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Technical Violations Committee Report

Executive Summary
March 2001

Within the field of community supervision (probation), violations of court-ordered
supervision conditions are commonly called “technical violations”. More precisely,
a technical violation is a violation of a court-ordered condition of community
supervision that is not alleged to be a violation of an ordinance, or state or federal
criminal statute. Technical revocations are revocations in which no new offense is
alleged on the Motion to Revoke (MTR).
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Both the number of technical revocations and the proportion of revocations
classified as technical have been increasing in recent years, as shown in the above
chart. This increase is a major contributor to the rise in Texas prison and state jail
populations.

Concern over the increase in technical revocations led to the formation of a
Technical Violations Committee. The committee represented a statewide cross-
section of professional stakeholders in community supervision — district and county
judges, prosecuting and defense attorneys, adult probation directors, and state
agency officials. A complete listing of committee members is provided in the full
report.

The committee reviewed relevant data and professional literature, conducted four
interrelated surveys (surveys of district judges, district attorneys, defense attorneys,
and directors of community supervision and corrections departments (CSCDs),
considered the empirical findings and discussed perspectives unique to the
members’ professional experiences.
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The following is a summary of committee conclusions and recommendations. The
committee agrees that implementation of the recommendations, including
recommendations for increased diversion funding of $28.5 million a year, would
reduce revocations by approximately 2,000 in number (or 10%). This would save
about $34.8M per year in incarceration costs, for a net annual savings of $6.3M
with no decrease in public safety.

1. We encourage the expanded use of alternatives to revocation through
increased state funding of an array of residential and non-residential sanctions
and treatments.

With the exception of certain kinds of cases, only four percent of district judges felt
the best way to handle technical violators was to revoke after the first violation.
Most professionals agree that alternative sanctions should be used when
appropriate.

Court orders must be enforced. However, except for the most grievous of
violations, revocations for violations of court-ordered conditions should be reserved
for use when other sanctions have failed.

The available research finds that, other things being equal, technical violations do
not signal an increased likelihood of committing a crime.

Revocation is too expensive to use when alternative sanctions are available and
appropriate. Housing an offender for two years in the Institutional Division of the
Texas Department of Criminal Justice costs $29,674 in state taxes. The 11,988
felons revoked to TDC]J for technical violations in FY 2000 are estimated to cost the
state over $219M.

The committee recommends strengthening alternatives to imprisonment in state
facilities by increased diversion program funding. An increase of $15,056,000
annually would maintain existing residential alternatives and add 750 new
community corrections facility beds. An increase of $13,450,000 annually would
fund new specialized caseloads for selected groups of high-risk offenders. The new
beds would serve 2,250 offenders each year. The specialized caseloads would
service 10,500 offenders at a time, with about 7,000 of these being new placements
each year. Both the residential beds and non-residential caseloads provide
sanctions and correctional programming that can serve as alternatives to revocation.

TDCJ-CJAD should give high priority to grant proposals directed at supervising
mentally impaired offenders. District judges and community supervision directors
both listed resources for dealing with mentally impaired offenders as their greatest
need. Mentally impaired offenders often have difficulty complying with court
orders. The need for residential facilities for female offenders ranked high on the list
of needs.
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2. We encourage swift, certain, and graduated sanctions appropriate to the
severity and frequency of all violations of court orders.

Failure to respond to a violation encourages more violations. Violations are
sometimes allowed to “stack up” until a revocation hearing is required. Every
violation should have an appropriate consequence and the consequence should be
as immediate as possible. Offenders should have a clear understanding of
conditions and a clear expectation that violations of conditions will result in
sanctions. Sanctions control behavior best when violations produce a consequence
with high certainty and immediacy. Jurisdictions are encouraged to develop
administrative arrangements that provide high probabilities of detecting and swiftly
responding to violations.

Punishment and treatment are not mutually exclusive. Sanctions can be effective in
suppressing behavior. However, the suppressed behavior is likely to reemerge
when no longer closely monitored. Effective correctional programming can
promote more permanent civil behavior.

3. We encourage providing judges, criminal prosecution attorneys, and defense
attorneys with information on available sanctions and treatments and their
suitability by offender characteristics.

The committee is not recommending decreased judicial autonomy in dealing with
technical violators. The committee does recommend efforts to ensure that all
stakeholders are aware of sanctioning options. TDCJ-CJAD has applied for and
received a grant to produce an Intermediate Sanctions Bench Manual describing
available options and best practices for sanctions and programs. We encourage the
Division to distribute the manual widely, to make the manual available via the
internet and to provide related information to professional groups of judges,
attorneys, and corrections personnel.

4. We encourage all CSCDs to have written procedures specifying the
recommended response to specific violations of court orders.

Written procedures help supervising officers understand their reporting
responsibilities and consistently apply prescribed sanctions, help offenders have
clear expectations, and help managers track the effectiveness of their policies.

5. We encourage all CSCDs, courts and prosecutors to conduct self-audits of
their procedures for dealing with violations of court orders.

Among the 20 CSCDs with the largest number of revocations, the percentage of
technical revocations of felons varied from 28 percent to 68 percent. This wide
disparity indicates a need for systematically reviewing local procedures. Research
conducted in other states found agency staff to be sometimes surprised at the actual
patterns of response to violations.
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6. We encourage more research on the reason(s) for the increased revocations for
violations of court orders.

When asked “why are technical revocations going up?” the most common reason
given, both on and off the committee, was a lack of supervision resources for
providing alternative sanctions and preventative measures. However, many other
reasons were also proposed. The state should conduct research that systematically
examines case files in order to collect objective data on the nature of revocations for
violations of court orders and the reasons for the increase over the past five or more
years.

7. We encourage the dissemination of empirical findings to all professional
stakeholders on “what works” and “what doesn’t work” in reducing recidivism.

One explanation often given for the increase in technical revocations is increased
pessimism about offender rehabilitation. TDCJ-CJAD has been engaged in an effort
to disseminate a body of research findings generally referred to as “what works” and
“what doesn’t work” in reducing recidivism. This effort has been aimed at
community supervision departments. We encourage a broader dissemination to
include prosecutorial and judicial groups. The findings tend to run counter to a
prevailing pessimism about changing offender behavior.
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Technical Violations Committee Report

March 2001

What are technical violations and technical revocations?

When an adult offender is placed on community supervision in Texas, due to either
a probated sentence or a deferred adjudication, the court imposes a set of
conditions for the offender to remain free from incarceration. Within the field of
community corrections, failures to abide by these supervision conditions are
commonly called “technical violations” to distinguish between committing a
violation of a court-ordered condition and committing a new crime. More
precisely, a technical violation is a violation of a court-ordered condition of
community supervision that is not alleged to be a violation of an ordinance, or state
or federal criminal statute.

The term is perhaps unfortunate as it may falsely connote that such violations are
petty in nature. Technical violations cover a range of behavior — from public safety
issues such as a sex-offender’s violation of a child-safety zone, implied criminal
conduct such as a positive drug test, or to failure to report as scheduled. The term
encompasses all violations of court-ordered conditions.

The term is further discussed later — for now we will continue to refer to technical
violations and to technical revocations. Technical revocations are revocations in
which no new offense is alleged on the Motion to Revoke (MTR). Also discussed
below is whether the use of this term is misleading.

Why the concern over technical revocations?

The role of supervision conditions and the appropriate response to violations of
conditions have always been of concern in community supervision. Basic tenets of
community supervision are that the offender should be supervised in ways that
protect public safety, promote rehabilitation, and serve justice. Some court-ordered
conditions more clearly serve public safety (restricting the movements of the
offender), some more clearly serve rehabilitation (requiring the offender to
participate in treatment programs), and others more clearly serve retribution (fines
and community service).

The offender is on supervision for having committed a criminal act and has an
obligation to demonstrate, over time, that he or she should be free of supervision.
Abiding by supervision rules allows the offender to reestablish his or her place in
the community.
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Given this role, clearly supervision rules must be enforced. The ultimate
enforcement is revocation of community supervision and imprisonment. The
central question is when should revocation be used to enforce conditions.

There are both moral and practical aspects to the use of revocation. The moral
aspect balances public safety, personal freedom and justice. The practical aspect
balances the high public cost of imprisonment against the cost of crime. Both
aspects recognize that revocation should not be used if less severe (and less costly)
sanctions satisfy supervision goals.

Within this context, the trend in Texas toward greater use of technical revocations
requires serious consideration. Technical revocations have gone from being the
minority of revocations in Texas to being the majority of revocations. Since 1993,
Texas has experienced a strong trend toward more technical revocations, both in
absolute numbers and in proportion to other revocations.' See the following chart.
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Source: Monthly Community Supervision and Corrections Report, TDCJ-CJAD.

Revocations of misdemeanants on community supervision display a similar trend.
Technical revocations have gone from about half of all revocations to about two-
thirds of all revocations of misdemeanants. The focus of this report is on felons, but
to the extent that they limit available jail space, misdemeanant revocations impact
the ability to use jail time as an intermediate sanction for felons.?

Another trend also impels a critical look at technical revocations. Texas has tripled
the number of adults incarcerated in state facilities during the last decade.’ Despite
a prison building boom during the 1990’s, prisons are once again nearing capacity
populations. Texas already has the second highest incarceration rate in the nation
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(second only to Louisiana).* Texas has a rate of 762 people in prison for every
100,000 in the population, significantly higher than the United States as a whole
(with 476 per 100,000). Our high rate of imprisonment does not seem to be
providing increased protection to our citizens. Crime is down in Texas, but less so
than in other comparable states.’

A further consideration leads to the need to critically examine technical revocations:
the general assumption that technical violations signal an increased likelihood of
criminal acts is highly questionable. Recent research using strong methodology
concludes that, other risk factors being equal, commission of a technical violation
does not signal that a new crime is more likely.® Thus the public-safety rationale for
reducing crime through preventative incarceration of technical violators is not
supported by the empirical evidence.

None of these considerations should be read to mean that violations of court orders
should be treated lightly. As discussed below, the Committee believes that court
orders must be vigorously enforced.

Why have technical revocations increased?

Most likely multiple causes account for the increase in technical revocations. The
available data were insufficient to eliminate any of a number of proposed
explanations.

Available data did indicate that the general trend toward more technical revocations
coincided with a number of other trends. Among them were the following:

* Decreases in state support for community supervision,

» Decreases in the availability of residential alternatives to prison,

* Increases in the number of prison beds,

* Development of state jail offenses and the state jail system,

* Increases in drug-involved offenders under supervision,

* Increases in the number of legislatively mandated conditions of supervision,

* Increases in the length of supervision, and

* Increases in the number of mentally impaired offenders on supervision.

The Technical Violations Committee

In September 2000, Susan Cranford, then Director of the Community Justice
Assistance Division of the Texas Department of Criminal Justice (TDCJ-CJAD),
announced formation of a committee to address issues relating to technical
revocations. The subsequently formed Technical Violations Committee represented
a statewide cross section of professional stakeholders — district and county judges,
prosecuting and defense attorneys, directors of community supervision and
corrections departments (CSCDs), and state agency officials. (A complete listing of
committee members is shown at the beginning of this report.)
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The committee reviewed relevant data and professional literature, conducted four
interrelated surveys (surveys of district judges, district attorneys, defense attorneys,
and CSCD directors), discussed the empirical findings, and discussed perspectives
unique to the members’ professional experiences.

The committee concluded that improvements offering more effective supervision,
reducing the use of prisons, and protecting judicial and local autonomy can and
should be made. We report our recommendations in brief, followed by more
detailed information on the findings and considerations related to these
recommendations.

Committee Recommendations
1. We encourage the expanded use of alternatives to revocation through
increased state funding of an array of residential and non-residential sanctions

and treatments.

2. We encourage swift, certain and graduated sanctions appropriate to the
severity and frequency of all violations of court orders.

3. We encourage providing judges, criminal prosecution attorneys and defense
attorneys with information on available sanctions and treatments and their

suitability by offender characteristics.

4. We encourage all CSCDs to have written procedures specifying recommended
supervision responses to specific violations of court orders.

5. We encourage all CSCDs, courts and prosecutors to conduct self-audits of
their procedures for dealing with violations of court orders.

6. We encourage more research on the reason(s) for the increased revocations for
violations of court orders.

7. We encourage the dissemination of empirical findings to all professional
stakeholders on “what works” and “what doesn’t work” in reducing recidivism.
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Rationale for Recommendations

1. We encourage the expanded use of alternatives to revocation through
increased state funding of an array of residential and non-residential sanctions
and treatments.

Although a few survey respondents advocated zero tolerance of certain kinds of
cases, only four percent of district judges deemed the best way to handle technical
violators was revocation after the first violation. Most professionals agree that
intermediate sanctions should be used when appropriate. Except for the most
grievous of violations, revocations for violations of court-ordered conditions should
be reserved for use when other sanctions have failed.

Revocation is too expensive to use when alternative sanctions are available and
appropriate. Sending an offender for a two-year stay in the Institutional Division of
the Texas Department of Criminal Justice costs $29,674 in taxes.” The 11,988
felons revoked to TDC]) for technical violations in 2000 are estimated to cost the
state over $219 million.?

When asked what improvement should be made in the system for dealing with
technical violations, all groups of survey respondents recommended more
supervision resources from the state to allow more options for sanctions, treatments
and specialized supervision.

Over a third of the CSCD directors indicated that specialized caseloads for
substance abuse, high-risk cases or the mentally impaired/mentally retarded (MI/MR)
are unavailable or inadequate. Over one third of departments considered day
reporting centers unavailable or inadequate as options. More than one third of
district judges indicated that specialized caseloads for youth and gangs and the
mentally-impaired/mentally-retarded are inadequate or are not available; the
number of intermediate sanction facilities also failed the judges” availability and
adequacy review. Respondents emphasized specifically the lack of residential
facilities for female offenders.

For counties, sending offenders on community supervision to prison for years is
cheaper than placing offenders in county jail for a weekend. Committee members
received complaints that county officials prefer to rent county jail space to house
state prisoners rather than use jail space to sanction probationers. Therefore, use of
jail as a sanction is limited. A means of sharing the cost of short-term jail
confinement in lieu of revocations is needed.

Recommended Increases in Community Supervision Funding

Diversion program funds are awarded to CSCDs through competitive grants.
Proposals are evaluated based on their prospects for diverting offenders from
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incarceration. As the following chart shows, decreases in diversion program
funding per felon has accompanied increased use of technical revocations.

Diversion Funding per Direct Felon per Day and
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The most serious alternative sanction available to community supervision is
placement of the offender into one of the community corrections facilities (CCFs)
scattered around the state.’

Community supervision has less capacity for residential placement than other parts
of the state criminal justice system.

Residential Capacity to Treat Supervised Population'

Adult Probation 4%
Parole 26%
Juvenile Probation 13%

The committee recommends adding $15,056,000 per year in diversion program

funding to add 750 more community supervision beds and to shore up existing
beds."

Funding an increase of 750 community correction facility beds would allow
placement of 2,250 additional felons in community correction facilities each year,
resulting in 1,255 fewer revocations each year under the following assumptions:

v' 25 percent of offenders (562) would not have been revoked regardless of CCF
bed availability

v' 75 percent (1,688) of these placements would be diversions
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v" However, 25 percent of diversions would fail, with a subsequent revocation
within two years, leaving a total of 1,255 true diversions

The committee recommends an additional $13,450,000 in diversion program
funding to add 300 new specialized caseloads.

Specialized caseloads can prevent technical violations by more effective
supervision. Motions to revoke are rarely filed on the first violation of court orders.
Timely and effective interventions by the supervising officer can circumvent a
revocation by preventing future violations.

Heavy caseloads often prohibit effective interventions. Caseloads of over 120
offenders are common for community supervision officers in Texas. Mentally ill or
retarded offenders, members of gangs, youthful offenders, sex offenders, and drug
abusers are among offenders that should be supervised by trained officers in
specialized caseloads of reduced size."

Caseloads for mentally impaired offenders are especially needed. Both district
judges and CSCD directors surveyed by the Technical Violations Committee
reported that the highest need was for resources to deal with mentally impaired
offenders.”

Mentally impaired probationers demand much time and expertise of the supervising
officer. These offenders are more prone to commit technical violations.

“Technical violations among persons with mental impairments are often a
function of symptomology, problems with treatment compliance, or
difficulties with following directions” “Failure to report to one’s probation ...
officer may result from cognitive impairment, delusions, confusion, or side
effects of medication.”"

At least 7,000 seriously mentally impaired felons are on direct community
supervision in Texas. Only 1,238 felons are reported to be in specialized caseloads
for the mentally impaired."

Other offenders in need of specialized supervision include youthful and gang-
affiliated offenders. The second highest need reported by both district judges and
CSCD directors surveyed was for specialized caseloads for youthful offenders.
Specialized gang caseloads were high on the needs list of surveyed district judges;
specialized caseloads for substance-abusing offenders were high on the needs list of
surveyed CSCD directors.

An estimated 16,400 felons on community supervision are 17-19 years of age.

Only 1,168 are reported to be in specialized caseloads.'® An estimated 46,600
felons are on community supervision for controlled substance offenses. Only 8,300
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are reported to be in specialized caseloads. No estimate could be made of the
number of gang-affiliated felons on community supervision.

There are about 4,000 repeat DWI felons in Texas prisons. These offenders had
repeat misdemeanor DWI offenses prior to their sentence to prison.

The requested funding for 300 specialized caseloads would serve 10,500 felons
with about 7,000 being new placements each year."” Funds for these new caseloads
would be competitively granted based on highest need.

It is assumed that at least 750 of the 7,000 specialized caseload placements each
year would be court-ordered placements in lieu of revocation or would be cases in
which revocation was prevented by specialized supervision.

While research on the effects of specialized caseloads is sparse, there is support for
the assumption that providing a combination of surveillance and relevant treatment
reduces recidivism. Petersilia and Turner’s review of such programs concluded that
recidivism was reduced 20-30 percent.'® An Ohio study of mentally impaired jail
detainees found that providing case management of these offenders was associated
with a 45 percent decrease in probability of rearrest."

Cost/Benefits of Funding Recommendations

While each of the committee recommendations would result in fewer revocations if
implemented, it is recognized that $28,506,000 in increased funding faces the most
critical scrutiny. The committee believes that funding both the additional beds and
caseloads would result in at least 2,000 fewer revocations each year. Incarcerating
2,000 felons would cost $36,707,210. Keeping 2,000 felons on community
supervision would have cost $1,939,800. Savings from preventing 2,000
revocations would be $36,797,210 — $1,939,800 = $34,767,410

When fully implemented these funding recommendations would net $6 million a
year in savings.

Savings $34,767,210 per year
Costs $28,506,000 per year
Net Gain $6,261,410 per year

2. We encourage swift, certain and graduated sanctions appropriate to the
severity and frequency of all violations of court orders.

Court-ordered conditions of supervision must be enforced. For intermediate

sanctions to suppress repeat violations, offenders must have a high expectation that
violations will be detected and result in a penalty sufficient to deter future
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violations. Relatively mild punishments can be effective if relatively certain.
Parking fines prevent people from disobeying parking rules. Every violation should
have an appropriate consequence and the consequence should be as immediate as
possible. Delayed consequences have less power to control behavior.

Sanctions should be graduated. Repeated violations and more serious violations
require more punitive sanctions.

Punishment and treatment are not mutually exclusive. Punishment may serve the
need for retribution but the general body of behavioral research finds that
punishment without treatment tends to serve to suppress unwanted behavior only in
the short term.” The suppressed behavior reemerges when no longer closely
monitored. Correctional programming, on the other hand, can affect long-term
behavior. Sanctions that include correctional programming are particularly
recommended for high-risk, high-need offenders. Rehabilitation dollars have more
impact on reducing recidivism when criminogenic (“crime causing”) needs of high-
risk offenders are targeted.”'

Both risk and needs should be measured by formal assessments. The research
findings clearly support formal assessments over subjective judgment in predicting
recidivism. A recent report of offender recidivism patterns during a 20-year follow-
up found that formula-based risk predictions were much more accurate than
predictions made by sentencing judges.”” Only 14 percent of district judges and
prosecutors responding to the surveys indicated that risk scores are included among
the many factors heavily relied upon in revocation decisions. Risk and need scores
should be given more consideration.

The problem of how to handle technical violations is not unique to Texas. Agencies
in other states have also viewed technical revocations with concern.”> A common
problem noted by other states was a lack of immediate consequence to condition
violations. Failure to respond to a violation encouraged more violations. Violations
stacked up until a revocation process was initiated.

Many probationers know other probationers. Failure to respond to violations
creates a general expectation among probationers that conditions can be skirted
without consequences. Guessing how far one can go with noncompliance rather
than how to comply becomes the probationer’s focus.

Offenders should have a clear understanding of conditions and a clear expectation
that violations of conditions will result in sanctions. This expectation of
consequences can be formed during the initial orientation to supervision in which
both the conditions and sanctions are explained in a manner clearly
comprehendible to the offender.
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3. We encourage providing judges, criminal prosecution attorneys and defense
attorneys with information on available sanctions and treatments and their
suitability by offender characteristics.

The Texas Code of Criminal Procedure, Article 42.12, Section 1, states “It is the
purpose of this article to place wholly within the state courts the responsibility for
determining when the imposition of sentence in certain cases shall be suspended,
the conditions of community supervision, and the supervision of defendants placed
on community supervision, in consonance with the powers assigned to the judicial
branch of this government by the Constitution of Texas. It is the purpose of this
article to remove from existing statutes the limitations that have acted as barriers to
effective systems of community supervision in the public interest. It is the purpose
of this article to remove from existing statutes the limitations that have acted as
barriers to effective systems of community supervision in the public interest.” Most
judges and prosecutors responding to the surveys are adamantly opposed to
mandatory guidelines on dealing with technical violators. Most are also opposed to
voluntary guidelines and were less than enthusiastic about a system “to provide
district judges with information on how to deal with technical violators”. However,
the committee believes that the wording on the questionnaires and the
accompanying letter was unfortunate and evoked a strong reaction to perceived
interference with judicial discretion. We believe that under other circumstances,
judges would be receptive to descriptive information on sanction and treatment
options available to the court.

TDCJ-CJAD has applied for and received a grant to produce an Intermediate
Sanctions Bench Manual describing available options and best practices for
sanctions and programs. We encourage TDCJ-CJAD to distribute the manual
widely, to make the manual available via the internet and to provide related
information to professional groups of judges, attorneys, and corrections personnel.

Other efforts are under way to ensure that judges and prosecutors have regularly
scheduled courses in their respective continuing education programs regarding
alternatives to incarceration. We support this movement.

4. We encourage all CSCDs to have written procedures specifying the
recommended response to specific violations of court orders.

Another common theme in reports from other states is that written procedures are
required to effectively deal with condition violations.** Written procedures help
supervising officers understand their reporting responsibilities and consistently apply
prescribed sanctions, help offenders have clear expectations, and help managers
track the effectiveness of their policies. However, 43 percent of CSCD directors
responding to the survey indicated that they do not have written
procedures/guidelines on how to deal with technical violations.
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A number of CSCDs furnished the committee with copies of their written
procedures. Some were quite brief. Others were more extensive and specific
regarding the procedures to be followed, classified by type of violation, and number
of repeated violations. Several could be models for other CSCDs. TDCJ-CJAD
should facilitate the exchange of information among local departments on best
practices in dealing with technical violations.

5. We encourage all CSCDs, courts and prosecutors to conduct self-audits of
their procedures for dealing with violations of court orders.

According to statistics reported to the state (shown in Appendix Ill), the percentage
of recent felony revocations resulting from MTRs not including an allegation of a
new offense varies widely among jurisdictions. Among the 20 CSCDs revoking the
largest number of felons, the percentage of technical revocations varied from 28
percent to 68 percent. Among the six CSCDs supervising the largest number of
offenders, the percentage varied from 35 percent to 67 percent. This wide disparity
indicates a need for systematically reviewing local procedures.

During the 1990s, the National Institute of Corrections issued grants to 19 probation
and parole agencies to assist them in developing explicit policy-driven responses to
violations of supervision conditions. In addition to examining existing policies,
some agencies conducted quantitative analyses of the revocation process. Agency
staffs were often surprised with the findings, including pattern of revocations, types
of offenders revoked and the reasons for revocations.”

It is clear from the survey comments that many district attorneys and district judges
believe that few revocations, at least in their jurisdictions, are for reasons of
condition violations only. Prosecutors and judges could reassure themselves that
their perceptions are correct by conducting audits of their previous revocations.

6. We encourage more research on the reason(s) for the increased revocations for
violations of court orders.

Why are technical revocations going up?” This was one of the committee’s first
questions. There was no shortage of opinions. However, the weight of opinion, both
on and off the committee, centered on the lack of supervision resources for
providing alternative sanctions and preventative measures.

The committee recommendations are valid regardless of the reason for the increase
in technical revocations. However, a better understanding of the increase may well
inform better decisions by all stakeholders in community supervision.

The committee recognizes that there are conflicting opinions about the nature of

both the trend toward increased technical revocations and the nature of the
technical revocations themselves. Research should be conducted that systematically
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examines case files to collect objective data. The research should investigate
changes in revocation cases over the past five or more years and should examine
differences between jurisdictions with high and low rates of technical revocations.

Many district judges and district attorneys responding to the survey challenged the
high numbers of “technical” revocations. Some noted simply that the data was not
congruent with their personal experience. Others referred to possible reasons why
an arrest may not be included on the MTR or on the revocation judgment.

Many respondents pointed out that an arrest may have been made prior to the
revocation but may not be cited in the revocation judgement. Clearly the
revocation judgement may exclude an allegation made in the MTR. Plea-bargaining
may lead to dropping a new-offense allegation. Or, revocation may be ordered
based solely on other violations when the evidence for a finding of new-offense is
not sufficient. However, our definition of a technical revocation is one in which no
new offense is alleged on the MTR, not on the revocation judgement.

The question is whether new arrests are omitted from MTRs. In their surveys,
attorneys were asked whether the following was true in their jurisdiction: “In filing
the Motion to Revoke, any and all arrests while on supervision will be noted in the
MTR.” In response 57 percent of district attorneys and 70 percent of defense
attorneys indicated the statement was true.

Most exceptions to the general rule of noting all arrests on the MTR referred to
either an arrest for a misdemeanor or to an arrest covered by a previous MTR. As
explained by one of the district attorneys, an arrest may be omitted because of a
previous MTR: “If in a prior MTR the court amends a judgment and continues the
defendant on probation those arrest/offenses should be seen as merged into the
Amended Judgment and should not be used again - unless they were abandoned
prior to the MTR.”

Only 16 percent of the district attorneys indicated that a felony arrest made since a
previous MTR might ever be left off an MTR due to the nature of the offense or the
evidentiary nature of the arrest.

It does not appear that large numbers of technical revocations are actually
revocations in which a new felony played a hidden role. However, we encourage

further research on this issue.

7. We encourage the dissemination of empirical findings to all professional
stakeholders on “what works” and “what doesn’t work” in reducing recidivism.

One of the reasons often heard for the increase in revocations for violations of court
orders was a hardened attitude about the nature of offenders. Increasing pessimism
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about the ability of the criminal justice system to change offender behavior leads to
a greater acceptance of imprisonment for rule violators.

TDCJ-CJAD has been engaged in an effort, supported by the National Institute of
Corrections grants, to disseminate a body of research findings generally referred to
as “what works” and “what doesn’t work” in reducing recidivism. This effort has
been aimed at community supervision departments. We encourage a broader
dissemination to include prosecutorial and judicial groups. Much of the research is
recent and the findings are not well known. This research, which represents over
20 years of accumulated studies on correctional programming, shows that certain
kinds of programs can have a substantial effect on reducing recidivism (average
reduction of 30 percent). Essentially, programs that target antisocial thinking or
other factors directly related to criminal behavior, utilize cognitive-behavioral-
treatment interventions, are adequately funded, and have qualified staff produce the
greatest impact on recidivism.

! Our available data does not exist prior t01993.
2 A complete explanation for the rise in technical revocations should encompass both felony and
misdemeanant trends.

3 Sourcebook of Texas Adult Justice Population Statistics 1988 - 1998. Texas Criminal Justice Policy
Council.

4 Beck, Allen J. Prisonersin 1999 (August 2000). Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau
of Justice Statistics.

® Texas Tough? An Analysis of Incarceration and Crime Trends in the Lone Star State. (August, 2000) The
Justice Policy Institute.

® Souryal, Claire Christine. 1997. Violations of Probation Release Conditions and Criminal Recidivism.
Doctoral Dissertation, University of Michigan (UMI Microform Number 9719830). See Appendix I11.

" Limes to Limes: Comparing the Operational Costs of Juvenile and Adult Correctional Programs in Texas.
Texas Criminal Justice Policy Council. January, 2001. These costs do not include capital costs.
Construction costs of $57,780 per bed (p. 15 of the CIPC 2001 Biennial Report), amortized over 30 years at
6% interest, could increase the total cost by an additional 25 percent.

8 Of the 23,070 felons revoked from community supervisionin FY 2000, the reason for revocation was not
reported for 1,215. 1f 55% of these were technical revocations, the total number of technical revocations
would have been 12,753. It is estimated that 63 percent of these offenders were revoked to ID and 37
percent were revoked to State Jail at an average cost of $40.65 per day for ID and $32.08 per day for State
Jail. With an average stay of 18 monthsin ID and 12 monthsin State Jail, the average cost of an ID
revocation is $22,256 and the average cost of a State Jail revocation is $11,709. The average for all
revocationsis $18,354.

® State-funded CCF beds have not increased since 1994. Due to the loss of beds funded from the Alberti
lawsuit, there are 1,201 fewer CCF bedsin 2001 than in 1994. History of Residential Facilities by Date,
TDCJCJAD.

19 Criminal Justice Policy Council Biennial Report, January, 2001.

! $15 million covers the annual operational costs of 750 beds at the existing average daily cost of $55 per
day. The cost includes lease payments for the facility building. During FY 2002 some of the requested
funds will be used for repair, renovations and capital equipment replacements for existing CCFs. For details
see Repair, Renovations, and Capital Equipment Replacements for Existing Community Correction
Facilities, TDCJ-CJAD, 2000. Cost efficiencies may permit some money to be used for improving staff
salariesin existing CCFs. Some of these funds may be required to support existing beds in the Residential
Substance Abuse Treatment (RSAT) program. RSAT is supported by a 75% matching federal grant. There
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has been an announced 10 percent decrease in CY 2002 and CY 2003 federal funds. Money required to

avoid the loss of existing beds may decrease the number of new beds that can be added.

12 Officers spend an estimated 120 hours per month supervising offenders, with the remaining hours of the

month consumed by holidays, vacations, illness, training, etc. With a caseload of 120, officers can devote

one hour each month to each offender. With areduced caseload of 25 to 40 offenders, an officer can

devote 3 to 4.8 hours per month to supervising each offender.

13 See Appendix 1

¥ wilson, R. (1978) Probation/Parole Officers as ‘Resource BroRersections Magazine, 4, 53, as cited

in Community Correctionsin America: New Directions and Sounder Investments for Persons with Mental

Illness and Codisorders. National Coalition for Mental and Substance Abuse Health Care in the Justice
System (1996).

5 Estimated number of seriously mentally impaired based on matching cases in both the TDCJ Community
Supervision Tracking System and the CARE database of Texas Department of Mental Health and Mental
Retardation. Percent of felons 17-19 years of age and percent of felons on supervision for controlled
substance offenses are based on Offender Profile Data, TDCJ-CJAD. The number of felons in specialized
caseloads is reported in the Monthly Community Supervision Corrections Report.

'8 Counts of youthful offenders, substance abuse and mentally impaired offenders are not mutually
exclusive.

1 Assumes 100 caseloads of 25 each and 200 caseloads of 40 each will be established at a cost of $44,833
each. Itis estimated that offenders will spend an average of 18 months on the caseload.

18 petersila, Joan and Susan Turner 1993 “Intensive Probation and Parole” in Michael Toi@sirted.)

and Justice: An Annual Review of Research. University of Chicago Press. Chicago, IL, pp. 281-335.

¥ Ventura, Lois A. Charlene A. Cassel, Joseph E. Jacoby, and Bu Huang 1998 “Case Management and
Recidivism of Mentally lll Persons Released from Jd&Bychiatric Services, Vol. 39, pp. 1330-1337.

? Walters, Gary C. and Joan E. Grusec. (1%ufjshment W. H. Freeman, San Francisco.

2l See Appendix IV.

2 Gottredson, Don M. (1999) “Effects of Judges’ Sentencing Decisions on Criminal Careers.” National
Institute of Justice.

% Burke, Peggy B. 1997. “Policy-Driven Responses to Probation and Parole Violations.” Center for
Effective Public Policy, Silver Springs, Maryland.

* Burke, Peggy B. 1997. “Policy-Driven Responses to Probation and Parole Violations.” Center for
Effective Public Policy.

% Burke, Peggy B. 1997. “Policy-Driven Responses to Probation and Parole Violations.” Center for
Effective Public Policy, Silver Springs, Maryland.
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11.Plase indicat te awaibbi Hy and adequacy ofte fo Bbw ing sanctions, tre atn e n&, and
supe nasion options for £ bns unde r your supe nision. (Inc liding program s you use
t atar bcatd outide your prisdiction.)

Aailb 1 Availb I but| NotA\ai bl NotAai Bb I
inade g uatk and needed butnotNeeded

E 1 cttonic m onitoring 75.3% 13.6% 6.2% 4.9%
Ink nsive Supe Nsion 86.3 7.5 6.3 .0
D ay Re porting C: ner 48.2 2.9 26.3 22.6
Reside ntiallFaci My-Re stituion 65.4 10.7 18.9 5.0
Reside ntiallFaci My-Substance Abuse 70.6 15.6 119 19
Reside ntiallFaci My-
Inkt m e diak Sanction 54.4 8.8 21.2 ¢S
Reside ntiallFaci My- BootCam p 65.2 5.8 20.0 9.0
Reside niallFaci ly-A Eoh o Ism 73.8 18.8 5.0 2.5
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0 terD rug Abuse 74.2 16.4 8.2 1.3
Re € rrallo Com m unity Re source - 76.4 15.3 76 6
Ange rAdo Ince
Re € rrallo Com m unity Re source -
S x 0 fEnder 73.3 15.5 8.7 25
Phce m e ntin Spe cialze d Case bad-
Substance Abuse 76.0 9.1 11.7 3.2
Phce m e ntin Spe ciallze d Case bad-
S x0fEnder 7.7 8.2 8.9 3.2
Phce m e ntin Spe cialze d Case bad- 411 55 047 28.8
Gang
Phce m e ntin Spe cialze d Case bad- 333 16.0 36.0 14.7
MIMR
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Yout
Phce m e ntin Spe cialze d Case bad-
4 igh RiskASP 78.8 9.0 109 1.3

O ptions O rdered by Most Needed

NotAvai Bb I and
Supe nvsion O ption Needed or Aai Bb
butinade quat
Phce m e ntin Spe ciallze d Case bad-MIMR 52.0%
Phce m e ntin Spe cialze d Case bad-Yout 3.5
Reside ntiallFaci ly-Int rm e diak Sanction 36.0
Phce m e ntin Spe ciallze d Case bad-Gang 30.2
Reside ntiallFaci My-Re stituion 29.6
D ay Re porting C: ner 29.2
Reside ntiallFaci My-Substance Abuse 27.5
Reside ntiallFaci My- BootCam p 25.8
Re € rralto Com m unity Resource-O tie r D rug Abuse 24.6
Re € rralto Com m unity Resource-Sex O fEnder 24.2
Reside ntiallFaci ly-A Eoh o Ism 23.8
Re € rrallo Com m unity Re source -Ange rAdo I nce 229
Phce m e ntin Spe ciallze d Case bad-Substance Abuse 20.8
Phce m e ntin Spe ciallze d Case bad-f igh Risk ASP 199
E 1 cttonic m onitoring 19.8
Phce m e ntin Spe cialze d Case bad-Sex O fEnde r 17.1
Ink nsive Supe Nsion 13.8




D istrictAttorney Te ch nica INo ltion Revocation Sur\ey Resu IS

1. My office is ina county w it a popu ktion of(che ck one)

Fre q ue ncy R rcent

Less t an 20,000 3 3.7%
20,000 1 100,000 13 16.0
100,000 1 500,000 44 56.4
More t an 500,000 21 25.9
Total 81 100.0

2. Check te saementt atbestdescribes tie rol ofyour D isttictAtiorney T office in
com m unity supe n4sion re vocations (che ck one )

Fequency | Rreent

Mo ktion re port are provded by te CSCD, my office ten 30 39.5%
decideswheter® fil aMotion b Rewoke (MTR)
Mo ktion re port are provded by te CSCD, my office ten 15 19.7
makes a pre Iminary de cision o il aMTR butconsu k w it
te CSCD staffbefore doing so.
Tie CSCD fills are comme ndation © reoke, my office ten 18 23.7
decideswhetero il aMTR.
Tie CSCD fills arecomme ndation © re\oke buttie D A ¥ office 13 17.1
consulk wit te CSCD before deciding® il aMTR.

Toal 76 100.0

3. CSCD staffare consu Ed before re ach ing p Ba-bargaining agreeme n€ prior o a MR

hearing (che ck one)

Fre q ue ncy R rcent
Falle 14 17.3%
True 63 77.8
Plabargain notalbwed 4 49
Total 81 100.0

4. Indecidingonamotion © re\xoke an tchnicalNo htor, I re b heavbon (check allt at

app ¥)
. less tan | 20,000 © | 100,000 © | More tan
Size of County: 20,000 | 100,000 | 500,000 | 500,000 Towl
O rigina IO fE nse 100.0% 84.6% 88.4% 85.7% 87.7%
Num ber of Te ch nica Mo ktions 100.0 100.0 79 .1 95.2 86.4
Failir of Pre\ious Sanctions 100.0 84.6 81.4 81.0 82.7
Se\£ rity of Te ch nica Mo htion 100.0 92.3 72.1 719 76.5
Railir ofPe\ious Treatme nt 100.0 100.0 62.8 66.7 70.4
Avai Bbi ity of A E rmative Sanctions 100.0 61.5 62.8 85.7 69.1
Avai Bbi iy of Appropriat 100.0 61.5 55.8 76.2 63.0
Treament
0 fE nde r ¥ abi Hy © pay 33.3 46.2 44.2 57.1 46.9
O fEnder 3w ork history 33.3 15.4 44.2 33.3 35.8
O fEnder 3 fam i ¥ circum stance s 0.0 15.4 30.2 14.2 22.2
O fE nde rs risk score 0.0 23.1 14.0 9.5 13.6
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True 65 82.3
Total 79 100.0
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te MTR (check one)

Fre q ue ncy R rcent
True 46 56.8%
Falle, sometimes arres® are notnotd on te MR 35 43.2
Total 81 100.0

Ifarres® are notalays noed on te MR, check allte staement t atapp ¥ © your

office :
R rce ntof R rce ntof
35 Indicating A N8l
Hrst Responde nk
Saement
Falle
Ifaprenious MTR was illd, on ¥ arres& since te prenious MTR w i lbe notd 60.0% 26.2%
on te curre ntM TR
An arrestfor amisdemeanorwhill onsupe nsion m ay or m ay notbe notd 60.0 26.2
on te MR, depending on tie nature oftie ofE nse
An arrestfora® bny whill onsupe ndsion may or m ay notbe notdon te 114 4.9
MR, de pe nding on te nature oftie ofE nse
An arrestfora® bny whill onsupe ndsion may or m ay notbe notdon te 31.4 13.6
MR, de pe nding on te nature oftie e\ide ntiary case againstte ofE nder

7. Whatchanges o te way te sysem hand s €cn nicalho kiions do you re com me nd:
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Felon Revocations All CSCDs

#Total Revocations*

#Technical Revocations

% Technical Revocations

CSCD 1998 1999 2000 1998 1999 2000 1998 1999 2000 | 3-yrAvg
Hockley 34 32 31 2 5 10 5.9% 156% 32.3%  17.5%
Hood 50 49 73 10 34 56 20.0% 69.4%  76.7%  58.1%
Hopkins 70 99 102 32 37 44  45.7% 37.4%  43.1%  41.79%
Howard 43 44 66 12 14 24 27.9% 31.8%  36.4% 32.7%
Hunt 63 66 92 41 52 75  65.1% 78.8%  815%  76.0%
Hutchinson 30 50 47 17 29 29 56.7% 58.0% 61.7%  59.1%
Jack 30 28 18 21 18 8  70.0% 64.3%  44.4% 61.8%
Jasper 59 27 25 33 18 12  55.9% 66.7%  48.0%  56.8%
Jefferson 401 399 461 154 158 159 38.4% 39.6%  345%  37.4%
Jm Wells 3 6 8 - 1 2 0.0% 16.7%  25.0%  17.6%4
Johnson 77 46 99 66 41 84 85.7% 89.1% 84.8%  86.0%
Jones 26 35 35 17 16 16| 65.4% 457%  45.7%  51.0%
Karnes 87 72 89 43 38 45  49.4% 52.8%  50.6%  50.8%
Kaufman 110 133 68 48 83 371 43.6% 62.4%  54.4%  54.0%
Kerr 104 101 123 56 51 511 53.8% 50.5%  41.5%  48.2%
Kleberg 35 63 198 25 18 148 71.4% 28.6%  74.7%  64.5%
Lamar 72 104 117 36 50 60 50.0% 48.1%  51.3%  49.8%
Lamb 3 10 16 3 4 5 100.0% 40.0%  31.3% 41.4%
Lavaca 49 62 8l 21 27 39 42.9% 43.5%  48.1%  45.3%
Liberty 114 152 112 52 58 431  45.6% 382%  38.4%  40.5%
Limestone 68 71 59 29 24 25 42.6% 33.8% 42.4%  39.4%
Lubbock 309 345 383 124 157 175 40.1% 455%  45.7%  44.0%
McCulloch 11 14 12 2 8 3 18.2% 571%  25.0% 35.1%
McLennan 288 252 257 121 108 78  42.0% 42.9%  30.4%)  38.5%
Matagorda 80 105 78 20 27 29| 25.0% 25.7%  37.2%  28.9%
Maverick 9 14 19 2 5 4  22.2% 35.7% 21.1%  26.2%
Midland 183 195 238 94 78 123 51.4% 40.0%  51.7%  47.9%
Milam 48 44 43 28 4 -|  58.3% 9.1% 0.0%  23.7%
Montague 17 13 28 6 9 9 353% 69.2%  32.1% 41.4%
Montgomery 287 307 250 138 157 103 48.1% 51.1%  41.2%  47.2%
Moore 25 33 19 19 22 12  76.0% 66.7%  63.2%  68.8%
Morris 34 51 49 11 18 171 32.4% 35.3% 34.7% 34.3%
Nacogdoches 56 86 82 26 38 42|  46.4% 44.2%  51.2%  47.3%
Navarro 69 76 51 28 34 14 40.6% 44.7%  27.5%  38.8%
Nolan 45 49 34 15 16 131 33.3% 32.7%  382%  34.4%
Nueces 370 340 361 236 201 208 63.8% 59.1% 57.6%  60.2%
Orange 88 91 80 - 57 80 0.0% 62.6% 100.0%  52.9%
Palo Pinto 36 61 27| 23 47 271  63.9% 77.0% 100.0%  78.2%
Panola 68 66 68 38 28 29| 55.9% 42.4%  42.6%  47.0%
Parker 62 71 61 25 35 28 40.3% 49.3%  45.9%)  45.4%
Pecos 17 25 27| 3 16 14  17.6% 64.0% 51.9% 47.8%
Polk 8l 103 104 26 37 42 32.1% 35.9% 40.4%  36.5%
Potter 396 454 408 51 196 184 12.9% 432%  451%  34.3%
Reeves 33 27 29 25 22 24 75.8% 81.5%  82.8%  79.8%
Rockwall 100 97 122, 59 65 86 59.0% 67.0%  70.5%  65.8%
Rusk 32 41 32 20 20 171  62.5% 48.8%  53.1%  54.3%
San Patricio 121 125 104 43 63 42  35.5% 50.4%  40.4%  42.3%
Scurry 31 32 17, 12 10 5 38.7% 31.3% 29.4%  33.8%
Smith 308 295 284 166 186 172 53.9% 63.1%  60.6%  59.1%
Starr 20 26 23 6 7 4  30.0% 26.9% 17.4%  24.6%
Tarrant 2,245 2,110 1,665 1,484 1,335 1,062 66.1% 63.3%  63.8%0  64.5%




Felon Revocations All CSCDs

#Total Revocations*

#Technical Revocations

% Technical Revocations

CSCD 1998 1999 2000 1998 1999 2000 1998 1999 2000 | 3-yrAvg
Taylor 211 238 221 67 90 921 31.8% 37.8% 41.6%  37.2%
Terry 30 33 32 17 18 71 56.7% 545% 21.9% 44.2%
Tom Green 223 252 246 90 141 132  40.4% 56.0%  53.7%  50.3%
Travis 701 627 401 404 368 206 57.6% 58.7%  51.4%  56.6%
Tyler 12 29 28 7 13 4  58.3% 448%  14.3%  34.8%
Upshur 110 93 71 77 61 371 70.0% 65.6% 52.1%  63.9%
Uvalde 71 68 62 37 38 390 52.1% 55.9% 62.9%  56.7%
Val Verde 30 15 19 19 7 6] 63.3% 46.7%  31.6%  50.0%
Van Zandt 10 27 14 - - 1 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 2.0%
Victoria 222 174 173 108 69 75 48.6% 39.7%  43.4%  44.3%
Walker 101 69 78 42 31 28 41.6% 449%  35.9%)  40.7%
Webb 74 58 117 23 15 49 31.1% 259% 41.9% 34.9%
Wheeler - 1 4 - 1 3 0.0% 100.0%  75.0%  80.0%
Wichita 152 149 145 95 110 112 62.5% 738%  77.2%  71.1%
Wilbarger 8 6 16 2 2 3] 25.0% 33.3% 188% 23.3%
Williamson 181 200 197 96 98 93] 53.0% 49.0%  47.2%  49.7%
Winkler 11 7 14 - 1 7| 0.0% 143%  50.0%  25.0%
Wood 51 50 44 21 31 271  41.2% 62.0%  61.4%  54.5%
Young 22 30 38 7 15 171 31.8% 50.0%  44.7%  43.3%

State of Texas| 22,822 23089 21,855| 12249 12613 11,088 04% 29% 29% 249




Appendix IlI.
Abstract of Violations of Probation Release Conditions and
Criminal Recidivism, Claire Christine Souryal, 1996.

Ph. D. Dissertation, Available from UMI,
300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor MI 48106, 800/521-0600

The primary intent of the study was to examine whether violations of release
conditions "signal" criminal recidivism during probation supervision. Two statistical
tests were developed to test such a "signalling" hypothesis using data from ten sites
involved in the RAND Corporation evaluation of intensive supervision programs.

Logistic regression models were estimated first to assess whether technical violation
charges predicted arrest during community supervision, adjusting for demographic,
criminal history, supervision intensity, and community factors related to recidivism
as well as the possibility of confinement during the one-year follow-up period. By
and large, technical violation charges (regardless of technical violation charge type)
were associated with a decrease in the probability of arrest rather than an increase
in the probability of arrest as the signalling hypothesis would suggest. A series of
multinomial logistic regression models were estimated next to explore whether
technical violation charges and arrests appeared to be manifestations of the same
underling propensity to offend consistent with a generality of deviance
understanding of the signalling hypothesis. Results of the analyses revealed that
technical violation charges and arrests did not appear to be generated by the same
underlying process.

In short, probationers who violated release conditions did not appear to have a
higher probability of arrest during community supervision, nor did technical
violations and arrest appear to spring from the same underlying tendency to offend.
The inverse relationship between technical violation charges and arrests was more
consistent with either a deterrent or specialization effect.

Probation policies grounded in the signalling hypothesis (e.g., policies that seek to
protect public safety by revoking the community supervision status of probationers
who violate release conditions) should therefore be carefully evaluated. In view of
the substantial cost of revocation to corrections systems and the questionable impact
of such policy on public safety, the results of this study support the increased use of
intermediate sanctions (short of revocation) to respond to probationer
noncompliance.



Appendix IV

Annotated References for What Works

“What works’ has become a shorthand expression for a body of research findings, and a
semi-organized “ movement” within community corrections. The movement has been led
by academicsin Canada and the U.S. The expressed aim is to overcome a general
perception, most explicit in areview of research published byMartinson in 1974, that
“Nothing Works” to reduce recidivism.

A more promising picture of what works is based on a more recent series of papers
reviewing hundreds of studies of the effects of sanctions and treatments. By statistically
combining data from multiple studies into ‘meta-analyses’, these reviews provide
stronger conclusions than possible from any one study.

A very useful source of information on this literature is available from the National
Institute of Corrections (NIC) in Longmont, Colorado. Promoting Public Safety Using
Effective I nterventions with Offenders, is a training manual for a NIC Workshop on What
Works. The manual combines reprints of articles, lecture notes and outlines.

Some general conclusions from the meta-analyses are:

The average effect of incarceration without treatment is a slight increase in
recidivism.
The average effect of psychodynamic counseling, outdoor challenges, military

style boot camps, and scare/shock treatments, is either negligible or a slight
increase in recidivism.

The average effect of behavioral or cognitive-behavioral treatments is a reduction
inrecidivism.

Best results are found with high-risk offenders and behavioral or cognitive-

behavioral treatment programs appropriate for the offender and delivered over a
sufficient period of time by well-trained facilitators.

Some sources for What Works:

Andrews, D.A., Ivan Zinger, Robert D. Hoge, James Bonta, Paul Gendreau, and
Francis T. Cullen (1990) "A Clinically Relevant and Psychologically Informed
Meta-analysis." Criminology 28:369-97.

Gendreau, Paul, Tracy Little, ClaireGoggin (1996)“A Meta-analysis of the
Predictors of Adult Offender Recidivism: What Works!” Criminology, 34, 575-596.

Andrews, D. A. and James Bonta (1994) The Psychology of Criminal Conduct.
Cincinnati: Anderson.



Preventing Crime, What Works, What Doesn’t and What's Promising: A Report
to the United States Congress, 1997. Prepared for the National Institute of Justice
by Lawrence W. Sherman, DeniseGottfredson, Doris MacKenzie, John Eck,

Peter Reuter, and Shawn Bushway. This comprehensive review is available
online at http://www.ncjrs.org/works/index.htm.

Another academic group was more sympathetic towards incarceration but now
concludes that other approaches are needed. This group stresses more effective use of
community sanctions. A reflection this view can be found inTeles, Steven M. and
Mark A. R. Kleiman Escape from America’ s Prison Policy, The American Prospect,
Vol. 11, No. 20, September 11, 2000 Available online at:
http://www.prospect.org/print/\VV 11/20/tel es-s.html

' Robert Martinson, (1974) "What Works?-Questions and Answers About Prison Reform,” 35
The Public Interest.




