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Prison Education Program Participation and Recidivism A Test of the
Nor mal i zati on Hypot hesi s

Abstract

| argue that prison education prograns are representative of a |arger
nunber of what | call normalizing prison prograns and operations found in many
contenporary prisons that serve to increase prison safety and decrease
recidivism Normalizing prograns and operations achi eve these goals, | argue,
by reduci ng prisonization and by nurturing prosocial norns. Using data for a
cohort of Federal prison releasees, | test the hypothesis that inmates who
actively participate in education prograns have | ower |ikelihoods of
recidivating, defined as a rearrest or parole revocation within 3 years after
rel ease, controlling for several background and post-rel ease neasures,
i ncl udi ng post-rel ease enpl oynent. Results show that inmates who actively
participate in education prograns have significantly |ower |ikelihoods of
recidivating. Because this effect is independent of post-rel ease enpl oynent,

| argue that results support the normalization concept.



Prison Education Program Participation and Recidivism A Test of the
Nor mal i zati on Hypot hesi s
I nt roduction

Thi s study argues that prison education prograns are representative of a
| arger nunber of "normalizing" prison prograns serving to increase prison
safety and to decrease recidivism Normalizing prograns and operations
achi eve these goals, | argue, first, by reducing prisonization and, second, by
nurturing prosocial norms supporting rule/law abiding behavior. ?

G esham Sykes (1958) identified five pains of inprisonnent: isolation
fromthe larger comunity; |lack of material possessions; blocked access to
het er osexual rel ationshi ps; reduced personal autonony; and reduced persona
security. Sykes argued that these deprivations foster what is currently
referred to as prisonization, that is, alienation fromthe prison staff and
managenent, and fromthe larger society. Additionally, crimnologists argue
that many inmates bring to prison a commtnent to crimnal subcultures and
crimnal norms (Irwin and Cressey 1962). Both the deprivations of
i mprisonment and the inported crimnogenic normns, crimnologists argue,
facilitate the growh of inmate subcultures favoring a normative orientation
hostile to prison managenent and supporting a continuation of crimna
behavi or after release fromprison (Thomas and Petersen 1977; Kassebaum et al
1971; Thomas and Foster 1972; Thomas and Pool e 1975). 2

VWile prisons, given their statutory mandate, cannot directly elimnate
the pains of inprisonment, either by freeing inmates or by making life in
prison nearly identical to life in the larger conmunity, prisons can be
organi zed in ways that simultaneously mtigate these pains and offer innmates
seeking relief opportunities to find it in ways that pronote their adoption of
prosocial nornms. This is done in many prisons today, by breaking down the
barriers between staff and inmates, providing rol enodel s of prosocial

behavi or, and by inporting, when possible, institutional prograns such as



school ing and work, which in the community, serve partly to
soci al i ze/ normal i ze toward prosoci al nornms and behavi or.

In practice, these normalizing prograns and operations can take nany
forms, including enphasis on staff use of a human rel ati ons approach when
working with inmates; a unit management style of prison operation; prison
i ndustries and other work prograns; fenmale correctional officers in nale
institutions; social furlough prograns; use of effective classification
techni ques; a formal policy guaranteeing i nmates' due process rights when
charged and adjudicated for rule violations; guidelines for sanctioning
m sconduct that elimnates disparity; and education prograns, to nention only
some of what | see as normalizing policies, prograns, and operations found in
many nodern prisons. Al of these prograns facilitate humane treatnment of
i nmat es, open |lines of communication between staff and i nmates, and provide
opportunities for diversion fromthe pains of inprisonment in ways that
legitimate and reinforce | aw abiding norms. M perspective is simlar to that
of Robert Johonson (1987) who argues for prison operations that provide
inmates with encouragenent and opportunities to find "niches,” as he calls
them in which inmates can "maturely cope"” with the "pains of inprisonnment."
Johnson clainms that inmates who learn "mature coping” in prison will also cope
nmore maturely with life in the community after rel ease and, therefore, will be

less likely to recidivate.

Movenent Toward Nornalization in Anerican Prisons

After evaluations of rehabilitation prograns rooted in a psycho-
pat hol ogy nodel of crimnal behavior and experinmented with in the 1970's
showed little, if any, treatnent effect, American correctional treatnent
phi | osophy turned pragmatic. Policy enphasis shifted froma nedical nodel of
rehabilitation to strategi es for managi ng safe and humane prisons in which

i nmates are provi ded opportunities and encouragenent to strengthen their



soci al bonds (i.e., normalization) through prograns enphasi zi ng work,
educati on, substance abuse treatnent, strengthened famly and comunity ties,
and wel |l ness. By design, this new policy enphasizes individual responsibility
and targets prison conditions and i nmate needs that from professional judgnent
and sound enpirical research, have been identified to contribute to positive
prison adjustnment and to a productive non-crimnal, life after rel ease from
prison.

Wthin this new normalization paradi gm progressive efforts, in nmany
Ameri can prisons, have turned to inproving the quality of programdelivery,
and experinmentation wi th operational and progranmatic nodifications directed
toward increasing i nmate adjustnent within safe and humane prisons, while
simul taneously reducing the recidivismrate. Exanples of recent efforts to
i nprove managenent quality, within the Federal Bureau of Prisons, are the
adoption of strategic planning and i nproved managenent information systens.

An exanple of a recent programmatic experinent is the devel opnent of the
di sci pline hearing program which created a group of specially trained and
i ndependent di scipline hearing officers who adjudicate serious inmate

m sconduct .

As indicated, prison education prograns are one critically inportant
conponent in this new normalization paradigm Prison education program
participation normalizes by offering relief fromthe pains of inprisonnment and
by hel ping i nmates to appreci ate and adopt prosocial norms. Since at |east as
far back as the time of Aristotle, philosophers and schol ars of education have
argued that education creates the socially good (i.e., noral) person
(Aristotle; Durkheim 1911). These scholars view the educated person as havi ng
both the know edge and reasoning ability synonymous with the truly free and
nmoral human being. Uneducated, unsocialized/ contrasocialized persons,

i ncapabl e of informed noral reflection, are the truly inprisoned



A Test of the Normalizing Effects of Education Prograns

Si nce di sproportionate nunbers of prisoners have both | ow educati ona
attai nment and poor work histories, it is not surprising that prison
adm nistrators justify education prograns on the grounds that such prograns
contribute to the enpl oynment prospects of inmates and will thus reduce
recidivismrates. Wiile this |inkage between educati on and enpl oynent is
hypot hesi zed as reducing recidivism | do not test this hypothesis here.
Instead, | aimto test the normalizing effects of prison education program
participation. That is, does the normalizing experience of prison education
prograns reduce recidivisn? Education prograns serve to occupy the inmate's
time productively, thus limting the negative influence of prisonization, and
further serve to socialize/resocialize inmates toward acceptance of prosoci al
norms. In order to isolate the normalizing effects of participation in prison
educati on prograns fromthose of increased enpl oynment prospects, | control for
post -rel ease enpl oynment when testing the effect of education program

participation on recidivism

Met hods

Al t hough Federal prison inmates w thout a high school or CGenera
Educati onal Devel opnent (CGED) diploma are required to take at |east one
literacy course, and all other inmates are encouraged to participate in
educati onal progranms, and various incentives exist to pronote participation,
both participation and successful conpletion remains largely voluntary. * The
researcher cannot randomy assign inmates to successfully conplete educationa
prograns for experinmental purposes; rather, inmates self-select thensel ves
into and t hrough prograns. Therefore, the researcher nust rely on statistica
techniques to isolate the recidivismreducing effect, if any, of prison
educati on programparticipation. The primary concern is, guided by theory and

past research, to identify enpirical measures of the self-sel ection process



that can be used as statistical controls when eval uati ng program i npact.

The research literature suggests several statistical nmethods for
handl i ng sel ection bias (see Berk 1987). | report results for two of these
met hods here. First, | use multivariate nodels to predict recidivismin which
a neasure of programparticipation is included along with all variabl es
t hought to predict program participation and recidivism | refer to this
approach as the full multivariate approach. Second, | separately estinate
propensity scores predicting likelihood of not participating in education
progranms. | then use these propensity scores to control for selection bias, in
pl ace of the separate variables predicting program participation used in the
full multivariate approach. | refer to this as the propensity score approach

Wth the nultivariate approach, the intention is to identify and nmeasure
all the individual and environmental factors thought to influence both program
participation and recidivism and control for these measures in a regression
nodel when assessi ng program effects.

The propensity score approach (Berk and Newton 1985; Rosenbaum and Rubin
1984) involves nodeling the selection process with a set of neasures
predicting program participation to arrive at a single nmeasure called a
propensity score that is then used to control for selection bias. Ideally,
researchers use theory and prior research to sel ect nmeasures thought to
predi ct program participation. However, the ideal is seldomrealized, and the
researcher usually selects variables predicting program participation by using
avai |l abl e nmeasures in a stepw se regression. The predicted, or conditional
probabilities, the propensity scores, are used to control for the self-
sel ection process in further regressions predicting outconme (Rosenbaum and
Rubi n 1984). Several advantages of the propensity score approach over direct
mul tivariate control are described by Berk and Newton (1984). One advantage
Berk and Newton cite is that nmeasures found useful in nodeling selection bias

provide insight into the selection process. | would add that these insights



may gui de the devel opnent of theories and neasures allow ng inproved ability
to nodel and subsequently control for the selection process in future

eval uation research on simlar programs. Additionally, an understandi ng of
the sel ection process may al so hel p correctional and educati on program
personnel to devel op operations and policies for attracting nore inmates to

becone involved in prison education prograns. *



Data and Vari abl es

The data used in this analysis are froma 35-percent random sanpl e
(N =1,205) of all inmates who were rel eased, between January 1 and June 30,
1987, directly from Federal prison or through hal fway houses to the community
inthe United States and who had received prison sentences greater than 3
months. M analysis is conducted on a subsanple (N=619) of this group and
contains only persons having a prison stay of nore than 1 year. This was done
because those in prison for |less than a year may have had insufficient
opportunity to participate nmeaningfully in education prograns.

Table 1 provides the variable names and definitions. The outcome
nmeasure is labeled RECID and is a dunmy variable coded "1" if the person
recidivated (i.e., was rearrested or had parole revoked during the 3-year
followup period) and "0" otherw se. The program neasure is |abel ed EDUCPRG
and is a dunmy variable coded "1" if the person successfully conpleted at
| east one-half (.5) of an education course per 6 nmonths of the prison term and
"0" otherwi se. This measure was chosen for two reasons: first, it provides a
measure of treatnment dosage, something that is often mssing from eval uation
studi es and, second, the bivariate associ ati on between educati on program
participation and recidivismsuggests that .5 courses per 6 nonths of the
prison termwas a tipping point for reduced recidivismrates. | control for
enpl oyment at release with the variable | abel ed RELEMP, coded "1" if the
person was enpl oyed at rel ease fromprison and "0" otherw se. The renaining
variables listed in Table 1 were exam ned in developing the final nodel. The
vari abl es were chosen fromresearch on individual and structural predictors of
crimnal behavior, recidivism and comunity crime rates (Schm dt and Wtte
1988; Farrington, Sanpson, and Wkstrom 1993). To arrive at the specification
of the regression nodels used in the analysis, | conducted an exhaustive
analysis using all the predictor variables listed in Table 1, in various

conbi nations, including interactions.



Tabl e 2 provides variabl e means and standard deviations for the full

sanmpl e and subsanpl e for those variables used in the analysis.

Mode of Anal ysis

| begin the analysis using the full nultivariate nethod in which
discrete tine hazard rates of recidivating, in six sem annual periods
follow ng rel ease, are sinultaneously regressed (logistic regression) on the
program neasure and all control variables (see Allison 1984, pp 16-22). |
al so exam ne accelerated failure tine nodels predicting the log of tine to
recidivismin nonths, assumi ng an exponential distribution for failure timnes.
I conclude with the propensity score anal ysis.

The | ogistic nodels were each subjected to a nunber of diagnostic tests
(see Hosner and Leneshow 1989, pp. 149-170). | discovered no probl ens that
woul d invalidate the findings reported.

In what follows, | first present, for the interested reader, results
from analyzing recidivismpredictors for the entire sanple of 1987 rel easees.
I then nmove on to the main topic of the paper, testing the normalizing effects
of educational program participation anong i nmates spending a year or nore in

prison.

A Prelimnary: RecidivismPredictors for the entire 1987 Rel ease Sanpl e.
Before proceeding to analysis limted to rel easees spending a year or
longer in prison, it will be informative, especially for those wishing to
formul ate appropriate normalizing prison policies, operations, and prograns,
to examne recidivismpredictors for the entire sanple of 1987 rel easees.
Table 3 presents results for a discrete tinme hazard nodel. | arrived at the
nodel ' s specification guided by past research and theory on recidivismand
after exhaustive analysis using all the variables listed in Table 1 in various

conbi nations, including interactions.



Results shown in Table 3 reveal that the follow ng variabl es
significantly (at the .05 level or less) increase the risk of recidivating:
nunber of prior convictions; heroin abuse; al cohol abuse; and having been
under sone type of crimnal justice system supervision at the tinme the current
of fense was conmitted. Variables significantly related to a | ower risk of
recidivating are a high Salient Factor Score (the Salient Factor Score is
heavily weighted with prior convictions and is designed to be inversely
related to recidivismrisk); stable enploynent prior to prison; receiving a
soci al furlough while in prison; enploynment at rel ease; age (the older the
rel easee, the lower the risk); living with a spouse after rel ease; and, nearly
significant at the .05 level, prison education program participation. Wile
the vari abl e neasuring education program participation is not significant at
the .05 level, it is nearly significant at that level, with a p value of .0637
in nmodel 1 and .0766 in nodel 2. This nmay be due to the extrenely short
prison stay for many of the inmates in the full sanple. Shorter terminnmates
who participated in education prograns may sinply not have had sufficient
exposure to have benefited fromthat participation

These measures suggest normali zing prison policies, operations, and
progranms and i nmate actions that could reduce prisonization and increase post-
rel ease success. For exanple, the link between prior record and recidivism
i ndicates a possible link between prior record and prison m sconduct (the
correl ation between both prior convictions and the Salient Factor Score wth
prison m sconduct are 0.24 and -.26 respectively, with both significant at the
.05 level) suggesting, therefore, the need for placenent into an institution
with both nmore intensive custody practices and nore intensive progranmm ng.

The effect of prison education program participation suggests the need for
wel | managed prison education prograns and for efforts to increase inmate
participation in them Heroin and al cohol abuse need to be addressed wth

wel | managed drug treatnent prograns designed along the |ines of prograns
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shown to be effective in reduci ng substance abuse. Wel|l nanaged prograns that
i mprove work skills, work habits, and job search skills are needed for all
inmates. Policies and prograns pronmoting famly stability and comunity
contact such as parenting classes, visitations, social furloughs, and |ocating
inmates close to their hone residences shoul d be maintai ned

I now nove on to a nore conplete analysis of the normalizing effects of

educati on program partici pation.

Resul ts

Tabl e 4 provides sone basic information about the relationship between
educati on progranms and recidivism showi ng the three-way rel ati on between
educati on program participation, educational attainment at prison adm ssion
and recidivism

Looking first at the bottomrow of Table 4, we see that 15.0 percent of
the sanpl e had an 8th grade education or less and an additional 27.9 percent
had between an 8th and 12th grade education for a total of 42.9 percent
wi t hout a high school degree. The Census Bureau reported that in 1987 only
14.0 percent of the popul ation age 25 years or over had |l ess than a high
school education. |If we take a high school degree as the basic educationa
attai nment needed to function adequately in nodern society, then we see that a
much | arger percentage of persons sentenced to Federal prison are in need of
further education than persons in the community.

Also, in the bottomrow, we see that except for a slight rise fromthose
with less than an eighth grade education to those with sone high school, the
percent recidivating declines steadily from54.9 percent recidivating anong
those with sone high school to 7.7 percent ambng those with a coll ege degree.

The | ast columm of Table 4 displays the frequency of education program
partici pati on, neasured by the nunber of courses successfully conpleted for

each 6 nonths confined. Courses reflected here include Adult Basic Education
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(ABE), Ceneral Educational Devel opment (GED), Adult Continuing Education
(ACE), Post Secondary Education (PSE) including college courses and vocati onal
training, and social skills courses (e.g., parenting). ® W see a definite
decline in recidivismrates -- from44.5 percent recidivating anmong those
conpl eting no courses during their prison termto 30.1 percent anong those
conpleting at least .5 courses during each 6 months of their prison term

In the body of Table 4, we see that within every educational attai nnent
cat egory, except college graduate (of which there are only 13), that the
greater the educational program participation, the lower the recidivismrate.
The greatest decline in recidivism wth educational program participation, is
anmong those who come to prison with a high school degree. Anmong high schoo
graduates, the recidivismrate for those who took no courses was 39.2 percent
conpared to 24.5 percent anong high school graduates who participated in at
| east .5 education courses each 6 nmonths of their term or a drop of 14.7
percentage points in the recidivismrate. However, even those who cane to
prison with an eighth grade educati on or |ess experienced a 7.9-percentage-
point drop in their recidivismrate between those who took no courses and
those who actively participated in education prograns.

The question that needs to be answered is: Are these declines in
recidivismdue to the normalizing effects of participating in education
progranms? | nust try to rule out two alternative explanations for this
relationship: first, that it is due to the increased enpl oynent prospects that
nore education allows for and, second, that other characteristics of inmates
expl ain both education program participation and |lower recidivism To
acconplish this objective, | first use the full nultivariate approach and then
the propensity score approach

| begin the full multivariate approach by estimating | ogistic regression
nodel s predicting discrete tinme hazard rates for the six sem annual periods

maki ng up the 3-year followp period, while controlling for all variables
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t hought to affect both educational program participation and recidivism
i ncl udi ng post-rel ease enpl oynent. Table 5 provides the coefficient estimates
for two nodels. The nodels differ only in the crimnal nonentum nmeasure used
in each, the U S. Parole Conmssion's Salient Factor Score SFSCORE (i n Mde
1) and the nunber of prior felony convictions NPRIOR (in Mdel 2). Separate
nodel s are estimated because of the very high correlation between the SFSCORE
and NPRIOR. As we can see, in both nodels, EDUCPRG or educational program
participation significantly (at the .01 | evel) reduces the hazard of
recidivating.

| tested for the conbined significance of the variables neasuring time
(PRD1- PRD5) and found they do not add significantly to the nodels, indicating
a constant hazard rate. Therefore, | assumed an exponential distribution for
hazard when estimating accelerated failure tine for the variables used in
Table 5, Mdels 1 and 2. Coefficient estinmates for the two nodels are
provided in Table 6. W see that educati on program partici pation
significantly (at the .0001 |level) increases the tinme until first recidivating
event in both nodels.

To summarize, using the full multivariate approach to control for
sel ection bias and predictors of recidivismincluding post-rel ease enpl oynent,
we find strong evidence that education prograns reduce recidivism possibly

t hr ough normal i zati on.

Estimating Propensity Scores Measuring Self-Selection Into and Through Prison
Educati on Prograns

To provide greater insight into the self-selection process, | then
estimated propensity scores predicting who is not likely to participate in
educati on progranms, using these propensity scores to control for selection
bi as when evaluating the effect of programparticipation. | also estimated

propensity scores that predict who participates, rather than non-partici pants.



As | expected, the variables selected (i.e., MALE, HERO NV5, LSCHYRS
HFWHOUSE, LAGEREL, M LDOTH) were the sane as those predicting | ack of
partici pati on; however, the coefficient signs were just the opposite from
those reported below. The steps required to estinmate propensity scores
provi de insight regarding the self-selection process.

| estimated propensity scores by conducting a stepw se logistic

regression of all the variables in Table 1 excludi ng NPRIOR and PRD1- PRD5 on

t he educational program participation neasure EDUCPRG | required a .05
significance level for a variable to remain in the nodel. Table 7 presents
the final nodel. W see that nmales are less likely to participate than

femal es; persons for whomthere is nmissing i nformati on on heroin dependency
(N=60) are less likely to participate; persons with higher educationa
attai nment at admission are nore likely to participate; persons rel eased
t hrough a hal fway house were nmore likely to participate; older inmates were
less likely to participate; and inmates who were in the mlitary and
di scharged other than for honorabl e or dishonorable reasons (e.g., nedica
reasons) were nore likely to participate

The nmeans, standard devi ations, m nimum and maxi num val ues, and box

plots for the propensity scores for those who participated in nore than .5
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courses sem annually during their termand for those who did not are presented

separately in Table 8. The inportant itemto note is that for al nost al
persons (actually 98.5 percent) taking .5 courses or nore, there is a nearly
mat chi ng propensity score anong persons taking |less than .5 courses during
their prison term Only at the Iow end of the propensity score distributions
are propensity scores for non-participants truncated relative to the
distribution for participants, with 2.5-percent of participants having scores
bel ow t he | owest score for non-participants.

Using logistic regression, | regressed a neasure of whether or not a

person recidivated on the propensity scores separately for the participants
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and non-participants. Figure 1 shows a plot of the predicted values from
these logistic regressions (Y axis) by the propensity scores (X axis). The
pl ot indicates that anong participants, the slope for probabilities of
recidivating is relatively flat, but for the non-participants, the Iikelihood
of recidivating increases with the probability of not participating in
educati onal courses. What this plot indicates is that even those persons
| east inclined to participate in education prograns would be less likely to
recidivate if they participated in at |east one-half of a course per half-year
during their prison term

Tables 9 and 10 reproduce the analysis of Tables 5 and 6 respectively,
with the variables used to estimate propensity scores replaced by the single
propensity score variable PSCORE. Again, we see that education program
participation significantly reduces the recidivismhazard rate (Table 9) and

i ncreases the time until recidivism(Table 10).
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Esti mat ed Cost Savi ngs From Educati on Prograns

To estimate potential cost savings fromreduced recidivismdue to
educati on course participation, |I first used a |ogistic regression nodel using
all the variables for Mbdel 2 in Table 6 to predict the | og odds of
recidivating in the 3-year followp period (results not shown). Then, with
the coefficients fromthe regression, and by setting the control variables at
their sanmple neans, | estimated recidivismrates for the sanple under the
condition that no inmates took at least .5 education courses during each 6
nmont hs of the prison termand under a second condition that all inmates took
courses at that rate or higher. Under the first condition (no participation),
the estimated recidivismrate is 45.73 percent and under the second condition
(total participation), the recidivismrate is 38.54 percent, reflecting a
di fference of 7.19 percentage points, or a 15.7-percent reduction in
recidivism Wth these estimates, we can get a crude estimte of the
potential cost savings fromprison education prograns in Federal prison. Let
us assume an annual rel ease cohort of 5,000 inmates who served at |east 1 year
in prison. Then, with the recidivismrates from above, we can conpute that if
none of these inmates participated in at least .5 courses per 6 nonths served,
the estimated nunber recidivating is 2,287. W can then conpute that with all
i nmates participating in education prograns at this rate or higher, the
estimated nunber recidivating is 1,927, or a difference of 360 recidivists,
again, a 15.7-percent reduction in recidivism Now, assumng recidivists
spend an average of 1 year in prison for their recidivating offense, and using
a conservative estimate of $22,000 as the annual per inmate cost of
i ncarceration, we see that the prison savings alone cone to $7.9 mllion.
This does not include costs to victins, |aw enforcenent costs, court costs,
wel fare costs, and |l ost inconme taxes -- all of which would no doubt be
substantial and bring the total savings sonewhere well above $10 mllion.

Addi tional cost savings would nost |ikely accrue due to | ower custody costs
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for prisons providing educati on prograns, due to reduced prisonization and
associ ated reduced m sconduct. However, sufficient data are not avail able
here for directly testing the hypothesis that educati on prograns reduce
prisoni zation and, thereby, msconduct.® In sum only focusing on the effects
of educational program participation on recidivism we see that potenti al

dol l ar savings from prison educational prograns could be quite |arge.

Concl usi ons

Results of this analysis provide substantial evidence that prison
educati on program participation reduces the |ikelihood of recidivating
irrespective of post-release enploynment. | interpret this result as support
for the normalization hypothesis, which posits that nany policies, operations,
and prograns found in nodern prisons reduce prisonization and nurture
prosocial norns supporting rul e/law abidi ng behavi or. Therefore, results
reported here for the educati on programand recidivismrelationship may be
general i zed as showi ng that other prison policies, operations, and prograns
(e.g., unit managenent, prison industries, furlough prograns, female
corrections officers, due process in handling msconduct) that have
normal i zati on as a goal may al so reduce recidivism Additional analysis
suggests that the nonetary savings fromreduced recidivism due to prison

educati on program participation, are substantial.

Future Research
Clearly, additional research is needed not just to determne, in a very
broad sense, whether education prograns reduce recidivism but also to

consi der the foll ow ng:

1) Use of subjective neasures of commtnent to crimnogenic norns, as

i nternedi ate measures of prison program effects.



2) Use of pre-

educat i onal

and post-achi evenent test scores to nmeasure change in

skills due to participation in educational prograns.

17



3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

18
The particul ar types of education courses (e.g., GED, Literacy,
Adul t Basic Education, college, vocational, social) that are nost effective
for increasing commitment to prosocial norns increasing educational skills

and reduci ng recidivism

The types of programdelivery that are nost effective for normalizing the
prison environnent, increasing educational ability, and reducing

reci di vism

The type and amount, if any, of conflict between custody goals and

educat i onal program delivery.

The rel ative effectiveness, if any, of various educational program

providers (e.g., prison education departments, colleges or universities,

| ocal school districts, private contractors).

The educational needs of inmate popul ations.

The net hods used to encourage inmates to participate in appropriate

educati onal prograns.

The effects of other normalizing prison operations and prograns on both in-

prison adjustnment and post-rel ease success.



19

Table 1. List of Variable Nanmes and Their Definitions.

RECI D

NPRI OR

SFSCORE

BLACK

H SPAN

MALE

EDUCPRG

PSCORE

CODRUG

COPRCP

COFRGFRD

COPERSON

CORCBB

HERO N

HERO NVB

Coded 1 if the person was rearrested or had parole revoked within 3 years of
rel ease fromprison, 0 if otherw se

Number of prior convictions. This is one neasure of what | call crimna
nmomentum the second is the Salient Factor Score. ’

United States Parole Conmi ssion Salient Factor Score. The Salient Factor
Score is deternined by conbining points assigned for prior convictions, prior
i ncarcerations, age, the incarceration free period, and crimnal justice
status at the tine of the current offense, and heroi n dependency. See
Appendi x A, for a copy of the Salient Factor Score conputation form

Code 1 if black, O if white.
Coded 1 H spanic, 0 if not Hi spanic
Coded 1 if male, O if female.

Coded 1 if conpleted .5 or nore courses per each 6 nonths of prison term O if
|l ess than .5 courses for each 6 nonths of prison term.

The propensity score neasuring the conditional probability that a person wll
not participate in at least .5 courses per each 6 nonths of his or her prison
term

Coded 1 if incarcerating offense was a drug trafficking offense, 0 if other
of fense. The conparison group is the m scell aneous of fense category.

Coded 1 if incarcerating offense was a property offense (e.g, larceny theft,
burgl ary, possession stolen goods), 0 if other offense. The conparison group
is the mscell aneous of fense category.

Coded 1 if incarcerating offense was for forgery or fraud, 0 if other offense.
The conparison group is the m scell aneous of fense category.

Coded 1 if incarcerating offense was a person crinme other than robbery
(e.g.,assault, rape), 0 if other offense. The conparison group is the
m scel | aneous of fense category.

Coded 1 if incarcerating offense was for robbery (nost often bank robbery), 0
if other offense. The conparison group is the m scell aneous of fense category.

Coded 1 if the person used heroin five or nore tinmes in the 2 years prior to
adm ssion to prison for the instant offence, 0 if otherw se.

Coded 1 if there is mssing information regarding heroin use, 0 if otherw se.
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Table 1. continued

ALCCOHOL

ALCOHOLMS

LSCHYRS

VPPEMPLY

CISUPER

LM SCOND

FURLOUGH

LTI MESRV

RELEMP

HFWHOUSE

LACEREL

FAM LY

USCTZ

M SCTZ

M LHON

M LD S

M LDOTH

MLDM S

Coded 1 if the person is an al cohol abuser as evidenced by prior arrests for
al cohol related crines (e.g., DU, public drunkenness); or presentence report
accounts of referral to al cohol abuse treatnent or other references to a
drinking problem O if otherw se.

Coded 1 if information regarding al cohol abuse is mssing, O if otherw se.

Natural |og of the self-reported nunber of school years conpleted at the tine
of admi ssion to prison for the instant offense

Coded 1 if the person worked full time or was a full-time student for at
| east 6 nonths during the 2 years prior to adm ssion to prison for the
instant offense, 0 if otherw se.

Coded 1 if the person was under crimnal justice supervision (e.g.
probation) at the tine he or she commtted the instant offense, 0 if
ot herw se.

par ol e,

Natural |og of the nunber of m sconduct charges plus 1

Coded 1 if the person received at least 1 social furlough during the prison
stay, 0 if otherwi se.

Natural |og of the nunber of days served in prison
Coded 1 if the person was enployed at release fromprison, 0 if otherw se.

Coded 1 if the person was rel eased fromprison through a hal fway house, O if
ot herw se.

Natural |og of the person's age (in years) at the time of rel ease

Coded 1 if the person resided with a spouse after release, 0 if otherw se.
Coded 1 if the personis a United States citizen, 0 if otherw se.

Coded 1 if citizenship information is mssing, O if otherw se.

Coded 1 if the person had an honorabl e discharge frommlitary service, 0 if
otherwi se. The conparison group is persons with no mlitary service.

Coded 1 if the person had a dishonorable discharge fromthe military, O if
otherwi se. The conparison group is persons with no mlitary service.

Coded 1 if discharge fromthe mlitary was other than honorable or
di shonorable (e.g., nedical), O if otherwi se. The conparison group is
persons with no mlitary service

Coded 1 if mlitary service information is mssing, O if otherwise. The
conparison group is persons with no mlitary service.
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COMWUNITY This is the first principal conponent froma principal conponent analysis of

PRD1- PRD5

the followi ng variables for the inmates' hone residence ZI P Codes: the G ni
Coefficient for household inconme distribution for 1979; the nedi an househol d
income in 1979; the percent of famlies with incomes bel ow the poverty |eve
in 1979; the population size in 1980; and the percent of the 1980 popul ation
that was black. This variable is used to measure urban soci o-economically
deprived conmunity background. It is simlar to a measure used by Land,
McCall, and Cohen (1990) in an analysis of comunity crime rates. The first
princi pal conponent explains 79 percent of the comon vari ance.

The correl ati ons between the Conmmunity nmeasure and each of the variables
making it up are the following: 0.434 with the Gni; -0.414 with nedi an
househol d i ncone; 0.533 with poverty; 0.375 with popul ation; and 0.996 with
per cent bl ack.

ZI P Code Data were obtained from CACI Marketing Systens in Arlington
Virginia. The nmethodol ogy used to obtain ZIP Code estimates was to overl ay
centroids, defined by latitude and | ongitude coordinates, of census tracts
or, for rural areas, Block Nunbering Units (BNA's) on ZI P Code boundary
coordinates. |If the Tract/BNA centroid fell within a ZI P Code, the Tract or
BNA was assigned to that ZI P Code, and 1980 Census data are assigned to the
ZI P Code based on the proportion of its area falling within it. The
remai ni ng proportion of Tract/BNA data, if any, was assigned to adjacent ZIP
Codes according to the proportion of the Tract/BNA area falling within them

Dumy vari abl es measuring the successive sem annual periods foll ow ng

rel ease. Each is coded 1 if the observation is for a period, and O if
otherwi se. The reference category is the | ast sem annual period before the
end of the 3-year foll owp period.



Vari abl e

RECI D
NPRI OR
SFSCORE
BLACK

H SPAN
MALE
EDUCPRG
CODRUG
COPRCP
COFRGFRD
COPERSON
CORCBB
HERO N
HERO NVB
ALCCOHOL
ALCOHOLMS
LSCHYRS
VPPEMPLY
CISUPER
LM SCOND
FURLOUGH
LTI MESRV
RELEMP
HFWHOUSE
LACEREL
FAM LY
USCTZ

M SCTZ
M LHON
M LD S
MLDM S
M LDOTH
COWUNI TY

CQOO0OO0OO0OO0CO0OO0OWOOUIOCOOONOOOOOOO0OOO0OOO0OOOUTWO

Ful | Sanpl e N=1205

Mean

. 407470
. 683817
. 707884
. 282158
. 137759
. 887137
. 292116
. 390871
. 165145
. 224896
. 029046
. 071369
. 204149
. 054772
. 338589
. 054772
. 393269
. 513693
. 369295
. 334995
. 250622
. 881878
. 457261
. 509544
. 582375
. 332780
. 833195
. 147718
. 236515
. 043154
. 059751
. 023237
. 000000

St andar d
Devi ati on

. 487250
. 103785
. 248712
. 450237
. 344790
. 316557
. 454924
. 488148
. 371466
. 417687
. 168004
. 257548
. 403246
. 227629
. 473426
. 227629
. 282162
. 500020
. 482814
. 580612
. 433551
. 817957
. 498377
. 500116
. 261801
. 471404
. 372956
. 354967
. 425118
. 203287
. 237123
. 150716
. 217000

SleleolololololololololololololololololololololololololoNoNoN/ Né) Ne]

CQOO0OO0OO0OOCO0OO0OWOOOOOOOONOOOOO0OOO0OOO0OOOO0OOUTWO

Tabl e 2. Means and Standard Devi ations for Vari abl es.

Time Served G eater
Than 1 Year N=619

Mean

. 386110
. 810985
. 733441
. 274637
. 129241
. 930533
. 295638
. 439418
. 143780
. 192246
. 025848
. 095315
. 203554
. 058158
. 340872
. 054927
. 393816
. 536349
. 305331
. 482594
. 436187
. 526442
. 542811
. 668821
. 604833
. 318255
. 852989
. 129241
. 247173
. 048465
. 045234
. 019386
. 000000

St andard
Devi ati on

. 487250
. 217733
. 257309
. 446692
. 335737
. 254452
. 456698
. 496718
. 351151
. 394384
. 158810
. 293887
. 402967
. 234232
. 474386
. 228023
. 270431
. 499080
. 460920
. 682517
. 496312
. 406882
. 498567
.471018
. 254731
. 466176
. 354404
. 335737
. 431717
. 214921
. 207986
. 137989
. 241130

NOOOOOOOOOOO0OOO0OO0OOO0OOO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOO0OOOOOWUIO

22



Table 3. Coefficient Estimates for Logistic Mddels Predicting the
Probability of a First Recidivating Event for the Entire
Sanpl e of 1987 Rel easees (N = 1205), 5778 Person

Hal f - Year s
Coef . St d. Coef . St d.
Vari abl e Est. Error P Val ue Est . Error P Val ue
| NTERCPT 2. 2795 1. 0242 0. 0260 1.7689 1.0187 0. 0825
SFSCORE -0. 1541 0. 0262 0.0001 ------  se---- e
NPRIOR  ------  memeoe omeo-- 0. 0434 0.00954 0. 0001
BLACK 0. 0833 0. 1361 0. 5405 0.1344 0.1351 0. 3198
MALE 0. 2081 0. 1690 0. 2180 0. 2529 0.1678 0. 1319
EDUCPRG -0. 2211 0.1192 0.0637 -0.2107 0. 1190 0. 0766
COPRCP 0. 2017 0.1294 0. 1190 0. 2363 0.1294 0. 0679
HERA N 0. 3143 0. 1255 0. 0123 0.5721 0.1202 0. 0001
HERO NVMS 0. 3126 0. 2556 0.2214 0. 2986 0. 2618 0. 2540
ALCOHOL 0. 3128 0.1114 0. 0050 0. 3359 0. 1123 0. 0028
ACOHOLMS 0. 1235 0. 2559 0. 6295 0. 1644 0. 2605 0.5279
LSCHYRS 0. 0660 0. 1944 0.7344 0. 0398 0. 1943 0. 8376
VPPEMPLY - 0. 2664 0.1206 0.0272 -0.3320 0.1202 0. 0058
CIJSUPER -0.0167 0.1312 0. 8987 0. 3392 0. 1137 0. 0029
LM SCOND 0. 1401 0. 0905 0.1218 0. 1518 0. 0906 0. 0937
FURLOUGH - 0. 4558 0. 1628 0. 0051 -0.5006 0. 1623 0. 0020
LTI MESRV 0. 0227 0. 0755 0. 7641 0. 0510 0. 0760 0.5022
RELEMP -0. 3317 0. 1243 0. 0076 -0.3567 0. 1240 0. 0040
HFWHOUSE 0. 1258 0.1293 0. 3304 0.1284 0. 1295 0. 3213
LAGEREL -1.1785 0. 2325 0.0001 -1.4078 0. 2426 0. 0001
FAM LY -0.3274 0. 1436 0.0226 -0.3449 0. 1438 0. 0165
M LHON -0.2739 0. 1472 0. 0627 -0.2406 0. 1476 0.1031
M LD S 0. 0672 0.2225 0.7625 0. 0489 0.2222 0. 8257
MLDMS -0.1443 0. 2302 0.5308 -0.1742 0. 2306 0. 4499
M LDOTH -0.5198 0. 3803 0.1717 -0.5106 0. 3846 0. 1842
COVMUNI TY 0. 0256 0. 0290 0.3774 0. 0233 0. 0289 0. 4203
PRD1 -0.1091 0. 1837 0.5527 -0.0973 0. 1835 0. 5958
PRD2 0. 2095 0. 1817 0. 2490 0.2132 0. 1816 0. 2402
PRD3 -0.0145 0. 1932 0.9400 -0.0113 0. 1930 0. 9531
PRD4 -0. 1607 0. 2041 0.4312 -0.1600 0. 2039 0. 4326
PRD5 0. 0325 0. 2037 0.8731 0. 0384 0. 2033 0. 8502
-2 LOG L 441. 037 425. 429
Hosmer and Leneshow
CGoodness-of-fit Statistic 9. 1599 10. 382
(p=0. 3290) (p=0.2392)
RSquar e* 0. 0735 0. 0710
Adj ust ed RSquare* 0. 1681 0. 1623

* See Nagel kerke (1991) for an interpretation of RSquare and Adj usted RSquare.



