1) (70.496) subjects in this category did not recidivate. Of those subjects who

received one (1) or more non-bondable misconduct reports. forty-seven (47) (40.296)

recidivated. while seventy (70) (59.896) did not recidivate. The variable “number of

non-bondable major misconduct reports in prison for which the subject was

found guilty during his present prison commitment” proved not to be significantly

related to recidivism at the .05 level.

Academic Educational Level Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

(#80) — In looking at recidivism (through the generated variable RECIDALL) by the

independent variable “academic educational level upon parole from present

prison commitment” in dichotomous form (HS gaduate- Y/N). all one-hundred

sixteen (n=1 1 6) (1 0096) members ofGroup I were high school gaduates at the time of

their parole from prison. Whereas. eighty (80) (6996) members of Group II were high

school gaduates at the time of their parole from prison. and thirty-six (36) (31 96)

members were not high school graduates at the time of their parole from prison.

MDOC Assaultive Risk Classification At The Time Of Parole (#81) — In an

examination ofRECIDALLby the variable “MDOC assaultive risk classification at

the time ofparole” in dichotomous form (low or middle]high). thirty-one (3 1) (2996)

of those who were classified as a low or middle assaultive risk recidivated. while

seventy-six (76) (71 96) of the subjects in this category did not recidivate. As for the
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subjects who were classified as high assaultive risks. forty-nine (49) (39.596) recidi-

vated. and seventy-five (75) (60.596) did notrecidivate. Thevariable “MDOCassaultive

risk classification at the time of parole” ‘ proved not to be significantly related to

recidivism at the .05 level.

AgeAt First Arrest (#84) -— In examining RECIDALLby the variable “age at first

arrest” in dichotomous form (under 15/fifteen and older). twenty (20) (35.196) of the

subjects under fifteen (15) years of age recidivated. while thirty-seven (37) (64.996)

subjects in this category did not recidivate. Of those subjects who were fifteen (15)

years ofage or older at the time of their first arrest. sixty (60) (35.996) of the subjects

recidivated. while one-hundred seven (107) (64. 1 96) did not recidivate. The variable

“age at first arrest” proved not to be sigrificantly related to recidivism at the .05 level.

Age At Time OfPresent Prison Commitment (#85) —In examining RECIDALL

by the variable “age at time ofpresent prison commitment” in dichotomous form

(under 21/21 and over). forty-one (41) (34.596) of those subjects who were under

twenty-one (2 1) when they entered prison recidivated. while seventy-eight (78) (65.596)

subjects in this category did not recidivate. As for the subjects who were twenty-one

(2 1) years ofage or older when they entered prison. forty (40) (35.496) recidivated. and

seventy-three (73) (64.696) did not recidivate. The variable “age at time of present

prison commitment” proved not to be sigiificantly (at the .05 level) related to the

outcome variable (recidivism).

Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment (#87) — In a crosstabular

analysis of recidivism (through the variable RECIDALL) by the independent variable

“age upon parole from present prison commitment” in dichotomous form (under

26/26 and over). forty-three (43) (41 .396) subjects who were under twenty-six (26)

when they were paroled from prison recidivated. while sixty-one (6 l) (58. 796) subjects

in this category did not recidivate. As for the subjects who were twenty-six (26) years

of age or older when they were paroled from prison. thirty-eight (38) (29. 796)

recidivated. while ninety (90) (70.396) subjects in this category did not recidivate (see

Figure 4.8. p. 1 15). The variable “age upon parole from present prison commit-

ment” proved under this analysis not to be significantly (.6748) related to recidivism.
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Length Of Time Served For Instant Ofi'ense(s) (#88) — In a crosstabular

examination of recidivism (through the variable RECIDALL) by the independent

variable “length oftime served for instant ofiense(s)” in dichotomous form (under

24 months/24 months or more). three (3) (136%) subjects who served under twenty-

four (24) months in prison recidivated. while nineteen (19) (86.496) subjects in this

category did not recidivate. As for those subjects who spent twenty-four (24) or more

months in prison. seventy-eight (78) (37. 1 96) recidivated. and one-hundred thirty-two

(132) (62.996) did not recidivate. The independentvariable “length oftime served for

instant oflense(s)" proved to be significantly (.0278) related to the outcome variable-

recidivism.

Academic Educational Attainment Level Increase During Present Prison

Commitment (#89) — In an examination of the dependent variable recidivism

(through the variable RECIDALL) by the independent variable “academic educa-

tional attainment level increase during present prison commitment“ in dichoto-

mous form (less than 2years/2years or more). forty-five (45) (37.596) subjectswhohad

anacademic educational increase ofless than two (2) years recidivated. while seventy-

five (75) (62.596) subjects in this category did not recidivate. Ofthose subjectswho had

an academic educational level increase of more than two (2) years. thirty-six (36)

(32. 1 96) subjects recidivated. while seventy-six (76) (67.996) subjects did not recidivate.

Theindependentvariable “academic educationalattainmentlevelincrease during

present prison commitment” proved to be significantly (.3924) related to the

outcome variable- recidivism.

The variable RECIDALL by the generated variable “prior arrest(s)" (PRIORARR)

was examined under a crosstabulation analysis. Ofthose subjects who had no prior

felony arrests either as ajuvernile or an adult. thirty-three (33) (26.896) ofthe subjects

recidivated and rninety (90) (73.296) did not recidivate. Ofthose subjects who had one

(1) or more prior felony arrests. forty-eight (48) (4496) ofthe subjects recidivated. and

sixty-one (61) (5696) did not recidivate. The variable “prior arrest(s)” (PRIORARR)

proved to be significantly (.0061) related to recidivism at the .05 level.

A four-way crosstabular analysis controlling for “education at time of instant

offense(s)” (HS- YIN). and “education at time of parole“ (HS- Y/N) by Group (I or
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II) was run on RECIDALL. From this analysis. we saw that ofthe seventy (70) (60.396)

members ofGroup I (C.O.P.E.) who entered prison with a high school diploma or GED

Certificate and had a high school diploma or GED Certificate upon parole. nineteen

(19) (27. 196) recidivated and fifty-one (5 1) (72.996) did not recidivate. Ofthe forty-nine

(49) (42.296) members ofGroup H (Comparison) who entered prison with a high school

diploma or GED Certificate and had a high school diploma or GED Certificate upon

parole. twelve (12) (24.596) recidivated and thirty-seven (37) (75.596) did not recidivate.

On the other hand. ofthe forty-six (46) (39.796) members ofGroup I (C.O.P.E.) who

entered prisonwithout ahigh school diplonna orGED Certificate andhad ahigh school

diplomaorGED Certificateuponparole. sixteen ( 1 6) (34.896)recidivated and thirty (30)

(65.296) did not recidivate (see Figure 4.5. above). Of the thirty-one (3 1) (26.796)

members ofGroup 11 (Comparison) who entered prison without a high school diploma

or GED Certificate and had a high school diploma or GED Certificate upon parole.

seventeen (17) (54.896) recidivated and fourteen (14) (45.296) did not recidivate (see
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Figure 4.5. previous page). Of the thirty-six (36) (31 . 196) members of Group 11

(Comparison) who entered prison without a high school diploma or GED Certificate

and did nothavea high school diploma orGED Certificate upon parole. seventeen (17)

(47.296) recidivated and nineteen (19) (52.896) did not recidivate.

This analysis showed that recidivism ratesfor those subfects who entered prison

withahighschmldiplonmorGEDCeruficatedidmtdifl'erstgnmcamtybeuveen

Groups (IorH). However,forthosesubjects in Group Iwhoenteredprison without

ahighschwldiplomaorGEDCatiflcateparticipationinanacademic

pmgramaeemedtohaveanqfl'ectontheirratesqfrecidivism.

Another four-way crosstabular analysis was run on RECIDALL. controlling for

“age upon parole” and “history ofsubstance abuse“ (< 26. no history ofsubstance

abusel> 26. with a history of substance abuse) by Group (I or II). and “age upon

parole“ and “academic education at time ofinstant ofiense(s)“ (< 26 with no high

school diplomaorGED Certificate/> 26withahigh school diploma orGED Certificate)

by Group (I or II).

Fromthis analysis. wesawthatofthe subjectsinGroup I (C.O.P.E.)whowereunder

twenty-six (26) years ofage upon parole from prison and had no history ofsubstance

abuse. six (6) (2496) recidivated and nineteen (19) (7696) did not recidivate. Of the

twenty-six (26) members ofGroup 11 (Comparison) in this category. thirteen (13) (5096)

recidivated and thirteen (13) (5096) did not recidivate. The differences between the two

(2) Groupswas significant at the .05 level (.0549). Ofthe subjects in Group I (C.O.P.E.)

who were over twenty-six (26) years of age and had a history of substance abuse.

twenty-nine (29) (31 .996) recidivated and sixty-two (62) (68. 196) did not recidivate. Of

the ninety (90) members of Group II (Comparisorn) in this category. thirty-three (33)

(36. 796) recidivated and fifty-seven (57) (63.396) did not recidivate. The differences

between the two (2) Groups did not prove significant at the .05 level (.4964).

Ofthe nirneteen (l 9) members ofGroup I (C.O.P.E.) whowere under twenty-six (26)

years ofage upon parole from prison and did not have a high school diploma or GED

Certificate at the time oftheir instant ofiense(s). six (6) (31 .696) recidivated and thirteen
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(13) (68.496) did not recidivate. Of the twenty-eight (28) members of Group 11

(Comparison) whowere in this category. severnteen (l7) (60. 796) recidivated and eleven

(1 1) (39.396) did not recidivate. The difi‘erences between the two (2) Groups was

significant at the .05 level (.0499).

Ofthe subjects in Group I (C.O.P.E.) who were over the age oftwenty-six (26) upon

parole fromprisonand hadahigh school diploma orGED Certificateat the time oftheir

instant ofi'ense(s) . twenty-nine (29) (29.996) recidivated and sixty-eight (68) (70. I 96) did

not recidivate. Of the eighty-eight (88) members of Group 11 (Comparison) in this

category. twenty-nine (29) (3396)recidivated andfifty-nine (59) (6796)did notrecidivate.

The difi'erences between the two (2) Groupswere not significant at the .05 level (.6544).

This analysis showed the C.O.P.E. Program seemed to be quost bandit to

youngerinmates undertheage qftwenty-six(26) uponparole. who did not have

ahistorgru’substance abuse. andwhoenteredprlsonwithoutahighschool

diplomaorGEDCertiflcate. Whereas. those who did notmeet thiscriteria

,experiencedlittlemeasurablebenefltfi'om compietioantheProgr-am.

At this point in the data analyses. the sixteen (16) independent variables which

proved not to be significantly (.05 level) related irn a statistical sense to the outcome

variable (recidivism) (see Table 4.8. nextpage). were eliminated from further analyses

and consideration. Ofthenine (9) remairningindependentvariables (25- 16:9). four (4)

ofthem which proved to be significarntly (.05 level) related to recidivism (through the

variable RECIDALL). were eliminated from the study for reasons outlined in Chapter

111 (pgs. 57-58) of this document. Further. one (1) variable which did not reveal a

statistically significant (at the .05 level) relationship with recidivism was irncluded in

the goup ofpossible predictor variables for reasons outlined in Chapter III (p. 59) of

this document.

These six (6) independentvariables (25- 16-3+ l) . alongwith the gernerated variable

“prior arrest(s)” (PRIORARR). were subjected to a series of three-way crosstabular

arnalyses. the results ofwhich follow:
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Table 4.8

Predictive/Causative Factors Of Recldlvlsm

 

 

 

Study Significant

Mariables Differences

Race (#03) ....................................................................................... No

Educational Level At instant Oftense(s) (#05) ............................. Yes

Type Of Instant Oftense(s) (#06) ................................................... Yes

Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s) (#03) .......................................... No

Juvenile Property Oftense(s) (#09) ................................................ No

Juvenile Drug Oftense(s) (#10) ...................................................... No

Juvenile Vlolent Oftense(s) (#I I) .................................................. No

Adult Property Oftense(s) (#12) .................................................... Yes

Adult Drug Offenses (#13) .............................................................. No

Adult Vlolent Oftense(s) (#14) ........................................................ No

In The Community Three Years (#15) ............................................ No

Marital Status At instant Oftense(s) (#16) ...................................... No

Employment Status At Instant Oftense(s) (#17) ............................ No

History Of Substance Abuse (#18) ................................................ Yes

Upbrlnglng (#21) ............................................................................. No

Financial Status Of Upbrlnglng Environment (#22) ....................... No

Family Emotional Support System (#25) ....................................... Yes

Non-Bondable Misconduct Reports In PrIson (#26) ..................... No

Educational Level Upon Parole (#30) ........................................... Yes

MDOC Assaultive Risk Classification At Parole (#3I) .................. No

Age At First Arrest (#34) .................................................................. No

Age At Time Of Prison Commitment (#35) _ -- No

Age Upon Parole (#37) ................................................................... No

Length Of Time Served (#38)Yes

Educational Level Increase (#39). _ - _ Yes

Prior Arrest(s) (PRIORARR) (Generated) ....................................... Yes
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Academic Educational Level At Time OfInstant Ofi'ense(s) (#05) — In a three-

way crosstabular arnalysis of RECIDALL by Group (I or II) with the independent

variable “academic educationallevel at time ofinstant ofiense(s)" in dichotomous

form (HS gaduate- Y/N) as a control. it became evident there existed minimal

differences inrecidivism rates betweenGroup I and Group 11 amongthosewho entered

prison with a high school diploma or above. Nirneteen (19) (27. 196) of the seventy (70)

(60.396) members of Group I who entered prison with a high school diploma or GED

Certificate recidivated. while twelve (12) (24.596) ofthe forty-nine (49) (42.296)members

of Group II who were in this academic educational category recidivated.

Among the forty-six (46) (39. 796) members of Group I who entered prison with

something less than a high school diploma or GED Certificate. sixteen (16) (34.896) of

themrecidivated. Ofthe sixty-seven (67) (5 7.896) members ofGroup II whowere irn this

academic category. thirty-four (34) (50. 796) recidivated. The overall recidivism rate for

the members ofthis study population who entered prison with a high school diploma

or a GED Certificate was twenty-six poirnt one percent (26. 1 96). whereas for those who

entered prisonwith somethingless thanahigh school diploma. the recidivism ratewas

forty-four point two percent (44.296) (see Figure 4.4. p. 99).

Type Of Instant Ofi'ense(s) (#06) — In a three-way crosstabular analysis of

RECIDALL by Group (I or II) with the independent variable “type of instant

offense(s)" in dichotomous form (non-violent]violent) as a control. nine (9) (64.396) of

the fourteen (14) non-violent ofi'enders irn Group I recidivated. Ofthe thirty-eight (38)

non-violent offenders in Group II. seventeen (17) (44. 796) recidivated.

As for the one-hundred two (102) (87.996) violent offenders irn Group I. twenty-six

(26) (25.596) recidivated. Of the seventy-eight (78) (67. 196) violent offenders in Group

II. twenty-nine (29) (37.296) recidivated.

The findings revealed significant differences between members of Group I and

members ofGroup II on this variable. The analysis ofthese difi'erences. however. were

mixed in thatGroup Imembers displayedahigherpercentage ofrecidivism thanGroup

11 membersamongthenon-violent goup. but the reversewas truewhenone examined
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RECIDIVISTS BY OFFENSE TYPE
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the violent goup results. Thus. the statistical results in this instance were quite open

to interpretation. Whilethe results appeared to indicate little orno connectionbetween

this variable (factor) and academic pursuits (Group I or Group II membership). a

relationship between this variable and recidivistic behavior was strongly irndicated.

These findings. based on a limited size data set. revealed that fifty percent (5096)

of the non-violent offenders recidivated. while only thirty point six percent (30.696) of

the violent offenders recidivated (see Figure 4.6. above). These findings supported the

contention commornly found in the literature related to adult corrections. that non-

violent qfl'enders are more likely to recidivate than are violent Qfl'enders.

Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s) (#08) — In a three-way crosstabular analysis

of RECIDALL by Group (I or II) with the independent variable “prior adult felony

conviction(s)" indichotomous form (no prior/one ormore prior) as acontrol. nineteen

(19) (24.496) of the seventy-eight (78) members of Group I with no prior adult felony

conviction(s) recidivated. Ofthe fifty-eight (58) members ofGroup II who had no prior
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adult felony conviction(s). twenty-two (22) (37.996) recidivated. Of the thirty—five (35)

members ofGroup I who had one (1) or more prior adult felony conviction(s). sixteen

(16) (54.396) recidivated. Among the fifty-eight (58) members ofGroup II who had one

(1) or more prior adult felony conviction(s). twenty-four (24) (41 .496) recidivated.

The differences between Group I and Group II membership on this variable were

mixed. and gave no indication ofa relationship between this variable and Group I or

Group II membership. The findings in regard to tints study population irndicated that

subjects who had one (1) or more prior adult felony conviction(s) were more likely to

recidivate. due it appeared to an established pattern of crirnirnal acts.

History Of Substance Abuse (#18) — In a three-way crosstabular analysis of

RECIDALL by Group (I or II) with the independent variable “history of substance

abuse" in dichotomous form (yes/no) as a control. rnineteen (19) (45.296) of the forty-

two (42) members ofGroup I who had a history ofsubstance abuse recidivated. Ofthe

forty-five (45) members of Group II who had a history of substance abuse. nineteen

(19) (42.296) recidivated.

As for the seventy-three (73) members of Group I who did not have a history of

substanceabuse. sixteen (l 6) (21 .996)recidivated. Arr‘nongthe sixty-eight (68) members

of Group II who did not have-a history of substance abuse. twenty-five (25) (36.896)

recidivated.

The differences between Group I and Group 11 members in regard to this variable

were mixed. Amongthosewith a history ofsubstance abuse. Group (I or II) difi'erences

wereminimal.Therewas. however. a sizeable difi‘erence (21 .996versus 36.896)between

Group I and Group 11 members among those who did not have a history of substance

abuse. Thus. arelationshipbetween thisvariable and Group I orGroup II membership

was not evident from the analysis.

However. thedataset associatedwith thisstudypopulation clearly reported

asignificant difl‘erenceinrecidivismratesbetween thosesubiectswitha

history ofsubstance abuse and those with no such history. The overall rate of

recidivism among subjects with a history of substance abuse was forty-three poirnt
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RECIDIVISTS BY SUBSTANCE ABUSE
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seven percent (43.7%). whereas the recidivism rate for those without a history of

substance abuse was twenty-nine point one percent (29.196) (see Figure 4. 7, above).

Age Upon Parole (#87) — In a three-way crosstabular analysis ofRECIDALL by

Group (I or II) with the independent variable “age upon parole" in dichotomous form

(under 26/26 or more) as a control. ten (10) (30.396) of the forty-eight (48) members

of Group I who were under twenty-six (26) at the time they were paroled recidivated.

Among the fifty-six (56) members ofGroup II who were under twenty-six (26) years of

age upon parole. twenty-one (21) (52.596) recidivated.

0f the stray-eight (68) members of Group I who were twenty-six (26) years of age

ormoreuponparole. twenty-five (25) (30. 1 96) recidivated. As for the sixty (60) members

ofGroup II who were twenty-six (26) years ofage or more upon parole. twenty-five (25)

(32.996) recidivated. Further. the findings irn regard to this study population irn

combined form indicated that forty-one point three percent (41.396) ofthose who were

under twenty-six (26) years ofage upon parole recidivated. and that only twenty-nine
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RECIDIVISTS BY AGE UPON PAROLE
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point seven (29.7%) of those who were over twenty-six (26) years of age upon parole

recidivated (see Figure 4.8. above). This findirng was consistent with clear indications

in the criminaljustice adult corrections literature that inmates who are older when

releasedfrom prison are less likely to recidivate.

Length Of Time Served (#88) — In a three-way crosstabular analysis of

RECIDALL by Group (I or II) with the independent variable “length of time served"

in dichotomous form (less than 24 months/24 months or more) as a control. two (2)

(5096) members of the four (4) members of Group I who served less than twenty-four

(24) months in prisonrecidivated. Ofthe eighteen (18) members ofGroup IIwho served

less than twenty-four (24) months in prison. one (1) recidivated. Among the one-

hundred twelve (1 12) members of Group I who served more than twenty-four (24)

months in prison. thirty-three (33) (29.596) recidivated. As for the ninety-eight (98)

members of Group II who served more than twenty-four (24) months irn prison. forty-

five (45) (45.996) recidivated.
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The extremely small number of study subjects who served less than twenty-four

(24) months in prison (22) invalidated any findings relative to either an association

between this independent variable and Group (I or II) membership. as well as any

relationship between this variable and the outcome variable- recidivism. Selection of

some other dichotomous division poirnt (expressed in months) would have been purely

arbitrary and would hear no support in crinninal justice (adult corrections)

literature.Thus. this irndependent variable was eliminated from further analyses and

consideration for this. and other. reasons (see Chapter IH, p. 60).

Prior Arrest(s) — In a three-way crosstabular analysis ofRECIDALL by Group (I

or II) with the generated independent variable “prior arrest(s)" in dichotomous form

(no prior arrest(s)/one or more prior arrest(s)) as a control. sixteen (16) (22.296) ofthe

seventy-two (72) Group I members who had no prior arrest(s) recidivated. Among the

_ fifty-one (5 1) members of.Group II who had no prior arrest(s). seventeen (17) (33.396)

recidivated.

As for the forty-four (44) members ofGroup Iwhohad one (1) ormoreprior arrest(s) .

nirneteen (19) (43.296) recidivated. Among the sixty-five (65) members ofGroup II who

had one (I) or more prior arrest(s). twenty-nine (29) (44.696) recidivated.

A relationship between “prior arrest(s)" and Group I or Group II membership

could not be established from the analysis performed. In other words. there existed

no evidence that this independent variable was associated with post-secondary

education. Further. because ofamulticollinearrelationshipbetween “priorarrest(s)”

and “prior adult felony conviction(s).” this variable was eliminated from further

analyses and consideration (see Chapter In.p. 60).

Table 4.9 (next page) lists the five (5) irndependent variables included irn the major

model. a discriminantjunction analysis with aforward selection (stepwise) algorithm.

As noted in Chapter III (p. 61). primary or secondaryGroup (I or II) membershipwas

“built” into the major model as a predictor variable by virtue of the general study

design. So. in examirning the five (5) independent variables (see Table 4.9. p. 1 1 7)
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, Table 4.9

Major Model Varlables

 

Study

MDLIDDIDS

Academic Educational Level At Instant Oftense(s) (#05)

Type Of Instant Oftense(s) (#06)

History Of Substance Abuse (#18)

Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment (#37)

Prior Adult Felony Convictions (#08)

 

selected for irnclusion in the major model. one must understand that Group (I or II)

membership served as the controlling sixth (6th) variable.

Further. it should be understood that the truestrength ofthe variable Group

(I or II) on the major model outcome was masked due to thefact that Group I

includedsubjectsforwhom'such membership had littleorno measurable affect

on their rates ofrecidivism. That is. seventy (70) members ofGroup I entered prison

with a high school diploma or GED Certificate. and data analyses conducted up to this

point clearlyindicated the C.O.P.E. Programprovided little measurable benefltforthese

subjects. Therefore. it was anticipated that the variable Group would notprove

to be significantly related to the outcome (recidivism) under the major model

analysis. and would not become one of the predictor variables.

The generating class as deternnined by the major model (a discriminantfunction

analysis) in their order of statistical strength (significance levels) relative to the

outcome (recidivism) was:

1) Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Ofiensets) (.0012)

2) Type Of Instant Oftense(s) (.0080)

8) History Of Substance Abuse (.0244)
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4) Age Upon Parole Prom Present Prison Commitment (.0933)

5) Group Membership (I or II) (.1788)

8) Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s) (.2377)

These six (6) variables were then inserted into the major model one at a time in

the order listed above. Serving as the selection criterion ofthe major model. the Wilks’

Lambda statistic (see p. 23 ofChapterI) was used to introduce the variables into the

model in a stepwise fashion. Beginningwith step zero (0) . a point atwhich allvariables

were removed from the model. the variable “academic educational level at time of

instant oflense(s)” was introduced into the model. This process continued until the

F level or tolerance was insumcient for further computation.

At this point. four (4) ofthe six (6) variables proved to be significantly related to the

outcome variable (recidivism). and the remaining two (2) variables could not be

meaningfully introduced into the model (as suspected. Group membership was one

of them). Those four (4) variables were in the order of their statistical strength

(significance level):

1) Age Upon Parole Prom Present Prison Commitment (.0000)

2) History Of Substance Abuse (.0000)

3) me Of Instant Offense(s) (.0001)

4) Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Ofl’ense(s) (.0012)

These four (4) variables. alongwith the “given” variable Group (I or 11) (nowviewed

purely as a design variable). were then built into the confirmatory model (a

hierarchical log-linear analysis with a baclavard elimination algoritlunl in a further

effort to measure the significance oftheir relationship relative to the outcome variable

(RECIDAIL). The initial generating class as determined by the confirmatory model

(a hierarchical log-linear analysis) in their order of statistical strength (signiflmnce

levels) relative to the outcome (recidivism) was:

1) Age Upon Parole

2) History Of Substance Abuse

3) Type Of Instant Ofiensds)
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4) Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Ofiense(s)

5) Group Membership

The first step was to examine only the fifth-order interaction. In other words. the

first efi'ect (variable) to be backed out of the model was “Group.” because it was the

one which displayed the least amount of statistical strength in the independent

variable cluster. as related to the outcome (recidivism). The backward elimination

process continued until the model contained those interactions where the overall

analytical results displayed and reflected the “best” model.

The final group ofeffects (variables) which remained after this elimination process

was completed were determined to be the major predictive/causativefactors associ-

ated with the outcome (recidivism). In the order of their statistical strength (strongest

one first) relative to their associationwith the outcomevariable (recidivism) . theywere:

1) Age Upon Parole

2) History Of Substance Abuse

3) Type Of Instant Ofi‘ense(s)

4) Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Ofiense(s)

Their individual and cluster form affect on the outcome is discussed under the

section titled “Statistical Summary.” on page 124 of this chapter.

In addition. the majorand'confirmatorymodels also allowed for the examination

and measurement of the lone relationship between post-secondary academic educa-

tion and recidivism. which is also discussed under “Statistical Summary.“ on page

124 of this chapter.

Survey Results

The results ofthe Group IAttitudinal Survey are listed in Table 4. l0 (beginning on

page 121).The labels used in the table are: SA(StronglyAgree).A(Agee). D (Disagree).

SD (Strongly Disagree). andU (Undecided). Forty-four (44) (37.99b) ofthe one-hundred
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sixteen (n=1 1 6) subjects in Group I (C.O.P.E.) responded. Their responses are shown

as percentage figures to the right of each question.

It needs to be emphasized that the attitudinal survey was a purely subjective

inclusion in this study. It was not part of the primary data analyses (see p. 12 of

Chapter 1). Rather. it was included for the purpose ofgetting a “subjective feel” for the

reasons members ofGroup I (C.O.P.E.) decided to attend and eventuallygraduatefrom

the C.ORE. Program. whether any attitudinal changes regarding personal behavior

was detectable. and whether attainment of a college degree proved helpful to them

upon release from prison.

Because ofthe subjectivenature ofthe survey. noattemptwas made to developand

reportthe findings ofa non-response bias analysis. Ifthis instrument (the surveyform)

and its findings were part ofprimary data analyses. such a report (the non-response

bias analysis) would have proved critical to the findings: for such a report would have

outlined the composition of those who responded to the survey. Such an analysis

would have allowed one to judge the objectivity of the collective responses.

In this instance such an instrumentwas not included for a series ofreasons: First

off. this researcher extended a promise of complete anonymity to the involved

institution (MontcalmCommunity College). to the MichiganState University Committee

onResearchInvolvingHumanSubjects (UCRH-IS). and to the subjects (C.O.P.E. Group)

themselves via the cover letter (seeAppendixNonp. 1 81) sent to them. Further. atrace

code was not included because it may well have reduced the number ofresponses (a

promise of complete anonymity could not have been extended to the prospective

respondents). and because this researcher felt ethically bound not to trace the

respondents.

In recognition ofthe fact thatwe examinedpurely contextual data. the following

analysis is presented:

0 A high percentage of C.O.P.E. participants entered the Programto impress the

ParoleBoard (7896). or to “kill time“ (8596). but their interests laterturned to self-

improvement (98%).
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Table 4.10

Survey Results

 

 

 

 

 

SA A 12 SD ll

1. I entered the C.O.P.E. Program to impress the Parole Board .......... 42 36 13 O9 00

2. I entered the C.O.P.E. Program to kill time ....................................... 57 28 O9 O2 04

3. I entered the C.O.P.E. Program to improve myself .......................... 87 ii 00 00 02

4. I first entered the C.O.P.E. Program to impress the Parole Board

and/or to kill time. but my interests later turned

to self-improvement ..................................................................... 89 09 01 00 Oi

5. My C.O.P.E. studies helped me to better understand myself ......... 86 12 01 00 01

6. My C.O.P.E. studies helped me to better deal with

my incarceration ................ 92 06 00 00 02

7. My C.O.P.E. studies helped me to better understand

other people .................................................................................. 72 2O 01 01 06

8. Participation in the C.O.P.E. Program helped me

to more clearly define my personal goals ................................. 81 18 00 00 01

9. The COPE Program helped me become a better person ............... 93 06 00 00 01

10.1 decided not to become Involved In further criminal activity

prior to entering the C.O.P.E. Program........................................ 57 12 13 O2 16

1 i. I decided not to become involved in further criminal activity

while In the C.O.P.E. Program ...................................................... 37 22 12 O8 21

12. I decided not to become involved In further criminal activity

after I graduated from the C.O.P.E. Program ............................. 42 18 09 03 28

13. I never decided against being further Involved

In criminal activity _ ............ 21 i6 42 02 19

14. My graduation trom the C.O.P.E. Program helped me

gain release from prison" ............ 91 08 00 00 01

15. My graduation from the C.O.P.E. Programhelpedme

better adjust to parole and/or release from prison .................... 83 i2 02 00 O3

16. My graduation from the C.O.P.E. Program helped me

get work once i was released from prison _ 62 11 08 03 16

17. Graduation from the C.O.P.E. Program has caused me

to view myself In a more positive way 92 08 00 00 00 
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SA A 12 50 ll

18. Graduation from the C.O.P.E. Program has given me

more self-confidence ................................................................... 82 12 00 00 06

19. i have or will continue my college education even further ........... 57 I3 07 00 23

20. I think all prisons should have a college program like C.O.P.E. 92 08 0000 00

21. If all prisons had a program like C.O.P.E., there would be

less trouble among the Inmates .................................................. 99 01 00 00 00

22. If all prisons had a program like C.O.P.E.. many inmates

would be able to Improve their chance

of successfully completing parole .............................................. 72 21 00 01 06

23. If all prisons had a program like C.O.P.E.. there would be

less repeal crime .......................................................................... 61 23 00 00 16

24. Without the benefits of the C.O.P.E. Program. I probably

would have continued with my same old life patterns ............. 64 29 00 00 07

25. Without the benefits of the C.O.P.E. Program. I probably would

be back in prison -_ - - - _ 42 23 04 01 30 

 

- As for attitudinal changes regarding criminal activity. sixty-nine percent (6996)

said they decided not to become involved in further criminal activity prior to

entering the C.O.P.E. Program. fifty-nine percent (5996) said they decided not to

become involved in further criminal activity while in the C.O.P.E. Program. and

seventy percent (7096) said they decided not to become involved in further

criminal activity after they graduated from the C.O.P.E. Program.

While there is a lot of overlap in response (the three figures add up to

considerably more than 100%). clearly the respondents reflect a strong

attitudinal change regarding further criminal activity as a result of the

C.O.P.E. Program influence.

0 The respondents felt that graduation from the C.O.P.E. Programhelped themto

better adjust to parole (9596). and further to get ajob upon release from prison

(7396).

¥
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From this instrument. one can gain some subjective measure of the value of the

C.O.P.E. Program . Its participants overwhelmingly felt it was a beneficial experience.

one which better prepared them for their readjustment to the “free community.” In

light ofthe relatively low cost ofthis Program (C.O.P.E.) to the Michigan Department of

Corrections (about $200,000 per year). the subjective merits aloneseem tojustify

thecontinuationqftheProgram. andotherlikeprogramsaround theState.This

conclusion carries with it the caution that it is based on self-reported evidence.

Testing Of Hypothesis

The following primary research hypothesis was formulated: people whosuccess-

fully complete the C.O.P.E. Program ofstudy will havesignificantly lowerrates

qfrecidivism than other like groups ofinmates (generalized). The hypothesis was

tested in the following manner.

The relationship between completion of the C.O.P.E. Program (the earning of an

associate degree from Montcalm Community College) and reduced rates ofrecidivism

was evaluated through a multi-step process. This approach was taken in full

awareness that the study involved a very small sample and. because ofthat. no single

piece of statistical evidence would prove compelling. The primary tests of the

hypothesis were accomplished through a series of crosstabular analyses designed to

assess the bivariate relationship between recidivism and awide range ofindependent

variables. the major one being completion of the C.O.P.E. Program. Additionally. the

correlation of the various independent variables was assessed.

Following completion of these steps. the analyses of the C.O.P.E./recidivism

relationship were refined by the inclusion of a series of control variables in a

multivariate contingency table analysis.

Despite thefact these analysesfailed to reveal a statistically significant

relationship between completion atthe C.O.P.E.Program and recidivism. there

was presented strong evidence linking certain ofthese independent variables

with the outcome (recidivism). Further. there was evidence presented linking
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certain sub-groups within the C.O.P.E. Group(Group I) to an qflirrnative answer

relative to the research hypothesis. In other words. certain sub-groups within

the C.O.P.E. Group appeared to have made a significant gain relative to their

rates qfrecidivism (they appeared to be significantly lower) as a direct result

ofcompleting the C.O.P.E. Program qfstudy.

Thus. after the data set had been reduced to a considerably smaller set ofpotential

predictors of recidivism. a discriminantjunction analysis was employed in order to

evaluate the multivariate relationship between recidivism and the followingindepend-

ent variables: academic education at entry into prison (HS- YIN). type of ofi'ense

(violent/non-violent). history of substance abuse (YIN). age upon parole [<26]

>26 years ofage). and Group (I or II). As a final and confirmatory step. a hierarchical

log-linearanalysiswas emplbyed in the hope ofrefiningand/or confirming the results

of the discriminantfunction analysis (the major model).

It should be noted that all the above procedures were severely constrained by the

relatively small sample size availablefor analysis. Thus. many of the findings. while

apparently large in absolute terms. were not statistically significant and must be

viewed with caution. This is particularly critical when evaluating any ofthe multiva-

riate analyses. It should also be noted that the matching process for sample selection

did not provide any measure ofcontrol for problems of self-selection. and it was thus

impossible to assess the contribution of prisoner motivation on the study outcomes

(despite the impressions one can garner from the attitudinal survey). Similarly.

variables not included in the matching process were not controlled for. and the effects

of differences on such variables could not be evaluated.

Statistical Summary

A crosstabular analysis indicated that those who completed the C.O.P.E. Program

ofstudy (Group I) had an overall recidivism rate ofthirty point two percent (30.296) (35

of l 16) . while the ComparisonGroup (Group II) recidivated ata thirty-nine point seven

percent (39.7%) rate (46 of l 16) (see Figure 4.9, p. 1 25). The difference ofnine point five

percent (9.5%)was not statistically significant at the .05 level. The sizeable difference
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in percentage terms between the two (2) Groups was not sufiicient to report with any

degree ofconfidence that the C.O.P.E. Program positively reduced rates of recidivism.

in a purely bivariate sense. for those who completed the Program (graduated with an

associate degree). There emerged. however. some evidence to suggest that completion

ofthe C.O.P.E. Program may bepredictive ofparole successfor selected sub-groups of

the prison population.

The use ofcontrol variables indicated that inmates who were under the age

oftwenty-six (26) upon parole. who did not have a history ofsubstance abuse.

who were incarcerated for a violent Qfl'ense. and those who entered prison

without a high school diploma or GED Certificate seemed to benefit signifi-

cantlyfromcompletionqftheC.O.P.E.Program.Attheveryleast. these factors (age

upon parole. history of substance abuse. type of offense. and academic educa-

tional level at time of prison entry) seemed to play a mitigating role in the

relationship between completion of the C.O.P.E. Program of study and reduced rates

of recidivism.
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Further analyses employing historical and demographic variables as statistical

controls indicated the relationship betweencompletion ofthe C.O.P.E. Programofstudy

and recidivism may be contingent onfactors which precede entry into prison. The

principal variables in this category are history of substance abuse and age upon

parole.

The control for history of substance abuse indicated a specifying efi'ect. While

there was no significant relationship between completion of the C.O.P.E. Program of

study and recidivism for prisoners with a pattern ofsubstance abuse. prisoners with

nosuch historyshowed afifteenpercent(1 6%)difference in recidivism ratesfor

C.O.P.E. versus non-C.O.P.E. prisoners(21 .9% vs. 38.8%). This observed difference

was significant at the .05 level.

The control for age upon parole demonstrated a stronger specifying efi‘ect.

Prisoners twenty-six (26) years qfage or older uponparolefromprison showed

no effect on recidivismfrom C.O.P.E. Program completion. However. prisoners

underthe age qftwenty-six (28)uponparolefromprison displayeda twenty-two

point six percent (22.6%) dw’erence in recidivism rates (29.2% C.O.P.E. vs.

51.8% men-C.O.P.E.). The difference was significant at the .05 level.

The finding that any relationship between C.O.P.E. Program completion and

recidivismwas strongly dependent on prisoner characteristics gavejustification to the

conduct ofa multivariate analysis. When a discriminantfunction analysis employing

Group (C.O.P.E. or non-C.O.P.E.). academic educational level at time of prison

entry (HS or GED Certificate- YIN). ofiense type (violent/non-violent). history of

substance abuse (YIN). age upon parole from prison (<26I>26). and prior adult

felony conviction(s) (YIN) was performed. age upon parolefi'orn prison. history

ofsubstance abuse. qfl'ense type. and academic educational level at time qf

prison entry emerged as significant predictors Qfrecidivism. Group (C.O.P.E.l

non-C.O.P.E.) membership did not emerge as a significant overall predictor of

recidivism. This may have been attributable to a true lack of association. or it might

have occured because its efi'ects were limited to a comparatively small subset of the

Group I (C.O.P.E.) population.

 

Chapter IV: Presentation and Analysis of Data



 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS,

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

 

Summary

Group Comparisons

The matching variables were selected on the basis of an extensive review of the

crlrninal justice (adult corrections) literature. They were:

1) Race

2) Marital Status At Time Of Instant Oftense(s)

3) Employment Status At Time Of Instant Offense(s)

4) MDOC Assaultive Risk Classification At Time Of Parole

5) Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

The matching effort was directed at establishing two (2) Groups of subjects who

were. in a collective sense. as alike as possible in regard to certain important factors.

The matching variables selected related to conditions (factors) which had a well-

established linkwith recidivism. werewidely suspected as havinganimportant tiewith

recidivistic behavior. or assisted in the control of the study.

Because of distinct cultural differences associated with the factor of “race.” it was

included as a matching variable. To have two (2) Groups with dramatic difi'erences in

regard to racial make-upwould havebeen to disregard the stronginfluence ofcultural

heritage and thevariation that brings to language use. social views and practices. and

value system formation.
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Marital and employment status at the time the subjects committed the offense for

which they were incarcerated. according to the literature. reflected on the condition

of social stability. The literature strongly suggested that a person without

community andfamily ties is more likely to be involved in criminal activity.

Although this is an areawhich is verymuch in need offurther research. ignoring these

conditional elements would have opened the study findings to serious question.

The MDOC Assaultive Risk Classification code relates directly to the degree of

supervision administered to an inmate once he is paroled to the free community.

Namely. those with high assaultive risk classification codes are placed under more

rigid supervision. not the least of which is the frequency with which they must

personally report to their parole officer. Thus. in the interest of comparing subject

Groups who had similar parole experiences (the lack of similar parole experiences is

why outstate parolees were eliminated from the study). this factor was included as a

matching variable.

The factor of age upon parole was chosen as a matching variable because the

literature clearly established this conditional element as having a direct relationship

with recidivism. As indicated inTable 4. l on page 79. the two (2) Groups werewithout

significant difi'erences irn regard to the matching variables.

The two (2) Groups were also without significant difi'erences in regard to demo-

graphicand background variables. as reported inTable 4.2 on page 8 l . The literature

gave mild support to a relationship between certain background and demogaphic

elements (such as substance abuse history. upbringing environment. and family

emotional support system) with that of recidivism. Thus. the lack of significant

difi‘erences between the two (2) Groups in this area gave added support to the efi'ort

put forth to formulate two (2) similar study Groups.

Thecriminalhistorycomparisonsbetweernthe two (2) Groupsreflected the fact that

irn a collective sense they difi'ered significantly in this area. Namely. members ofGroup

II had a more extensive history of property ofl'enses both as juveniles and as adults.

than was true of those subjects in Group I (see Table 4.3. p. 83).
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In an examination of the “type of ofi’enseis)“ for which these study subjects were

incarcerated (present criminal history). it became apparent that Group I subjects had

a much greater number ofviolent ofienders (see Table 4.4. p. 85). A fair summary in

regard to the criminal historyand ofiense type make-up ofthe two (2) Groups was that

Group I consisted mainly of violent offenders. whereas Group II had a higher

percentage of property ofi'enders. This circumstance must be considered in drawing

comparisons between the two (2) Groups.

The area ofinstitutional history reflected major differences in regard to the two (2)

Groups (see Table 4.5. p. 88).Themembers ofGroup I received significantlyfewernon-

bondable misconduct reports while in prison. Specifically. forty-nine (49) (42.296)

members ofGroup I received one (I) ormoresuchreports. while sixty-eight (68) (58.696)

members ofGroup II received one (1) or more such reports. To add practical mcaning

to these Group difierences. wemust also give notice to the fact that members ofGroup

I served a mean time of76.08 months in prison. whereas members ofGroup II served

a mean time of 49.27 months (see “Length Qfflme Served“. p. 1 15). Thus. despite

the fact that members ofGroup I served on average considerablymore time in prison.

they received significantly fewer non-bendable misconduct reports.

The two (2) Groups also significantly differed irn regard to their age at the time they

entered prison (see Table 4.5. p. 88). Themeanage for members ofGroup I upon entry

into prison was 20.7 years of age. whereas it was 22. 1 years of age for members of

Group 11. Thus. we saw that members of Group I were on average a year-and-a-half

younger than their counterparts in Group II upon prison entry.

The two (2) Groups also reflected significant difi'erences irn regard to the area of

educational history (see Table 4.6. p. 90). Seventy (70) members of Group I had a

completed high school education or above when they entered prison. whereas only

forty-nine (49) members of Group II were irn that category. Group I members had a

mean of l 1.52 years of academic education upon prison entry. whereas Group II

members had a mean of 10.88 years of academic education upon entry into prison.

The variable of “academic educational level at time of instant ofl’ense(s)“ was
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originally selected as amatchingvariable. but the limited size ofthe ComparisonGroup

Pool (from which Group II subjects were selected) prevented this efi’ort from material-

izing. Thus. we found that members ofGroup I were on average better educated upon

prison entry. and because they successfully completed the requirements for an

associate degee while in prison. were better educated upon parole to the ”free

community. "

Recldlvlsm

The overall rate of recidivism for members ofGroup I was thirty point two percent

(30.296). and for those in Group II it was thirty-nine point seven percent (39. 7%). In a

statistical sense. these differences proved not to be significant. but a nine point five

percent (9.5%) difi'erence between the two (2) Groups was certainly noteworthy.

The study findings clearly poirnted out the influence of post-secondary academic

educational experiences on recidivism could not be examined in isolation. Rather.

academic educational experiences had to be examined as a complete and integated

collection ofinfluence factors. For example. ofthe forty-six (46) Group 11 subjects who

recidivated. thirty-six (36) (78.3%) ofthemwere not high school gaduateswhen they

were paroled. While the thirty-six (36) recidivists who did not have a completed high

school education uponparole represented only thirty-one percent (3196) ofthe Group 11

population. they represented seventy-eight point threepercent (78.3%) ofthe total

recidivists in thatgrOup (see Figure 5.1. nextpage).

The study findings inregard to academic educational irnfluenoe targeted thosewho

entered prison with less than a completed high school education. and left prison for

parole status without having completed the requirements ofa high school education

or its equivalent (a GED Certificate). This studyrevealed that seventy-eightpoint three

percernt (78.3%) of the people in this educational category recidivated. and supports

the findings ofother researchers (Waldron. 1974: Thomas. 1957) that attainmentQf

acertain minimal acaderniceducational level appears to lowerthelikelihood

drecidivism.
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RECIDIVISTS — COMPARISON GROUP

High School Education Upon Parole

/—Graduates

10 (21.7%)  
/_

Non-Graduates

36 (78.3%)

Figure 5.1

 

In an efi'ort to develop predictive/causative factors of recidivism. a series of

crosstabulation analyses revealed that twenty-five (25) independent variables needed

to be tested in regard to the statistical relationship they shared with the outcome

variable (recidivism). Of the twenty-five (25) independent variables tested. five (5)

provided strong statistical evidence they were significantly related to recidivistic

behavior. These five (5) variables (in a priortized listing of strength relative to the

outcome variable) were:

1) Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

2) History Of Substance Abuse

3) Type Of Instant Oftense(s)

4) Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Oftense(s)

5) Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s)

These five (5) variables. along with the “given“ variable Group Membership (1 or II).

were built into a discriminantfirnction analysis with aforward selection (stepwise)
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(Wilks' Lambda.) algorithm to help determine (individually and in cluster form) the

major predictive/causative factors ofrecidivism. as related to the variables examined

in this study.

Four (4) of the six (6) variables proved to be significantly related to the outcome

variable (recidivism). They were:

1) Age Upon Parole Prom Present Prison Commitment

2) History Of Substance Abuse

3) Type Of Instant Ofl’ense(s)

4) Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Oflensets)

These four (4) variables. along with the “given” variable Group (I or II). were then

built into the confirmatory model (a hierarchical log-linear analysis withabackward

elimination algorithm) in a further effort to measure the significance of their relation-

ship relative to the outcome variable (RECIDALL). The initial generating class as

determined by the confirmatory model (a hierarchical log-linear analysis) in their

order of statistical strength (significance levels) relative to the outcome (recidivism)

was:

1) Group Membership

2) Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

3) History Of Substance Abuse

4) Type Of Instant Ofiense)s)

5) Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Oflense(s)

The final goup ofeffects (variables) which remained after this elimination process

was completed were determined to be the major predictive]causative factors associ-

ated with the outcome (recidivism). They were:

1) Age Upon Parole Prom Present Prison Commitment

2) History Of Substance Abuse

3) Type Of Instant Ofiense(s)

4) Academic Educational Level At Time Of Instant Oftense(s)
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Results ofthe study indicated no overall statistically significant relation-

shipbetweencompletioantheC.O.P.E.ngramqfstudyand reducedrates (J

recidivismforparticipants. There was. however. some limited basis to suggest that

completion of the C.O.P.E. Program may be predictive ofparole successfor relatively

small sub-groups of the population. specifically: those inmates who are less than

twenty-six(26) years ofage uponparole. whodo nothaveahistory ofsubstanceabuse.

who are incarceratedfor a violent type offense. and/or those who do not have a high

school diploma or GED CertUicate upon entry into prison. However. the results which

suggest a limited impact on reduced recidivism rates must be viewed with caution in

light of the small study sample as well as the other study limitations (see “Limita-

tions" on pgs. 13-14 ofChapter I).

Survey Results

Forty-four (44) (37.9%) of the one-hundred siirteen (n=1 1 6) subjects in Group I

(C.OPE.) responded to the survey (see pgs. 1 1 9-123 ofChapter IV). ‘

This survey instrument was not part of the primary data analyses. and was

included to provide readers of the study a “subjective feel” for the reasons members

ofthe C.O.P.E. Group (I) decided to attend the C.O.P.E. Programand how they felt the

experience impacted on them once they were paroled from prison.

Whileahigh percentage ofparticipants initially entered the Programto impress the

Parole Board and/or to “kill time.” ninety-eight percent (9896) of the respondents

indicated their interests in time turned toward self-improvement. As for attitudinal

changes regarding the possibility ofpersonally becoming involved in further criminal

activity. the survey resultsweremixed. Clearly. mostoftherespondents indicated they

had no desired to return to criminal activities once they were paroled from prison.

However. the point at which that attitudinal change took place is indistinguishable

from the survey results. The results did. however. attribute much of that attitudinal

change to the influence of the C.O.P.E. Program.
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The respondents felt that graduation from the C.O.P.E. Program helped them to

better adjust to parole (95%). and to getajob once theywere paroled fromprison (73%).

They strongly indicated via the survey results that they felt the C.O.P.E. Program

providedthemwithvaluable experienceswhichbetterprepared themfor their re-entry

into the “free community.”

Testing Oi Hypothesis

The following primary research hypothesis was formulated: people whosuccess-

fully complete the C.O.P.E. Program ofstudy will havesignificantly lowerrates

qfrecidivism than other like groups qfinmates (generalized).

The primary tests of the hypothesis were accomplished through a series of

crosstabular analyses designed to assess the bivariate relationship between recidi-

vismand awide range ofindependentvariables. the major onebeing completion ofthe

C.O.P.E. Program.

These and other statistical analyses failed to reveal a statistically significant

relationship between completion of the C.OPE. Program and reduced rates of

recidivism. There was revealed. however. evidence linking certain sub-groups within

the C.O.P.E. Group (Group I) to an amrmative answer relative to the research

hypothesis. Specifically. those sub-groups were: those inmates who were under the

age of twenty-six (26) upon parole. those who did not have a history of substance

abuse. those who were incarcerated for a violent ofiense. and/or those inmates who

entered prison without a high school diploma or GED Certificate.

Group membership (C.O.P.E. orComparisonldid not emerge as asigniflcant

predictorqfrecidivism. Thismayhaoebeenattributableeithertoamlack

ofauociationbetweencompletionqftheC.O.P.E.Programqfstudyandreduced

ratesqfrecidivism. orbecausethebendicialefl'ectsqftheC.O.P.E.Progr-am

repofledbythisstudywerelbnitedwawmparafloelysmallsubsetoftheamup

r (C.O.P.E.) population.
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Conclusions

An analysis Qf the basic relationship between completion of the C.O.P.E.

Programqfstudyandreducedratesqfrecidivism indicated therewasnooverall

statistically signmcant dw‘erence between C.O.P.E. and non-C.O.P.E. groups

regarding the probability ofbeing arrestedfor a newfelonyfollowing parole.

Theflnding was continued by a multivariate analysis. When several indepen-

dent variables were simultaneously used to predict recidivism, C.O.P.E. Pro-

gram completion did not emerge as a significant predictor qfparole success.

However. it should be noted that C.O.P.E. Program graduates through a survey

instrument (subjective) overwhelmingly felt it was a beneficial experience. one

which better prepared them for their readjustment to the "free community."

There was some evidence to suggest that graduation from the C.O.P.E. Program

may be predictive ofparole success for selected sub-goups ofthe prison population.

Use of control variables indicated that prisoners who were less than twenty-six (26)

years ofage upon parole from prison. did not have a history ofsubstance abuse. were

sent to prison for a violent ofi'ense. and/or entered prison without than a high school

diploma or GED Certificate showed lower rates ofrecidivism than did prisoners with

similar backgrounds who did not complete the C.O.P.E. Program of study.

The findings must beviewed with caution in light ofthe small sample size. and the

other limitations of the study (see p. 13 ofChapter I). Results obtained under these

conditions are highly volatile. particularly in the instance ofany sort of multivariate

analysis. Further. it must be remembered that the study was limited to the Ionia

(Michigan) institutions. which were not representative of the entire correctional

system. A final more important limitation has to do with the impact of self-selection.

As noted earlier. the design ofthe study did not allow for an assessment ofthe effects

ofprisoner motivation on the overall outcomes. or the possible impact of difi’erences

between the study Groups on ofi'ense type and prior education. Absent such an

assessment. it was very possible that the same motivation which lead a prisoner to
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enroll in and complete the C.O.P.E. Program played a major role in reducing the

likelihood of his recidivating following parole.

' Insummary. results indicated theC.O.P.E.Program cannotbesaid to have

a measurable qfl‘ect on recidivism rates. While therewassome limitedbasisfor

inferring an qfl'ectforspecified sub-groups ofthe C.O.P.E. population.further

continuation is necessary before drawing any ddinitive conclusions.

Recommendations

The study findings support and offer four (4) major recommendations:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The Legislature. Parole Board. corrections officials. and general public should

recognize academic education ofiered to prison inmates as a worthwhile

expenditure of public funds. The subjective merits alone seem to justify

the continuation of such programs.

The irnmates whofail to complete the requirements for a high school diploma

(GED) prior to parole shouldbeviewed as the at riskgroupbytheParoleBoard.

These are the peoplewho according to the findings ofthis study are most likely

to recidivate (78.3%).

In a limited budget situation. prison inmates who apply for entry into a post-

secondary academic progam should be screened to determine if they win

be under the age oftwenty-six (26) upon parole from prison. do not have

ahistory ofsubstanceabuse. weresent to prison foraviolent oflense. and]

or entered prison without a high school dipoma or G. Certificate.

because the study findings indicate inmates who fall into one or more ofthese

categories would benefit most from such education.

The ParoleBoardshould develop and utilize a recidivistic profile assessment

tool that will rate (predict) the chances of an inmate being involved in

recidivistic behavior upon release from prison. The results of this assessment
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should be used in determining whether an inmate should be paroled from

prison prior to completion of his/her maximum sentence. The findirngs of this

and other like studiescould be used in developing the assessment instrument.

Suggestion For Future Research

The findings and implications ofthis study lead to the following recommendations

for further research:

I) The relationship betweenpost-secondary educationprograms within other US.

prison settings. and rates of recidivism.

2) The affect ofthe attainment ofa high school diploma orGED Certificate while in

prison on rates ofrecidivism.

3) The qtfect of academic education programs within US. prison settings on

institutional control.

4) In a limited budget situation. the needfor giving prioriiyfirnding to the high

school]GED Certificate programs.

5) The benefits ofoccupational training programs within US. prisons.

Concluding Observations

The expansion ofprisoner rights and opportunities in the 50's. 60's. and 70's came

from a forgiving generation. Until very recent days. we as a nation have been willing

to forgive convicted felons by encouraging them to “rehabilitate” themselves. and

releasing them when they convinced us they were “well.”

The national mood today is swirnging away from the “liberal” approach. which by

the evaluation of its own supporters has not been very effective. Instead. we are

currently determined to stiffen prison sentences. reduce and/or eliminate “rehabili-

tative" progams within our prisons. and geatly broaden the use of stiffer penalties
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includingthat ofdeathfor certain crimes.Theopponents ofthese harsherapproaches.

however. are still to be found in large numbers in tints nation. At this point in our

national history. we find attitudes regarding the treatment of criminals to be highly

polarized. People at both ends of the spectrum feel strongly about their positions.

Regardless of where one stands on these issues. it is clear that American

corrections constitutes a profession in search of a philosophy: for currently the

"philosophy’ is one that swings erratically between deterrence and rehabilitation. It

isa ”philosophy” oftenborninanatmosphere ofcrisis. onewhichis essentiallyreactive

as opposed to proactive in nature.

As the corrections profession enters perhaps the most critical period in its history.

the correctional education process is itselfundergoinga searching examination. Most

penologists openly admit they know little about what causes crime. However. an

examination 0fofi‘enderhistories clearlyreveals that today's prison papulation sufi’ers

from undereducation. unemployment. drug and/or alcohol use. and in general poor

societal adjustment. Education of irnmates. addressirng as it does the first two (2)

problems. claims significant support among many people— both inside and outside

the criminal justice system (Becker. 1983).

As pointed out by this and other like studies. research concerning the impact of

correctional education on paroled inmates has produced highly mixed results.

Nevertheless. one cannot and should not ignore the definable themes which have

emerged from the broad collection ofcriminaljustice research. such as: 1) academic]

occupational training which prepares inmatesfor marketablejobs have proven suc-

cessfidmmanyinstarwes.andshouldbecondrmedandexpandedwnd2)ttw

sulyectiveandnon-measw'ablebenefltsqfacademic/ocarpational training needto be

considered infunding suchprograms.
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January 6. 1986

Mr. Dan Herman

Director. C.O.P.E. Program

Montcalm Commurnity College

Sidney. Michigan 48885

Dear Mr. Herman:

I am a doctoral student at Michigan State University irn the area of College and

University Administration. with a cognate in Criminal Justice. Adult Corrections.

My major advisor is Dr. Eldon Nonnamaker.

I am at the dissertation stage of my Ph.D. Program and am currently seeking a

research topic which will bridge my two areas of concentration: higher education

and adult corrections. The C.O.P.E. Program which you administer in the Ionia.

Michigan prisons is of great interest to me. Judging from the preliminary data I

have collected. the C.O.P.E. Program is extremely well run and most effective.

Therefore. I am respectfuny requesting permission to conduct a descriptive study

of the program. I hope that such a study would be of benefit to those of you at

MCC who administer the prison program. as well as the larger commurnity of

peeple who are interested in and concerned with correctional education.

I fully realize that approval to conduct such a study must come from a number

of parties. My first step. however. is to receive your preliminary approval. If you

grant that approval. I will then write a formal proposal and submit it to all

concerned parties.

Thank you for the time and attention I know you will give to this request. I

await your answer....

Sincerely.

WW

Arthur Kirk

1842 Hamilton. Apt. Bl

Okemos. Michigan 48864

(517) 349-6941
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m
montcalm community college
SIDNEY MICHIGAN 48885

14 January 1986

Arthur Kirk

1842 Hamilton, Apt. 81

Okemos. Ml 48864

Dear Mr. Kirk:

Thank you very much for your letter concerning the possibility of

doing a descriptive study of the COPE program. I took the liberty of

sharing that letter with the vice President and President of Montcalm

Community College both of whom were very supportive. Since I share

their enthusiasm the preliminary approval you requested is granted.

It will be necessary, of course, to also secure the support of the

Department of Corrections. I think that it would be best if they were

asked to respond to a formal proposal. They will have questions

concerning purpose, design, confidentiality of information, specific

areas to be investigated, etc, which would be most effectively dealt

with in a formal proposal.

Once completed the proposal should be sent to me for endorsement by

the college after which I will gladly forward it to the proper

authorities .

If I can be of assistance please feel free to contact me at (517)

328-2111 or (616) 527-2500 extension 319.

Sincerely.

  - tcalm Community College

 
 

 

TRUSTEES: Chairperson Beatrice Dear. Vicccnerrocrson Omllc Tree-an; Treasurer Paul Wcmsnurs: David Mcycc:
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January 18. 1986

Mr. Danny G. Herman

C.O.P.E. Program Director

Montcalm Community College

Sidney. Michigan 48885

Dear Mr. Herman:

Thank you very much for your letter ofJanuary 14. 1986. in which you grant

me preliminary approval to study the C.O.P.E. Program. People in Michigan know

it to be a well-run, highly effective program. and to say I am pleased over this

opportunity is a real understatement.

Myjob now is to write a proposal and submit it to your office for what I hope

will be final study approval. It will be awhile before I can get this proposal in hard

copy form. I want to be certain to have a well-designed proposal which will then

lead to a meaningful and comprehensive study. I want the parameters of the

study to be well-defined so that all concerned parties know exactly where this

thing will take us.

Up to this point I have been referring to the study as a descriptive type. In

actuality I envision a hybrid design approach. or more formally: an observational

design. In descriptive fashion I do want to look at the C.O.P.E. Program in terms

of its history. organizational structure. and financial support base. but ifI stopped

at that point the bottom line question would be: So what? I feel the C.O.P.E.

Program affects in a positive way. the quality of life of its participants. It really

goes without saying that such a belief is very difficult to support through formal

research techniques. To my nation. the single most interesting element to examine

is that of recidivism rates. I intend to include in this research design. a statistical

model which will examine that variable as an outcome criterion. As part of the

model I plan to include other factors which previous research indicates might well

be significantly related to recidivism. By introducing and controlling these other

variables. we should be able to get a “clean” look at the recidivism rates of those

who graduated from the C.O.P.E. Program. versus the recidivism rates of other like

inmates who have less than a completed post-secondary education. The end

result I hope will support my intuitive notion that the C.O.P.E. Program has a

positive (reducing) influence on the rates of recidivism of its graduates.

In a broader sense. I hope the study meets the following criteria:

1) Should relate to the fields of higher education and adult corrections.

2) Should make a positive contribution to the fields of higher education and

criminal justice. '
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3) Should be limited enough in scope to be thoroughly researched.

4) Should have significance and be of interest to the author and his audience.

5) Should help promote the concept of prisoner rehabilitation through aca-

demic education.

6) Should make a contribution toward the improved welfare of prison inmates.

In conclusion let me assure you that if granted final approval to conduct the

study. I fully intend to protect the privacy rights of the study subjects. Reporting

will be done in goup form. and the individual identities of the study participants

will go unreported and unavailable to members of the general public.

Thanks again for granting me preliminary study approval. I will keep you fully

appraised of activities in regard to the conduct of this study.

Sincerely.

GALA—VA...

Arthur Kirk

1842 Hamilton. Apt. B1

Okemos. Michigan 48864

(517) 349-6941
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m
montcolm community college
SIDNEY MICHIGAN MS

May 7, 1986

Terry Murphy

Acting Chief of Research

Michigan Department of Corrections

P.O. Box 30003

Lansing, MI 48909

Dear Mr. Murphy:

In January, I was contacted by Mr. Arthur Kirk, a Michigan

State University Doctoral student, who proposed doing a study

of the COPE (College Opportunity - Prison Extension) Program

conducted by Montcalm Community College within the Ionia

Complex. After much discussion the attached proposal was

agreed upon as a viable study, the design of which would

yield information valuable to Mr. Kirk, Montcalm Community

College and the Michigan Department of Corrections.

The Montcalm Community College Administration supports the

concept of the study and will assist Mr. Kirk's efforts in

any way possible.

While the study will not involve inmates directly, access to

their records will be required. To that end, we request your

support and authorization to conduct the research described

in the attached proposal.

Mr. Kirk wishes to have information gathering completed by

August of this year. Therefore, time is of some importance.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at

(517) 328-2111, ext. 266 or (616) 527-2500, ext. 319.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,
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m
montcolm community college
SIDNEY. MICHIGAN 48885 517 128211

November 7, 1986

Mr. Terry Murphy

Acting Chief of Research

Michigan Department of Corrections

P.O. Box 30003

Lansing, MI 48909

Dear Terry:

I want to thank you for taking time from your busy schedule

to talk with me about Arthur Kirk's research proposal.

I was a little anxious about the amount of time that had

passed since the proposal was submitted (May 7, 1986), but

Vou have put my mind at ease. Your commitment to having a

resolution to our request within the next two weeks was

greatly appreciated. We are slightly behind schedule on our

time line, but if we have the approval as soon as you have

indicated. I think Art can get back on schedule in short

order.

Again. I appreciate all you've done in regard to this

proposal; I know it was not an easy task.

Thank you for your support.

Sincerely,

   

. Herman, Director

Col ge Opportunity Prison Extension

cc: Arthur Kirk

File

DGH/iel
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August 23. 1986

Mr. Terry Murphy

Acting Chief of Research

Michigan Department of Corrections

P.O. Box 30003

Lansing. Michigan 48909

Dear Mr. Murphy:

Back on May 7, 1986. Dan Herman sent you ,a copy of a proposal in regard to a

study I hope to conduct. Because this study calls for gathering information from

certain inmate files held by the MDOC. approval by your department is being

sought.

I spoke with you about a month ago regarding this study. and at that time you

made mention of the need for some additional information regarding the study

subjects. With the strong hope of gaining study approval. I have gone ahead and

developed Chapter I. which is simply an expansion of the proposal. I have

enclosed a copy of this document in the hopes it will satisfy your questions

regarding subject recruitment. subject “treatment.” the subject information

(variables or data points) being sought from Montcalm Community College and

your department (MDOC). particulars regarding design. and general ideas

regarding privacy protection.

I call your attention to the last paragraph on page 1 1. in which mention is

made of a survey instrument. A copy of both the cover letter and the instrument

itself is enclosed so you can determine exactly what kind of information I am

seeking via t hat instrument. The instrument will be returned to RC. Box 6756.

East Lansing. Michigan 48823. This post omce box is located in the MSU Student

Union. and I am the only person who has access to it. I will be the only person to

view the returns. As you can see by the survey instrument. it is designed so the

person returning it cannot be identified. This will protect identities and encourage

openness. Further. I will be the only person to tabulate the retums. and the

resulting information will be reported in collective form only.

Almost all of the information I seek in regard to the study subjects must come

from their MDOC files located in Lansing. Michigan. Some additional information

regarding members of Group I (C.O.P.E. graduates) will have to come from records

maintained by Montcalm Community College. If granted study approval. I will

treat all the data extracted from these records with utmost caution and concern in

regard to the privacy rights of these subjects. I am well aware ofmy legal and

ethical responsibilities.
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I do hope the information contained in this packet serves to answer your legal

and ethical concerns in regard to this study. If any questions remain. please

contact me and I will see to it that you receive a prompt response. Thank you for

the time and effort you are putting into this study approval request. Like you. I

too want to be certain that all the proper procedures are being followed.

Sincerely.

WW

Arthur Kirk

1842 Hamilton. Apt. Bl

Okemos. Michigan 48864

(517) 349—6941

cc: Mr. Dan Herman. C.O.P.E. Program Director

Mr. Zolton Ferency. Dissertation Committee Member

encl.: Chapter I - Dissertation

Attitudinal Survey Instrument - C.O.P.E. Graduates
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MICHIGAN DEPARTHEIT'OP'CORRECTIONS

RESEARCH DIVISION

H.E H10 R A N D U."

'10: Art Kirk

m: Terry Murph

DATE: October 6, 1987

SUBJECT: .HontcaLI Community College Evaluation

I am pleased to inform you that the Research Division has formally

approved your request to conduct an evaluation on the Montcalm Community

College Program. This approval is subject to the conditions that we

discussed and agreed upon earlier. The Research Division will provide

reasonable assistance in locating and retrieving files. consult in

variable specifications. and consult on the analysis phase. The

Research Division will also provide temporary coding space to assist you

with this project. Good luck on your project and please feel free to

contact me at any time. The contact person for this project will be R.

Douglas Kosinski.

TM/rw
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July 17. 1986

University Committee on Research Involving

Human Subjects (UCRIHS)

238 Administration Building

Michigan State University

East Lansing. Michigan 48824-1046

Dear Sirs:

I am a doctoral student at Michigan State University in the area of College and

University Administration. My major advisor is Dr. Eldon Nonnamaker. I am

currently at the dissertation stage ofmy studies and have written my study

proposal. a copy of which is enclosed. Also enclosed is a copy of my signed

Proposal Approval Form.

I am applying to this Committee for study approval in that my study involves

human subjects. I request exemption from full Committee review bemuse my

study directs itself to the observation of public behavior (1D). At no time will the

identity of the subjects be revealed to members of the general public. All subjects

will be identified in the study by numeric code. the key to which will only be

known to me.

In anticipation of exemption from full Committee review. I have enclosed 9n:

copy of the information required for full Committee review.

Thank you for the time and attention I know you will give this request.

Sincerely.

WM...

Arthur Kirk

1842 Hamilton. Apt. B1

Okemos. Michigan 48864

(5 17) 349-6941
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August 23. 1986

University Committee on Research Involving

Human Subjects (UCRIHS)

238 Administration Building

Michigan State University

East Lansing. Michigan 48824- 1046

Dear UCRIHS Member:

I received a letter from Dr. Bredeck dated August 21. 1986. in which he

requested additional information on my proposed study. Much of the information

requested is covered in Chapter I. which is now complete: a copy is attached. This

document covers questions you have expressed regarding subject recruitment.

subject “treatment.” the subject information (variables or data points) being sought

from Montealm Community College and the Michigan Department of Corrections.

particulars regarding design and some general comments regarding privacy

protection. Much of this information was not developed. and hence not available

at the time I first applied for study approval from this Committee. I do hope the

information contained in this instrument serves to satisfy your questions in the

above listed areas. If not. I will be happy to supply additional information.

I eall your attention to the last paragaph on page 1 1. in which mention is

made of a survey instrument. A copy ofboth the cover letter and the instrument

itself is enclosed so that you can determine exactly what kind of information I am

seeking via that instrument. Montcalm Community College and/or the Michigan

Department of Corrections will supply me with the last known address of all

subjects in Group I. The instrument will be mailed to all members of Group I. and

their replies will be mailed to Northern Research Associates. P.0. Box 6756. East

Lansing. Michigan 48823. Northem Research Associates is a one-person. non-

profit corporation incorporated by me in the State of Michigan for the purpose of

assisting me in the conduct of this and other research. The PD. Box is located in

the MSU Student Union. and I am the only person who has access to it. I will be

the only person to see the returns. As you can see by the survey instrument. it is

designed so the person returning it cannot be identified. This will protect

identities and encourage openness. I will be the only person to tabulate the

returns. and the resulting information will be reported in collective form only.

Another concern expressed by some UCRIHS Committee Members has to do

with my access to Michigan Department of Corrections data. I call to your

attention the first paragaph on page 9. I will be the only person having access to

personal identities by name. address. institutional number. social security

number. etc. Almost all the information I seek regarding the study subjects must

come from their MDOC institutional files maintained in Lansing. Michigan. Some

additional information regarding members of Group I (C.O.P.E. gaduates) will
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have to come from records maintained by Montcalm Community College. In short.

there is no way the information can be obtained without access to these two sets of

files. These records are not public information. but under ageement with the

parties mentioned. can be made available to researchers involved in properly

sanctioned studies such as this dissertation. I further call your attention to the

letter from Dan Herman of Montcalm Community College. dated January 14.

1986. As you can see by that letter. I have study support from the administrators

at Montcalm Community College. I also eall your attention to the letter from Dan

Herman dated May 7. 1986. In it he refers to a conversation with William Kime.

Deputy Director of Progams and Planning for the MDOC. It appears from that

letter the MDOC is more than willing and interested in having the study

conducted. You will also see attached. a letter of proposal transmittal from Dan

Herman to Terry Murphy. dated May 7. 1986. Mr. Murphy works under Deputy

Kime in Lansing. I personally talked with Terry Murphy about this study and he

indicated that because the study is not sanctioned by the Legislature. it is

considered low priority. However. he did indicate that he would send me a letter

requesting some additional information. and upon receipt of that information.

study approval would be no problem. He said the MDOC would require me to sigr

a statement of confidentiality. I told him the additional information and the signed

statement would be submitted to him upon request. I have not yet heard from

him. but have taken the liberty of submitting to his emce. the information I

suspect he needs. Attached is a copy of the cover letter used in transmitting that

information to his office.

I do hope the information contained in this packet serves to answer your legal

and ethical concerns regarding the conduct of this study. If any questions remain.

please contact me and I will see to it that you receive an immediate response.

Thank you for the time and effort you are putting into this review. Like you. I too

want to be certain that proper procedures are being followed.

Sincerely.

weed-L—

Arthur Kirk

1842 Hamilton, Apt. Bl

Okemos. Michigan 48864

(517) 349—6941

cc: Dr. Eldon R. Nonnamaker

encl.: Chapter I - Dissertation

Attitudinal Survey Instrument - C.O.P.E. Graduates

Letter from Dan Herman dated January 14. 1986

Letter from Dan Herman dated May 7. 1986

Letter to Terry Murphy dated August 23. 1986
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October 24. 1987

University Committee on Research Involving

Human Subjects (UCRIHS)

238 Administration Building

Michigan State University

East Lansing. Michigan 48824-1046

Dear Sirs:

Back in August of 1986. I applied to your committee for approval to conduct a

dissertation project involving human subjects. Following review. I was informed

that approval would be ganted after the following conditions were met:

1) Study approval by the Michigan Department of Corrections.

2) Revision of a cover letter on an attitudinal survey form to be sent to sub-

jects. so they would be absolutely clear on the point that their participation

is voluntary.

I have now met those stipulations. Enclosed you will find a letter of study

approval from Mr. Terry Murphy. Chief of Research for the Michigan Department

of Corrections. Also enclosed. a copy of the cover letter I intend to send to the

subjects in question. Lastly. I have enclosed a copy of the study proposal and

variables dictionary which were approved by the MDOC.

I sincerely hope I have met the committee’s requirements for approval. If not.

please let me know and I will take whatever action you deem necessary.

Respectfully.

WW

Mr. Arthur Kirk

41 1 North Cedar #106

Lansing. Michigan 48912
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March 30. 1989

Dr. John Hudzik. Chairman

University Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS)

206 Berkey Hall

Michigan State University

East Lansing. Michigan 48824- 1046

Dear Dr. Hudzik:

I am a doctoral student in the College of Education. Department of College and

University Administration. My committee chairman is Eldon Nonnamaker.

My dissertation is about 98% complete. and my hopes are to meet all the

requirements for my degee this Spring Term.

My dissertation does on a very limited basis involve the participation of human

subjects. in the form of their responding to a questionnaire. On November 3. 1987

I received written permission from the UCRIHS to conduct my research. However.

this permission was extended for a period limited to one calendar year.

I am now seeking renewed permission to conduct my study. Certain

procedural changes in regard to statistical applications have been made since

UCRIHS permission was last ganted. There have not. however. been any changes

in the procedures involving the participation of the human subjects. Nevertheless.

I have enclosed a current copy of the proposal so the changes ofwhich I speak can

be noted. Further. I have enclosed a copy of the attitudinal survey instrument

which will be sent to the subjects. along with the cover letter which will

accompany it. The latter has not changed since original permission was ganted.

Please let me know if there is anything further I must do in order to be ganted

renewed permission to conduct my study.

Respectfully.

Wm...

Mr. Arthur Kirk

411 North Cedar. #106

Lansing. Michigan 48912
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

 

UNIVERSITY couurrm-z 0N ncsmcu INVOLVING EAST LANSING ° MICHIGAN ' 43'3“.“

HUMAN susncrs (UCRIHS)

m ADHINISTRA'HON BUILDING

(SI?) 355-2106

November 3, 1987

Mr. Arthur Kirk

411 North Cedar #106

Lansing, Michigan 48912

Dear Mr. Kirk:

Subject: Proposal Entitled, "Inmate Graduation from an Academic

College Program: How It Affects Their Rates of Criminal

Recidivism Upon Release From Prison"

UCRIHS' review of the above referenced project has now been completed. I am

pleased to advise that the rights and welfare of the human subjects appear to

be adequately protected and the Committee, therefore. approved this project

at its meeting on November 2, 1987.

You are reminded that UCRIHS approval is valid for one calendar year. If you

plan to continue this project beyond one year. please make provisions for

obtaining appropriate UCRIHS approval prior to November 2, 1988.

Any changes in procedures involving human subjects must be reviewed by the

UCRIHS prior to initiation of the change. UCRIHS must also be notified

promptly of any problems (unexpected side effects, complaints. etc.)

involving human subjects during the course of the work.

Thank you for bringing this project to our attention. If we can be of any

future help. please do not hesitate to let us know.

Sincerely.

Henry E. Bredeck, Ph.D.

Chairman , UCRIHS

HEB/jms

cc: Dr. Eldon Nonnamaker

MSU is as Ill/Moe Action/Equal Oppon-euv Immuno-
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(CTCY
montcolm community college
SIDNEY, MICMIGAN ‘8885 517 325-211

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

October 30, 1987

Mr. Art Kirk

411 North Cedar #106

Lansing, MI 48912

Dear Mr. Kirk:

We, at Montcalm Community College, are pleased that you are studying

the relationship between criminal recidivism and inmate participation

in academic college programs.

It is my understanding that you have gathered most of the necessary

information needed from, or about. inmates in our C.O.P.E. (College

Opportunity -- Prison Extension) program.

This letter is intended to authorize final approval for your study.

If you need further assistance from MCC, please contact Mr. Dan

Herman.

Sincerely:

flwc Aw
onald C. Burns, Ph.D.

President

DCB/pam

 

Appendices



APPENDIX J

MDOC Data Processing Service Request

 

Appendices



156

 

  
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

MICHIGA CAM”
N DATA PROCESSING SERVICE REQUEST

DEPARTMENT

OF
DATA PROCESSING

CORRECTIONS
PROJECT NUMBER

USER CONTROL NUMBER:

PROJECT TITLE: HQNIQAI'M ggmmm ”:1 QQMJGE EEALUATION

Requester Mama—Titwrphv . RN00“ 0..., 3/02/_87

Requester Wort: Unit: Research D1V1310“ Phone Number: 334-7857

(Division/Oureeu/lnstltutlon)

5mm: om summer [I] Yes E No Date enema “3908811919— 59 New Application

Reason tor Required om: C] cum. To Existing Appllcatlon,

D Discrepancy

Detailed Description oi services required. or change to be made: (it specillc lntormatlon is requested in report torm. indicate what

Items are needed on the report).

Print-out and tape of all persons who received a parole from January 1, 1980 and December 31.

1984 and who:

I. Served all or part of their incarceration at an institution in Ionia.

a. MTU Michigan Training Unit

b. RCF Riverside Correctional Facility

c. RHI Ionia Reformatory

2. Did not have an academic educational level equal to two years of college or above

upon parole.

Specifically

D 500 Allsthments  
"rstlflcation. Benefits or reason tor request:

Non-priority Doctoral dissertation to evaluate Montcalm Community Program of

Ionia complex.

B,ee Attachments

 

  

“
W
a
r
m

I
0
w
a
s
m
u
‘
1
p
n
e
p
o
u
i
e
'

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A

( questor tenet I/. I neuron». Authority) 1;

5 To Be Completed By Data Processing

; PRELIMINARY nevuew

:Asslsned To: Due Date:

ORecommended Action: PR Completion Dell:

PROJECT TIME ESTIHATES

Assigned To: Due Data:

Analyst Hours: Estimated Protect Completion Date:
 

Programmer Hours:
 

 
Computer Hours:

PROJECT COMPLETION

  I Date Completed Authorized Signature

HOD” III leilCItOI Stink Otllhll Ill. 00. CD” to D.“WOlvlsbll. ROM” 000 cm '0! A”! III“.

Appendices



11H?

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

RESEARCH DIVISION

M E M 0 R A N D U M

'10: Larry Walker

FROM: Terry Murphf, Chief DATE: July 17, 1987

SUBJECT: Service Request for Montcalm Community College Evaluation

Thank you for contacting me regarding further clarification on the

service request for the Montcalm Community College Evaluation. As we

discussed on the telephone on July 15, 1987, the study requires a print-

out and tape of all persons who received a parole from January 1, 1980

through December 31, 1984 (inclusive) and who:

I. Served all or part of their incarceration at an institution in

Ionia. Specifically,

a . M'I‘U

b. RCF

c. RMI

2. Did not have an academic educational level equal to 2 years of

college or above at commitment.

During our conversation you indicated that the following information

could be included on the tape and print-out without a significant delay

in obtaining the request:

a. Prisoner I.D.

b. I.D. Prefix

c. Ionia institution placement history (locations and dates)

d. Highest grade at entry

e. Date of Birth

f. Date Received

3. Race

h. Marital Status at Arrest

1. Occupation at Arrest

j. Parole Date (If multiple paroles in applicable term, include

all of the dates)

k. Assaultive Risk Classification

Finally, we discussed the possibility of including the subroutine that

generates a crime category field, based upon the MCL number field. I am

referring to the same crime category field that you produced on the CMIS

tapes for the Population Projection project.

I would like to thank you again for contacting me concerning our request

and appreciate your assistance in this matter. Please feel free to

contact me if further clarification is required. Thanks.
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VARIABLES DICTIONARY

The College Opporlunily Prison Extension (COPE) Study

by

Arthur Kirk
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

Accuracy of the collected data is of utmost importance. If a coding question arises

which is not discussedverbally and/oraddressed in this variables dictionary. write anote

in the space provided on the coding sheetexplaining theproblemand set thatrecord aside.

The researcher will be available on a daily basis to resolve these problems.

Manyinmates have more thanone MDOC file because they served or are servingmore

than one prison term in Michigan. When codingbe absolutely certainyou are extracting

data from the correct file (more commonly called the instant ofl'ense file). Following are

comments which will help you identify the correct file:

Forpurposes ofthis study, instant ofl'ense(s) is a reference to the ofi'ense(s) forwhich

the subjects were incarcerated and, in turn, paroled during theyears 1980 through 1984.

The subjects could very well have been incarcerated prior to 1980, but the parole must

have occurred within that time frame. Some subjects will have been paroled more than

one time during these years. This study is designed to examine the first parole in the time

frame for those subjects who comprise Group II. As for Group I subjects. the first parole

in the time frame refers to the first parole following graduation from the COPE Program.

The present prison commitment refers to the period of incarceration the subjects served

for the instant ofl'ense.

In the case of thou subjects who have more than one departmental file, you are

requested to check all ofthem for general background information. You are to use these

secondary sources simply to clarify and/or support data from the primary source. Just

be certain the data related to variables concerned with the instant ofl'ense are extracted

from the correct file.

In the case of subjects who escaped fi'om community supervision, it is possfiile the

record pulled for your inspection will be the escape file by itself. and the instant Ofi'ense

file will not be included. If that happens write a note to that efl'ect and put the file aside.

You will note that missing data is accounted for in two ways: 1) 88=unlrnown, and 2)

99=unavailable. Unknown means the data cannot be retrieved because it does not exist.

Unavailable means the information does exists somewhere, but cannot be attracted from

the available records). and the time and expense involved in gathering the data makes it

impractical in regard to this study.

When you begin work on a file please follow these procedures:

1) Place a check next to the corresponding prison number shown on the master list

2) Put your initials in the upper right-hand corner of the coding sheet

3) Put the current date in the upper left-hand corner of the coding sheet

4) Place all completed files in one stack so they may be returned to the records

department

5) Placeallfileswhichpresmtacodingprobleminanotherstackso theresearcher

can inspect them daily

6) Always keep clearlylnmind the responslbflltyyou have tomsintainndmm

mum.
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PERSONAL SUBJECT DATA

Name

Provide the subject’s full name. Display the last name, then the first name.

followed by the middle name or middle initial.

File jacket (box)/PSI/BIR

Last name, first name, middle name or initial

Prison Number

This is the number assigned to the subject by the Michigan Department of

Corrections upon original entry into the Michigan prison system. Be certain to

include the letter prefix such as A, B, C, etc. The correct letter prefix for

purposes of this study is the one which relates to the subject’s instant Offense.

See the commentary associated with Variable #04 for a definition of instant

Offense.

File jacket (tab)/BIS

Letter designation followed by six digits

Social Security Number

Give subject’s social security number(s).

PSI/BIR

Nine digit code

Address

listsubject’slastlmownaddress. Iftherecordsdonotprovidethisinformation

give the address of his wife, parent(s), brother(s), sister(s). etc. In most instances

driswillbetheaddresstowhichthesubjectparoled. Thcaccuracyofthis

informationis especially crificalinthecaseofGroupImembers because an

attitudinalsunreyistobcmailedtothosesubjectsaspanoftbesmdyplan.

PERissuedpriortOfirstpamie

Listthesubject’slastknownmailingaddress. Tlfiscouldbetheaddressofhis

parents,brotherorsister,etc.

Note: The data related to these four variables will not be contained in the

computer files.
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STUDY VARIABLES

01 - Subject Number

This numberwill be assigned by the researcher. A l prefix will relate tothe

subjects in Group I, a 2 prefix to members of Group II. The next three digits

will identify the individual subject in that group. For example, the subject

number 1127 will relate to the 127th subject in Group I. This code will serve as

the means of accessing individual records from the computerized data base

(primary key). Names, institutional numbers. social security numbers. and

addresses will not be contained within the general computer files.

Assigned by researcher

A four digit code

02 - Date of Birth

Based on subject’s date of birth. The reporting format is: mm/cki/yy.

File jacket (box)/PSI/BIR

1-12=month of birth. l-31=day of birth, 00-75=year of birth. 88=unknown.

99=unavailable

03 - Race

The categories are: black, white. hispanic, and other.

file jacket (box)/PSI/BIR

1=black. 2=white, 3=hispanic. 4=other, 88=unknown. 99=unavailable

04 - Date Of Prison Entry For Instant Oftense(s)

This is the date of actual prison entry for the instant offense(s). It does um

include jail time, or time spent on bond while awaiting trial and/or case disposi-

tion. The instant offense(s) is/are the criminal offense(s) for which the subject

was incarceratedinprison, andfrom whichhe was grantedhis firstparoleduring

the years 1980 through 1984. For members of Group I this is the first parole

following graduation from the COPE Program. For members of Group II it is

the first parole during the time period 1980 through 1984.

File jacket/BIS

1-12=month of entry, l-31=day of entry, 00-86=year of entry (mm/ddlyy)

05 - Academic Educational Level At Time 0!Instant Oftense(s)

Based on the number of years of academic education the subject actually com-

pleted at the time he committed the instant offense(s). A code of 14 for this

item would mean the subject had completed two years of college. If a subject

completed his GED, a grade level completion will not be expressed in the

record(s). In that case, list the functional level of the subject next to the 77 code

(e.g. - 77 9th). Also, in the case ofa special education subject, list in the com-

ments section of the coding sheet the impairment (in words) which required him

to be placed in that track. .

PSI/BIR

0=never attended school, 1-12=grades 1 through 12, 13-25=years of college

completed, 66=Sp.Ed.. 77=GED. 88=unknown. 99=unavailable
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06 - Type 01' Instant Oftense(s)

Based upon the following crime-type categories the subject’s instant offense(s)

falls into: property, drug, violent. property and drug property and violent, drug

and violent, property, drug, and violent. See Appendix A for a lisu'ng of prop-

erty offenses, drug offenses, and violent offenses as defined by Michigan stat-

utes.

PSI/BIR/Appendix A

1=property. kdrug, 3=violent, 4=property and drug, 5=property and violent.

6=drug and violent, 7=property, drug and violent, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

07 - Date Of First Arrest

Thisisthedatethesubjectwasfirstanestedeitherasajuvenileoranadult. If

the date of first arrest is not given, code this variable by giving subject’s age at

first arrest. lfyou have toexercise this last option, putanoteinthe comments

section of the coding sheet to that effect.

PSI

1-12=month of arrest, l-31=day of arrest, 00-86=year of arrest. 88=unknown,

99=unavailable

08 - Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s)

Based on a listing of all felony convictions as an adult. It excludes the felony

conviction(s) related to the subject’s instant offense and any which might have

followed the instant offense. Often times the record will list the offense for

which the subject was convicted. but not specify whether it was a felony offense.

AlistingofthemostcommontypesofmisdemeanorswillbefoundinAppendix

B. Ifthe offense falls withinoneofthese categoriesitis amisdemeanoroffmse

and must not be included in this variable.

PSI/Appendix B

0-75=number ofprior adult felony conviction(s), 77=yes, but count tmknown.

88=unknown, 99=unavailable

09 - Criminal Profile - Juvenile Property Offense(s)

This relates to study subjects who have one or more prior felony arrests for a

property offense as a juvenile. It excludes the felony offense(s) related to the

subject’s instant offense(s) and any which might have followed the instant

offense. SeeAppendifooralistingofpropertyoffenses, andAppendixB to

be certain you are dealing with a felony offense.

PSI/Appendix A/Appendix B

0-75=number of felony arrests for a property offense as a juvenile, 77=yes, but

count unknown, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

10 - Criminal Profile - Juvenile Drug 0ffense(s)

This relatestostudy subjectswhohave one ormore prior felonyar'restsfora

drug offense as a juvenile. It excludes the felony offense(s) related to the

subject’s instant offense(s) and any which might have followed the instant

offense. SeeAppendifooralistingofdrugoffenses, andAppendixB tobe

certain you are dealing with a felony offense.

PSI/Appendix AlAppendix B

0-75=number of felony anests for a drug offense as a juvenile, 77=yes, but count

wn wn ' 1
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ll - Criminal Profile - Juvenile Violent 0ffense(s)

This relates to study subjects who have one or more prior felony arrests for a

violent offense as a juvenile. It excludes the felony offense(s) related to the

subject’s instant offense(s) and any which might have followed the instant

offense. SeeAppendix Aforaiistingofviolentoffenses, andAppendixB tobe

certain you are dealing with a felony offense.

PSI/Appendix A/Appendix B

0—75=number of felony anests for a violent offense as a juvenile. 77=yes, but

count unknown, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

12 - Criminal Profile - Adult Property 0ffense(s)

This relates to study subjects who have one or more prior felony arrests for a

property offense as an adult. It excludes the felony offense(s) related to the

subject’s instant offense(s) and any which might have followed the instant

offense. See Appendix A for a listing of property offenses, and Appendix B to

be certain you are dealing with a felony offense.

PSI/Appendix A/Appendix B

0-75=number of felony arrests for a property offense as an adult. 77=yes, but

count unknown, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

l3 - Criminal Profile - Adult Drug Offense(s)

This relates to study subjects who have one or more prior felony arrests for a

drug offense as an adult. It excludes the felony offense(s) related to the subject’s

instant offense(s) and any which might have followed the instant offense. See

Appendix Aforalisting ofdrugoffenses, andAppendixB tobecertainyou are

dealing with a felony offense.

PSI/Appendix A/Appendix B

O-75=number of felony anests for a drug offense as an adult. 77=yes, but count

unknown. 88=unknown, 99=tmavailable

l4 - Criminal Profile - Adult Violent Offense(s)

This relates to study subjects who have one or more prior felony arrests for a

violent ofiense as an adult. it excludes the felony offense(s) related to the

subject’s instant offense(s) and any which might have followed the instant

offense. SeeAppendix Aforalistingofviolentoffenses, andAppendix B tobe

certain you are dealing with a felony offense.

PSI/Appendix AlAppendix B

0-75=number of felony anests for a violent offense as an adult, 77=yes, but

count unknown. 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

15 - In The Community At Least Three Years Prior To Prison Commitment

For Instant 0ffense(s)

Based upon whether ornot the subject was free ofajail or prison term for at

leastthree years priortohis presentprisoncommitrnent. It does not include

short-term jail detentions ofninety (90) days or less for minor offenses.

PSI

l=yes, 2=no, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable
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16 - Marital Status At Time Of Instant Offense(s)

This pertains to the marital status of the subject at the time he committed the

instant offense(s).

PSI/BIR

l=single, 2=manied. 3=separated. 4=divorced, S=widowed, 88=unknown,

99=unavailable

l7 - Employment Status At Time Of Instant Offense(s)

This relates to the subject’s employment status at the time he committed the

instant offense(s). A coding reflecting no work history (0) means the subject

never held a job. whereas intermittently (3) means the subject worked from time

to time on a non-pattemed basis. A coding for laid-off (4) means the person had

a job and was awaiting recall, whereas unemployed (5) means the person was

without a job.

PSI/BIR

0=no work history, 1=full-time. 2=part-time.3=interrnittently. 4=laid-off,

5=unemployed, 6=student, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

18 - History Of Substance Abuse

This variable considers only these substances: cocaine. heroin, and alcohol.

Because of the questionable nature of addiction associated with the use of

marijuana. that substance is not to be considered in addressing this variable. We

are not necessarily looking at addiction in this item, rather for evidence the

subject used one or more of these substances in an abusive way. where abusive

means the use of the substance interfered with the subject’s social and/or occupa-

tional life one or more times within a thirty-day period of time. Also, the fact

the subject may have been under the influence of one or more of these substances

at the time of the instant offense(s) does not by itself call for a yes (1) response.

PSI/Psychological report

1=yes. 2=no, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

l9 - Evidence OfA Serious Physical Illness Or Disability At Time Of

Instant Offense(s)

For purposes of this study. a serious physical illness or disability is one which

interfered with the subject’s social and/or occupational life at least once every

thirty-days for a period of one or more years immediately prior to the commis-

sion of the instant offense(s). Please be certain your coding response relates to

the subject at the time he committed the instant offense(s)

PSI (Family Backgroundyl‘ranscase

1=yes. 2=no. 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

20 - Evidence OfA Serious Emotional Or Psychological Problem At Time

OfInstant Offense(s)

For purposes of this study, a serious emotional or psychological problem is one

which interfered with the subject’s social and/or occupational life at least once

every thirty-days for a period of one or more years immediately prior to the

commission of the instant offense(s). Please be certain your coding response

relates to the subject at the time he committed the instant offense(s).

PSI (Family Background)/I‘ranscase/Psychological report

MW
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21 - Upbringing

This variable attempts to identify the person or perstms who raised the subject

from childhood (below 18 years of age) to adult status. If none of the coding

categorieslistedforthis variable fits the subject. make anotetothateffectinthe

comments section of the coding sheet and express the coding in words.

PSI

1=natural parent(s), 2=step-parent(s). 3=a natural parent and a step-parent.

4=relative(s). S=guardian(s). 6=foster parent(s). 7=members of an institution

such as an orphanage. 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

22 - Financial Status Of Upbringing Environment

Based onthe financialincome ofthe people whoraisedthe subjectuptoadult

status (18 years old). Ifthe subject left the upbringing environment prior to 18

yearsofage,codethisitemuptothepointofhisdeparnue.Ifnoneofthecoding

categories fit the subject, the condition did not remain constant throughout the

upbringing period, orifhe was raisedin aninstitution. make anoteto thateffect

onthecodingsiwetandexpressthecodinginwords.

PSI

l=wealthy (income of $50,000 per year or above), hfinancially stable (yearly

income between $15,000 and $50,000). 3=poor (yearly income below $15.00).

88=unknown, 99=unavailable

23 - Academic Educational Level Of Mother At Time Of Subject’s Instant

Offense(s)

Based on the number of years of academic education the subject’s biological

mother actually completed at the time of the subject’s instant offense(s). If the

subject’s mother completed her GED. list her functional level next to the 77 code

(e.g. - 77 10th) if it is provided in the record(s). If she was in special education.

list the impairment (in words) whichrequiredhertobeplacedinthattrack (if

given).

PSI (Family Background)

0=never attended school. 1-12=grades 1 through 12. l3-25=years in college.

66=Sp.Bd., 77=GED, 88=unknown, 99=unavailab1e

24 - Academic Educational Level Of Father At Time Of Subject’s Instant

Offense(s)

Based on the mrmber of years of academic education the subject’s biological

father actually completed at the time of the subject’s instant offense(s). If the

subject’s father completed his GED. list his functional level next to the 77 code

(e.g. -10th)ifitis providedinthe record(s). Ifhe wasin special education. list

the impairment(inwords) whichrequiredhim tobeplacedinthattrackfif

given).

PSI (Family Background)

0=never attended school. l-12=grades 1 through 12. 13-25=years in college.

66=Sp.Ed.. 77=GED, 88=rmknown. 99=unavailable

25 - Family Emotional Support System At Time Of Subject’s Instant

Offense(s)

lntlnsmstancethereferenceistothesubjectsimmediatefamily: wife. mother
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Emotional support simply means one or more of these parties was obviously

concerned about the subject’s welfare. as reflected by a display of care and

concern. Thus. the subjecthadoneormore parties onwhom he couldcall for

help and assistance when one or more personal and/or financial problems arose.

PSI (Family Background)

l=strong support from one or more parties. 2=some support fiom one or more

parties, 3=no support from any of the parties, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

26 - Number of Non-Bondable Major Misconduct ReportsIn Prison For

Which The Subject Was Found Guilty During His Present Prison Conunit-

ment

Based only on non-bondable major misconduct reports in prison. for which the

subject was found guilty. The variable does not include bondable major

misconduct reports, or minor misconduct reports. If a major misconduct report

involved multiple charges, it is to be counted only one time. Time spent at a

correction center is considered part of the present prison commitment. but time

spent on parole is not part of the present prison commitment. See Appendix C

for a listing of non-bondable offenses. Please recall. the present prison commit-

ment is that which relates to the incarceration period the subject served for the

instant offense(s).

Major Misconduct Reports/PER (Institutional Adjusnnent)/Appendix C

0-85=number ofnon-bondable major misconduct reports. 88=unknown, 99=un-

available

27 - Date Of First Parole For Instant Offense(s)

Date subject was paroled to the free community from his present prison commit-

ment. IndrecaseofGrouplsubjectsthe firstparole fortheinstantoffenseisthe

first parole following graduation from the COPE Program. For Group 11 sub-

jects. first parole refers to the first parole during the time period 1980 to 1984.

The reporting format is: mm/ddlyy.

Parole Board Action Notice/Parole Board Order For Parole/CMIS

1-12=month of parole. l-31=day of parole, 00-86=year of parole. 88=unknown,

99=unavailable

28 - Place Rom Which Paroled

lheMDOCfacihtyfiomwhichdresubjectwasgrantedhisfirstparolefromids

present prison commitment. See Variable #27 for a definition of first parole, and

Variable #26 for a definition of present prison commitment.

Parole Board Action Notice/CMIS

Give thename ofthe facility from which subject was grantedhis first parole

following present prison commitment. This will be reduced to a numeric code

by the researcher.

29 - Parole Placement

Based on the person(s) to whom the subject was initially paroled from his

presentprisoncommitment. Makeanoteonthecodingsheetifacombinationof

the coding categories fit the subject.

PER issued prior to first parole

1=wife, 2=parent(s) (biologicalor step). 3=brother(s)or sister(s) (biological or
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30 - Academic Educational Level Upon Parole From Present Prison Com-

mitment

Based on the number of years of academic education the subject had actually

completed at the time he was paroled from his present prison commitment. In

the case of a subject who worked toward or completed his GED during his

present prison commitment, a grade level of completion will not be expressed in

the record(s): rather. his progress will expressed as a functional level. Therefore.

ifyoucodethesubjectasa77(GED)onthisvariable.pleaselisthisfunctimal

level next to the 77 code (e.g. - 8th). If the subject was not involved in the

education program during his present prison commitment. then his academic

educational level for this variable will be identical to what it was at the time of

the instant offense(s) (Variable #05). Any problems coding this variable must

be brought to the attention of the researcher via a note on the coding sheet.

PER issued prior to parole

0=never attended school. l-12=grades 1 through 12. l3-25=years in college.

66=Sp.Ed., 77=GED, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

31 - MDOC Assaultive Risk Classification At The Time OfParole

'Ihis relatestotheMDOC assignedriskclassificationineffectatthetimethe

subject was paroled fiom his present prison commitment.

SCRS/PER issued prior to parole

1=very low. 2-—-low, 3=middle. 4=high. 5=very high. 88=unknown, 99=unavail-.

able

32 - Evidence OfA Serious Physical Illness Or Disability At Time OfParole

From Present Prison Commitment

For purposes of this study, a serious physical illness or disability is one which

interfered with the subject’s social and/or occupational life in prison at least once

every thirty days for a period ofone or more years immediately prior to parole

from hispresentprison commitment. The conditionmusthavebeenin effectat

the timeofparolefromhispresent prisoncommitrnentinordertocodethis as 1

(yes).

PER issued prior to parole

1=yes. 2=no, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

33 - Evidence OfA Serious Emotional Or Psychological Problem At Time

Of Parole From Present Prison Commitment

For purposes of this study. a serious emotional or psychological problem is one

which interfered with the subject’s social and/or occupational life in prison at

least once every thirty-days for a period of one or more years immediately prior

to parole from his present prison commitment. The condition must have been in

effectatthe time ofparole from his presentprisoncommitrnentinordertocode

this as a 1 (yes).

PER issued prior to parole/Psychological Report issued prior to parole

1=yes. 2=no, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

Note: Coders. do not go beyond this point. The balance of the variables will be

calculated or determined by the researcher.
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34 - Age At First Arrest

Basedontheactualageinyearsofthesubjectwhenhewas firstarrested. The

arrestneednothave resultedinaconviction. Also.thisarrestcouldverywell

have taken place when the subject was a juvenile.

Variable 07 (converted to subject’s age at the time) through the use of Variable

02

0-85=age in years, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

3S - Age At Time OfPresent Prison Commitment

Based on the subject’s age in years at the time he actually entered prison to

begin his present prison commitment. Jail time credits are not usedin orderto

make this determination.

Variable 04 (converted to subject’s age at the time) through the use of Variable

02

0-85=age in years, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

36 - Year Of Graduation From COPE

This will be furnished by Montcalm Community College for Group 1 members.

Montcalm Community College records

0=Members of Group II, 0-86=Year of graduation. 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

37 - Age Upon Parole From Present Prison Commitment

Basedonthesubject’sageinyearsatthetimehewasparoledfromhispresent

prison commitment.

Variable 27 (converted to subject’s age at the time) through the use of Variable

02

0—85=age in years. 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

38 - Length OfTime Served For Instant Offense(s)

Based onthe actual numberofmonthsthe subjectservedinprisonduringhis

present prison commitment. It does not include jail time or time spent on

parole. but it does include time spent in a correction center.

Variable 27 (converted to a term ofmonths) through the use of Variable 04

00-999=months of incarceration

39 - Academic Educational Attainment Level Increase During Present

Prison Commitment

This is a transformed variable obtained by subtracting the subject’s academic

educational level at the time of present prison commitment from his academic

educational level upon parole from present prison commitment. In the case of

subjects who worked toward or completed the GED. functional levels may be

used in place of years of education completed.

Variable 30 (converted to a term of years expressing academic attainment)

through the use of Variable 05

0-25=years of education. 66=Sp.Ed., 77=GED, 88=unknown, 99=unavai1able

40 - Criminal Recidivism - Property Offense(s)

The data for this variable will be obtained from the Law Enforcement Informa-

tion Network(LEIN) maintained bythe MichiganState Police. andrs based
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offense during the two-year period of time following the first parole from his

present prison commitment. The arrest need not have resulted in a conviction.

See the General Instructions and/or Variable #04 for a definition of first parole

and present prison commitment. A distinction between a juvenile and adult

offense is not addressed by this variable.

LEIN/Appendix A/Appendix B

0-75=number of felony arrests for a property offense, 77=yes, but count un-

known, 88=unknown, 99=unavailable

41 - Criminal Recidivism - Drug Offense(s)

The data for this variable will be obtained from the Law Enforcement Informa-

tion Network (LEIN) maintained by the Michigan State Police, and is based

upon whether or not the subject was arrested for a felony class drug offense

during the two-year period oftime following the first parole from his present

prison commitment. The arrest need not have resulted in a conviction. See the

General Instructions and/or Variable #04 for a definition of first parole and

present prison commitment. A distinction between a juvenile and adult offense

is not addressed by this variable.

LEIN/Appendix NAppendix B

0-75=number of felony arrests for a drug offense. 77=yes, but count unknown.

88=unknown, 99=unavailable

42 - Criminal Recidivism - Violent Offense(s)

The data for this variable will be obtained from the Law Enforcement Informa-

tion Network (LEIN) maintained by the Michigan State Police. and is based

upon whether or not the subject was arrested for a felony class violent offense

during the two-year period oftime following the first parole from his present

prison commitment. The arrest need not have resulted in a conviction. See the

General Instructions and/or Variable #04 for a definition of first parole and

present prison commitment. A distinction between a juvenile and adult offense

is not addressed by this variable.

LEIN/Appendix A/Appendix B

0-75=number of felony arrests for a violent offense, 77=yes, but count unknown.

88=unknown, 99=unavailable
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APPENDIX A

Listing Of Property/Drug/Vlolent Offenses

PROPERTY OFFENSES

Arson

(All except dwelling)

Burslm

Breaking and entering

Entering without breaking

Breaking and entering: or entering without breaking: buildings. tents. boats. railroad cars: entering

public buildings when expressly denied

Burglar’s tools, possession

Larceny

Larceny

Larceny from motor vehicle or trailer

Breaking and entering coin operated telephone

Larceny from vacant dwelling

Larceny from building

Larceny by conversion

Larceny by false personation

Larceny from libraries

Receiving or concealing stolen property (may be referred to as RCSP)

Auto Theft

U.D.A.A. (unlawfully driving away an automobile)

U.D.A.A. (without intent to steal)

Forgery - Uttering and Publishing (may be referred to as U&P)

Forgery of records and other instruments

Uttering and publishing

Forgery of notes

Forgery of bank bills and notes

Possession of counterfeit notes. etc.. with intent to utter same

Uttering counterfeit notes. etc.

Possession of counterfeit bank. state. or municipal bills or notes

Affixing fictitious signature

Counterfeiting and possession of coins

Certifying checks/insufficient funds

Checks without accounts or insufficient funds, usually over a certain amount

Embeulement

Allforms exceptwhennotedasunderacertain amount
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Building connector funds-fraud, use

False pretenses with intent to defraud

Personal property. fraudulent disposition

Malicious Destruction

All forms except when noted as under a certain amount

Weapons

Carrying concealed weapons

Carrying weapon with unlawful intent

Weapons manufacture

Drugs

DRUG OFFENSES

Because of the State Police reporting format, it is sometimes difficult to distinguish between misde-

meanors and felonies. The general rule is that illegal use or possession with intent to use is a misde-

meanor and the sale of. or possession with intent to sell is a felony. Unfortunately. the State Police

may only list Dangerous Drugs or Violation of Drug Law (VDL). The following procedures

should minimize any coding difficulties.

1)

2)

3)

Dangerous Drugs or Violation of Drug Law with the designation of use is

considered a misdemeanor. Illegal Use. Possession ofDrug Paraphernalia are

also misdemeanors.

Dangerous Drugs or Violation of Drug Law with the designation of sale or

manufacture is considered a felony.

When the only information available is Dangerous Drugs. use the disposition

(if listed) to determine seriousness. A disposition of greater than 1 year is

considered afelony (e.g. . 2 years probation. 6 monthsjail and 5years probation

are two examples offelony dispositions). All prison sentences are felonies (e.g. .

6 months to 2 years. 10 to 20 years). Sentences of jail terms only are

misdemeanors (e.g.. 6 months jail time. 30 days jail time).

4) When no disposition is available and you cannot determine use or sale. then

assume a felony when only designated as Dangerous Drugs or VDL.
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VIOLENT OFFENSES

Homicide

First degree murder

Second degree murder

Manslaughter

Attempted murder

Rape/CSC

Rape, forcible (do not include statutory)

Assault with intent to rape

Criminal sexual conduct lst. 2nd, and 3rd

Attempt or assault to commit CSC

Kidnapping

Kidnapping (all forms)

Assault

Felonious assault

Assault with intent to commit murder

Assault with intent of great bodily harm less than murder

Assault with intent to maim

Assault with intent to commit felony

Extortion

Robbery

Robbery armed - any weapon or indication thereof

Robbery unarmed

Bank. safe. and vault robbery

Assault to commit robbery armed

Assault to commit robbery unarmed

Attempted robbery

Larceny from person

Children

Child exposing with intent to injure

Cruelty to children

Torturing of children

Sex

Sodomy

Gross indecency between males

Gross indecency between females

Males under 15. debauching by females

Males under 15, debauching by males

Ravish abuse of female patient in an institution for the insane

Carnal knowledge - female ward
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Other Violent Offenses

Arson of a dwelling

Placement of explosives to damage or injure

Explosive device

Careless use of firearms to kill
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APPENDIX 3

Listing Of Common Misdemeanor Offenses

MOST COMMON MISDEMEANOR OFFENSES

In certain instances. a misdemeanor and felony are distinguished by a certain

dollar amount (e.g.. $50. $100).

1) Assault and battery (A&B)

2) Aggravated assault

3) Resisting officer

4) Larceny under $50, $100

5) Anything under vs. over is a misdemeanor

6) Shoplifting

7) Petty theft

8) Petty larceny

9) Simple larceny

10) Jay riding

ll) Disorderly

12) Illegal entry

13) Checks NSF under $50

14) Motor vehicle. tampering
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APPENDIX C

Usting Of Non-Bendable Offenses In PrIson

NON-BONDABLE MISCONDUCT OFFENSES IN PRISON

Escape or attempt to escape

Leaving or failing to return to lawful custody without authorization. Failure to return

within two hours after designated time from furlough or pass.

Felony

Committing any act which would be a felony if prosecuted under Michigan law.

Homicide

Causing the death of another person by any means.

Assault

Physical confrontation where one party is the victim and the other is the assailant. Injury

is not necessary. but contact is necessary.

Intimidating or threatening behavior

Words, actions, or other behavior expressing an intent to injure, which places another in

fear of being physically harmed or assaulted This includes attempted assault.

Sexual assault

Physical confrontation for sexual purposes, where one party is the victim and the other is

the assailant. Non-consensual physical contact for sexual purposes.

Fighting

Mutual physical confrontation, including a swing and miss. even when not done in anger.

Incite to riot or strike (includes participation)

Advocating or irrstigating actions which are intended to seriously endanger the physical

safety of the facility. persons, or property. or to disrupt operation of the facility by group

cessation of normal activity.

Dangerous contraband

Possession of weapon(s). explosives. acids, caustics. materials for incendiary devices,

escape materials. or “critical” tools.

Drug offenses

Use. possession, or sale of narcotics or amphetamines.
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Coding Sheet

 

Prison Number 8.8. Number

Address

#1

a
s
s
e
s
s
e
s

3 e

#11

#12

#13

#14

#15

#16

#17

#18

#19

#21

 

 

Subject Number 

Date Of Birth _.Z_L_

Race 

Date Of Prison Entry _L_l__

Academic Educational Level (Instant Offense(s))

Type OfInstant Offense(s)
 

DateOfFlrstArrest _L_L_

Prior Adult Felony Conviction(s)
 

 

Criminal Profile - Juvenile Property

 

Criminal Profile - Juvenile Drug

Criminal Profile - Juvenile Vlolent
 

 

Criminal Profile - Adult Property

 

Criminal Profile - Adult Drug

 

Crirnlnai Profile - Adult Violent

 

In Community Three Years

 

Marital Status (Instant Offense)

 

Employment Status (Instant Offense)

 

History Of Substance Abuse

Serious Physical Problem (Instant Offense)—

Serious Emotional Problem (Instant Offense) ' '

Upbringing
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3
§

§
2?

#31

#32.

§
§
§

#39

#40

#41

#42

Notes:
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Financial Status
 

Mother’s Educational Level
 

Father’s Educational Level
 

Emotional Support System (Family)
 

Non-Bondable Misconduct Reports (Guilty)

Date Of First Parole _L_L

Place Of Parole 

 Parole Placement

Academic Level At Parole 

MDOC Risk Classification 

Serious Physical Probiem.(Paroie) 

 

Serious Emotional Problem (Parole)

 

Age At First Arrest

 Age At Time Of Prison Commitment

Year Of Graduation From C.O.P.E.——

 

Age Upon Parole

Length OfTime Served (Instant Offense)—

 

Academic Level Increase While In Prison

Criminal Recidivism - Property Offense(s) ‘-

 

Criminal Recidivism - Drug Offense(s)

Criminal Recidivism - Violent Offense(s) ‘—
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0010FIIE TYPE NESTED FILE=MACOCOLL RECORD=RECIYPE 5-6

0020CASE=PRSNRID 7- 13(A) DUPLICATE=CASE

0030RECORD TYPE 01 /‘MASTER RECORD

0030DATA LIST /RECLEN 1-4

0040 BIRTHYR 86-87

0050 BIRTHMO 82-83

0060 BIRTHDA 84-85 .

0070 RECEIVYR 111-112

0080 RECEIVMO l07- l08

0090 RECEIVDA. 109- l l0

0 100 SEX 1 14(A)

0 l 10 RACE 1 15(A)

0120RECORD TYPE 02 /"ID RECORD

0130DATA LIST /‘MARRYARR 92(A)

0140 HIGRADE 95-96

0 l50 OCCARR l05- l07(A)

0 l60 ASSLTRSK 2 15

0170RECORD TYPE 14 I‘TRANSIT RECORD

0180DATA LIST /TRANFROM 36-38(A)

0190 TRANTO 39-41(A)

0200 TRANYR 50-51

02 l0 TRANMO 46-47

0220 TRANDA 48-49

0230 MOVECODE 52-53

0240EN'D FILE TYPE

0250RECODE RECLEN (SYSMIS=0)

026OSELECT IF (RECLEN GT 0)

0270WRITE OUI'FILE=MACOCOL2 TABLE

0280FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=RECEIVYR HIGRADE TRANFROM TRANTO

0290TRANYR MOVECODE
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FILE HANDLE MACOCOL2 / NAME = ’MACOCOL2 DATA A‘

FILE HANDLE MCOLGRP2 / NAME = ’MACOCOL2 GROUP n'

/ 1 A 1 (A)

PRSNRID 2-7

BIRTHMO 12- 13

BIRTI-IDA 1 4- 1 5

BIRTHYR 18- 19

RACE 23 (A)

MARRYARR 25 (A)

HIGRADE 27-28

OCCARR 30-32 (A)

ASSLTRSK 34

TRANFROM 36—38 (A)

TRANTO 40-42 (A)

TRANMO 44-45

TRANDA 47-48

TRANYR 50-5 1

MOVECODE 53-54

SELECT IF (MOVECODE E9 61 AND RANGE(TRANYR.80.84))

COMPUTE X=(TRUNC((YRMODA(BIRIHYR.BIRI‘I-IMO.BIRI‘HDA) -

YRMODAI'I'RANYRTRANMOJ'RANDAD/36525D

SORT CASES BY PRSNRID ATRANYR

AGGREAGA'IE OUTFILE=‘

/BREAK=PRSNRID A

/PAROLYR=FIRST(TRANYR)

/PAROLMO=FIRS’1T1‘RANMO)

/PAROLDA=FIRS’IT1‘RANDA)

/MARRIED=FIRST(MARRYARR)

/EMPLOYED=FIRST(OCCARR)

/PAROLAGE=FIRST(X)

/RACE2=FIRST(RACE)

/ARISK=FIRST(ASSLTRSK)

/EDLEVEL=FIRST(HIGRADE)

/PREFIX=FIRST(A)

/IDNUMBER=FIRST(PRSNRID)

FORMATSPAROLYRTOPAROLDA(F2.0) MARRIED (A1) EMPLOYED (A3) PAROLAGE

(F2.0) RACE2 (A1) ARISK (FLO) EDLEVEL (F2.0) PREFIX (A1) IDNUMBER (F6.0)

SORT CASES BY PAROLAGE EMPLOYED EDLEVEL RACE ARISK MARRIED

WRITE OUTFILE=MCOLGRP2 TABLE

LISTVARIABLES=PREFIXIDNUMBERPAROLAGEEMPOYEDEDLEVELRACEARISK

MARRIED

FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=PAROLAGE TO MARRIED
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Mr. Robert Subject

12 12 Street

Lansing. Michigan 48912

Dear Mr. Subject:

I am a doctoral candidate at Michigan State University in the area of College

and University Administration. To satisfy my dissertation requirements I am doing

a study of the C.O.P.E. Program at Montealm Community College. I have the

approval of the administrators at Michigan State University. Montcalm Community

College. and the Michigan Department of Corrections to conduct this study.

The specific purpose of the study is to determine if graduation from the

C.O.P.E. Program provides a positive (reducing) influence on the criminal

recidivism (repeat crime) rates of its participants.

Inasmuch as you are a graduate of the C.O.P.E. Program. I wish to enlist your

help in one part of the study. That part serves to examine the reason(s)

individuals like you decided to enter and. in turn. graduate from the C.O.P.E.

Program. It alsoseeks to examine any attitudinal change that may have taken

place in regard to personal behavior. once you were released from prison.

Your participation in this study isWI Ifyou decide to help

me in my research. I can assure you that your responses to the enclosed

questionnaire will be seen only by me. and reporting will be done in collective

(group) form only. No one other than I will view your answers to the survey

questions. and once the survey responses are put into group form. the

instruments will be destroyed.

I urge you to help me. and perhaps give a hand to those who are still

incarcerated. Please use the stamped. self-addressed envelope to return your

survey form. 1204101 put any identifier such as your name on this form. and do

not place your name or return address on the envelope provided. That way. even I

will not know the identity of the person who returned the questionnaire. Thank

you!

Respectfully.

WW

Arthur Kirk

P.O. Box 637 1

Michigan State University

East Lansing. Michigan 48826
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ATTITUDINAL SURVEY INSTRUMENT - C.O.P.E. GRADUATES

Mm: Beside each of the statements. please indicate with an X whether you

StronglyAgree (SA) . Agree (A). Disagree (D). Strongly Disagree (SD). or are Undecided

(U).

SA A D SD U

l. Ientered the C.O.P.E. Program to impress the Parole Board ........... 0 0 0 0 0

2. I entered the C.O.P.E. Program to kill time ..................................... () () 0 () ()

3. I entered the C.O.P.E. Program to improve myself .......................... () 0 () O ()

4. I first entered the C.O.P.E. Program to impress the Parole Board and/or

to kill time. but my interests later turned to self-improvement ......... O 0 0 O O

5. My C.O.P.E. studies helped me to better understand myself............ () () 0 0 ()

6. My C.O.P.E. studies helped me to better deal with

my incarceration ............................................................................. () () 0 O O

7. My C.O.P.E. studies helped me to better understand other people 0 0 0 () O

8. Participation in the C.O.P.E. Program helped me to

more clearly define my personal goals ............................................ () 0 0 () 0

9. The C.O.P.E. Program helped me become a better person ............... () 0 0 0 O

10. I decided not to become involved in further criminal activity

prior to entering the C.O.P.E. Program ........................................... () 0 0 0 0

11. I decided not to become involved in further criminal activity

while in the C.O.P.E. Program ........................................................ () () 0 0 0

12. I decided not to become involved in further criminal activity

after I graduated from the C.O.P.E. Program .................................. 0 0 0 0 0

13. I never decided against being further involved in criminal activity .. () 0 0 O O

14. My graduation from the C.O.P.E. Program helped me

gain release from prison .................................................................. () () 0 () 0

15. My graduation from the C.O.P.E. Program helped me

better adjust to parole and/or release from prison ............................ 0 0 0 O 0
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22.
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25.
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SA A

My graduation from the C.O.P.E. Program helped me

get work once I was released from prison ........................................ () ()

Graduation from the C.O.P.E. Program has

caused me to view myself in a more positive way ........................... () ()

Graduation from the C.O.P.E. Program has

given me more self-confidence ........................................................ () 0

I have or will continue my college education even further ............... () ()

I think all prisons should have a college program like C.O.P.E. ...... () ()

If all prisons had a program like C.O.P.E.. there would be

less trouble among the inmates ........................................................ () ()

If all prisons had a program like C.O.P.E., many inmates would be

able to improve their chance of successfully completing parole ....... 0 ()

If all prisons had a program like C.O.P.E., there would be less

repeat crime .................................................................................... () ()

Without the benefits of the C.O.P.E. Program. I probably would

have continued with my same old life patterns ................................ () ()

Without the benefits of the C.O.P.E. Program, I probably would

be back in prison ............................................................................. 0

DSDU

0

()

O

()

0

()

()

O

()

()

0

0
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