
An Investigation into Jail Programming and Recidivism 

 

 

by 

 

Preston Eliel McCullough, B.A. 

 

A Thesis 

 

In 

 

Forensic Science 

 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 

of Texas Tech University in 

Partial Fulfillment of 

the Requirements for 

the Degree of 

 

MASTER OF SCIENCES  

 

Approved 

 

Megan Thoen, Ph.D. 

Chair of Committee 

 

Robert Morgan, Ph.D. 

 

Adam Schmidt, Ph.D. 

 

 

 

 

Mark Sheridan 

Dean of the Graduate School 

 

 

December, 2019  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 2019, Preston Eliel McCullough 



 Texas Tech University, Preston Eliel McCullough, December 2019 

 

ii 
 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I would like to thank Dr. Thoen for the dedicated direction, advice, patience, 

and understanding she has continuously provided over the last three years. This was 

no easy journey and I have her to thank for helping me to accomplish this feat. 

 

Drs. Morgan and Schmidt for providing valuable time and direction as part of 

my committee. I am grateful for their wisdom and guidance through this project. 

 

Dr. Sperry, I greatly appreciate her continued encouragement and for providing 

valuable knowledge and recommendations. I am thankful for her involvement in 

creating a wonderful academic program. 

 

Dr. Tiedemann, I am grateful for her advice and support with everything from 

class work to thesis work. Her guidance has helped me to become a better scholar over 

the past few years. I admire her expertise and talents. 

 

The data described herein was obtained from the Lubbock County Detention 

Center and Lubbock County Sheriff’s Office. I want to thank all of those involved in 

the maintenance of all the databases I required for data collection. I want to recognize 

Sheriff Kelly Rowe, Chief Kim Howell, Captain Ryan Braus, Rae Brockman, Tammy 

Smith, Tammy Elliott, Michelle Daniel, and all other LCDC personnel who made this 

research possible. 

 

The students, faculty, and staff of The Institutes of Environmental and Human 

Health, and Forensic Science for their continued support. 

 

Lastly, dear friends and family. I would not have made it to this point without 

them.



 Texas Tech University, Preston Eliel McCullough, December 2019 

 

iii 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS .................................................................................... ii 

ABSTRACT .......................................................................................................... iv 

LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................. viii 

I. INTRODUCTION: THE IMPORTANCE OF CORRECTIONAL 

PROGRAMMING ................................................................................................ 1 

Prisons Compared with Jails ............................................................................. 1 

Prisons ......................................................................................................... 1 

Jails .............................................................................................................. 3 

Correctional Programming ................................................................................ 4 

History of correctional programs and their intended purpose ..................... 4 

Recidivism .................................................................................................. 6 

Risk-Need-Responsivity model .................................................................. 8 

The risk principle ........................................................................................ 8 

The need principle ....................................................................................... 9 

The responsivity principle ........................................................................... 9 

Correctional program integrity .................................................................... 9 

Correctional program dosage .................................................................... 10 

Correctional program attendance .............................................................. 11 

Current correctional programming ............................................................ 11 

Correctional Programming Impact and Demographics................................... 13 

Gender, age, race, and ethnicity ................................................................ 13 

Education................................................................................................... 14 

Employment .............................................................................................. 15 

Homelessness ............................................................................................ 16 

Mental illness ............................................................................................ 17 

Challeneges in Implementing Jail Programs and Researching Jail            

Populations   .................................................................................................... 18 

Specific Jail Programs and Impacts Related to Attendance, Recidivism,              

and Other Outcomes ........................................................................................ 20 

Educational and life skills programs ......................................................... 21 

Substance abuse programs ........................................................................ 22 

Cognitive behavioral therapy-based programs.......................................... 24 

Faith-based programs ................................................................................ 26 

Purpose of the Current Study .......................................................................... 26 

Research questions and hypotheses .......................................................... 27 



 Texas Tech University, Preston Eliel McCullough, December 2019 

 

iv 
 

 

II. METHOD ....................................................................................................... 29 

Participants ...................................................................................................... 29 

Sample size................................................................................................ 29 

Sample selection........................................................................................ 29 

Procedures ....................................................................................................... 32 

Program-related data ................................................................................. 33 

Final Sample Characteristics ........................................................................... 34 

III. RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSES ............................................................. 36 

Main Analyses ................................................................................................. 36 

Research Question One ............................................................................. 36 

Research Question Two ............................................................................ 49 

Research Question Three .......................................................................... 52 

Hypothesis One ......................................................................................... 52 

Hypothesis Two ......................................................................................... 53 

Hypothesis Three ....................................................................................... 53 

Research Question Four ............................................................................ 53 

Inmate-Specific Variables and Program Attendance ...................................... 55 

Exploratory Analyses ...................................................................................... 59 

Impact of prior arrests and convictions on recidivism and                        

program attendance ................................................................................... 59 

Relationship of stay length and programming attendance on recidivism . 60 

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION .......................................................... 62 

Summary Findings of Main Analyses ............................................................. 62 

Research Question One ............................................................................. 62 

Research Question Two ............................................................................ 63 

Research Question Three .......................................................................... 64 

Research Question Four ............................................................................ 66 

Summary Findings of Exploratory Analyses .................................................. 68 

Criminal history on recidivism.................................................................. 68 

Risk-Need-Responsivity-based programs ................................................. 68 

Average number of appropriate, inappropriate, and indeterminate         

programs on recidivism ............................................................................. 69 

Implications for Correctional Programming ................................................... 70 

Strengths and Limitations ............................................................................... 71 



 Texas Tech University, Preston Eliel McCullough, December 2019 

 

v 
 

Novel aspects of the methodology ............................................................ 71 

Methodology-related limitations ............................................................... 71 

Participant-related limitations ................................................................... 75 

Implications for Further Jail Treatment Programming Research and Program 

Implementation at the Lubbock County Detention Center ............................. 77 

REFERENCES .................................................................................................... 81 

APPENDICES 

A. IRB FULL BOARD APPROVAL ................................................................ 94 

B. LUBBOCK COUNTY SHERIFF’S OFFICE LETTER OF SUPPORT .. 96 



 Texas Tech University, Preston Eliel McCullough, December 2019 

 

vi 
 

ABSTRACT 

Correctional programs are a necessary aspect of the criminal justice system. 

They assist in providing treatment and rehabilitation for criminal justice-involved 

persons during their time in correctional facilities. Correctional programs vary in 

scope and many are intended to address issues common amongst criminal justice-

involved persons such as mental illness, antisocial behavior, unemployment, criminal 

thinking, low education, substance abuse, and other criminogenic needs. Ultimately, 

the aim of many correctional programs is to reduce recidivism through correcting 

these issues. Unfortunately, most existing research concerning correctional programs 

and recidivism exclusively examines prisoners, with comparatively little emphasis on 

jail inmates and jail recidivism. This is problematic as jails and prisons are different in 

many ways, including operationally (e.g., prisons having higher and more stable 

populations than jails) and also in population characteristics (e.g., more jail inmates 

report experiencing mental health disorders than prisoners). This current research 

expands on research conducted with prison samples by examining how jail program 

attendance and recidivism may be related in a jail sample. This research examined jail 

programs offered to inmates at the Lubbock County Detention Center (LCDC), a local 

jail serving the county of Lubbock, Texas. This research sought to answer four 

research questions: 1) What are the different correctional treatment programs the 

LCDC offered between January 2015 and December 2018 and which of these 

programs were considered appropriate, inappropriate, or indeterminant in terms of 

potential effectiveness, 2) Which of these programs were attended by the sample, 3) 

What is the relationship of inmate-specific variables to program attendance, and 4) 
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does attending these programs have an impact on recidivism. The following 

hypotheses were tested: 1) attending at least one program will lower recidivism, 2) 

attending more programs will result in lower recidivism, 3) attending a greater number 

of days across multiple programs will result in lower recidivism, and d) there is a 

significant interaction between the number of programs attended and the number of 

days of attendance on rate of recidivism. Findings indicated program attendance and 

recidivism were not related, nor were they influenced by inmate-specific variables. 

Exploratory analyses indicated attendance and recidivism may instead be impacted by 

other variables, such as the number of previous convictions a person has. Other 

implications of jail program attendance and jail recidivism are discussed. 

Keywords:  corrections, recidivism, jail programs, mental illness, treatment 
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CHAPTER I 

THE IMPORTANCE OF CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMMING: 

AN INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF RELEVANT RESEARCH 

This thesis is intended to add additional information to the existing literature 

on recidivism in relation to correctional programs. More specifically, this research will 

address the current state of correctional programs with an emphasis on the Lubbock 

County Detention Center (LCDC), a local jail in Lubbock, Texas, and the correctional 

programs this facility offers to their jail inmates. Briefly, most correctional programs 

are designed to reduce risk of recidivism (i.e., return to incarceration) or improve other 

post-release outcomes (i.e., obtain employment or housing, relationship with family) 

of those participating in such programs. Issues concerning jail inmate recidivism and 

jail program attendance, implementation, and other characteristics of effective 

programing have been relatively ignored in existing correctional treatment literature. 

Comparatively, research on correctional treatment programs within prisons and 

prisoner recidivism seems to be more easily conducted (likely because of the structure 

of prisons; see Prisons Compared with Jails) as evidenced by its prominence in 

correctional literature. Therefore, research on the relationship between LCDC program 

attendance and jail inmate recidivism will be explored in the present study to fill this 

gap in the correctional literature and to encourage further research on jail 

programming and jail inmate recidivism. 

Prisons Compared with Jails 

 Both prisons and jails house criminal justice-involved persons and provide 

correctional treatment programming to those persons. However, there are population, 

operational, and programming differences between these two types of correctional 

facilities. These differences are explored next.  

Prisons. Prisons have existed since the 18th century and were chiefly meant to 

protect lawful citizens from offenders and incarceration was meant to facilitate 

punishment (Barnes, 1921). Typical prisoners of this time included religious and 
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political offenders. Eighteenth century prisons were both a shift from corporal 

punishment to imprisonment and “…an innovation of relatively recent origin” at the 

time of conception (Barnes, 1921, p. 36).  

The Bureau of Justice Statistics defines prisons, as they are understood today, 

as long-term correctional facilities run by state or federal governments, or by private 

correctional entities under state or federal jurisdiction (U.S. Department of Justice, 

2019). Prisons typically confine persons convicted of felonies or other serious offenses 

and serving sentences of more than one year; however, this is not always the case (i.e., 

some states have different prison sentencing practices and some states have integrated 

systems that merge prisons and jails into one correctional system) (U.S. Department of 

Justice, 2019). 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics reported there were 1,489,400 prisoners in 

private, state, or federal facilities in 2017, with roughly half of these prisoners serving 

time for violent offenses (U.S. Department of Justice, 2019). The U.S. Department of 

Justice (2019) also note that nearly half of federal prisoners were serving time for 

drug-related offenses. The majority of prisoners are male, with imprisonment rates for 

black males being 2,336 per 100,000 black male United States citizens (approximately 

six times higher than the imprisonment rate for white male United States citizens) 

(U.S. Department of Justice, 2019). 

Based on data from the Texas Department of Criminal Justice (TDCJ) and 

maintained and presented by The Texas Tribune (2019), Texas has 107 prison units 

collectively housing approximately 138,000 prisoners, with the majority being male. 

The average sentence length for Texas prisoners is about 10-20 years. Blacks (45,804), 

Hispanics (45,992), and Whites (46,081) appear equally represented in the current 

population of Texas prisoners (the remaining 770 prisoners are of other, or unknown, 

races; Texas Tribune, 2019) though this does not account for respective race 

proportions of Texas’ total population. When total race proportions are factored in, 

Blacks have the highest incarceration rate in relation to the overall Black population of 

Texas (DeLisi & Conis, 2019). 
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Jails. Jails are local correctional facilities run by local law enforcement 

agencies, like a county sheriff’s office. Jails typically confine adults (and sometimes 

juveniles) that are either awaiting conviction or sentencing, or those serving sentences 

for misdemeanor offenses. Jails also occasionally house juveniles awaiting transfer to 

an appropriate juvenile facility (like a juvenile detention center), or offenders with 

mental illness pending transfer to an appropriate mental health facility. Additionally, 

they also may confine persons awaiting transport to some other type of correctional 

facility (i.e., one that may have space limitations, requiring an offender to remain at 

jail until space is available), or for a social service agency (such as the U.S. 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE)) (U.S. Department of Justice, 2016). 

Jails confine persons before and after adjudication, and those confined in jails usually 

serve sentences of no more than one year.  

Statistical analyses based on the Annual Survey of Jails and the Census of Jail 

Inmates conducted by the Bureau of Justice Statistics in 2019 showed that jails in the 

United States collectively reported 10.6 million admissions in 2017, with a daily 

population of approximately 745,200. The overall jail population has increased 

steadily over the years and researchers claim this growth is due to several reasons: 1) 

increased number of offenders violating probation or parole, 2) increased number of 

felons sentenced to jail instead of prison and, 3) the growth in number of pretrial 

detainees (Beck, 2006b). For comparison, the range in daily population for jails in 

2005 was from as few as four individuals to around 53,000, with a median population 

of 65 inmates (Taxman, Perdoni, & Harrison, 2007). Males were confined within jails 

at a rate 5.7 times that of females in 2017 and the approximate average length of 

incarceration for jail inmates was 26 days (Zeng, 2019).  

An annual report by the Texas Commission on Jail Standards (2019) found that 

jails in Texas were operating at a capacity of 68.61%, with a collective population of 

approximately 65,719 by the end of 2018. Approximately 45.57% of these jail inmates 

were pretrial felons, 7.67% convicted felons, 7.93% pretrial misdemeanants, and 

2.47% convicted misdemeanants. The remaining 28.72% of jail inmates were housed 
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for other offenses, such as bench warrants, parole violations (new charges), or blue 

warrants (issued for parole condition violations). Since this report does not include all 

offense categories, the total percentage of the county jail population accounts for 

94.13% instead of 100% (Texas Commission on Jail Standards, 2019). 

The LCDC in particular has an average daily population of about 1,140 total 

inmates with an average length of stay of approximately 33 days (LCDC inmates with 

mental illness have an average length of stay of approximately 59 days; R. Brockman, 

personal communication, March 19, 2018; Texas Commission on Jail Standards, 

2019). The LCDC also has nearly 40 correctional programs offered to inmates. Before 

discussing these programs further, a chronicle of correctional programs will be 

reviewed. 

Correctional Programming 

 History of correctional programs and their intended purpose. The concept 

of correctional programs was introduced towards the end of the nineteenth century. It 

was a moderate shift to a more benevolent method of dealing with offenders confined 

in correctional facilities, who were originally thought to be incapable of being 

reformed (Robison & Smith, 1971). Since the conception of correctional programs, 

research on correctional treatment and rehabilitative programs has been consistent and 

unremitting. Initially, research on correctional programming was, in part, to address 

the criticisms from opponents to the use of correctional programming and “the failure 

of criminal justice and related agencies to demonstrate successful implementation of 

evidence-based programs across various settings” (Rhine, Mawhorr, & Parks, 2006, p. 

347). Jails and especially prisons are more likely to implement correctional programs 

today. In fact, many are mandated to provide particular programming such as 

substance abuse, educational, and vocational programs, as outlined by Rule §287.1 

Texas Commission on Jail Standards ("Public Safety and Corrections," 1999). Many 

corrections researchers agree certain programs or program types are effective (i.e., the 

programs achieve what they purport to achieve), though past reluctance and any 

current hesitance to implement correctional programs in jails and prisons could be due 
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to a typical argument against such programs. Specifically,  early literature concerning 

correctional treatment programs  describe programs as simply ineffective and “nothing 

works” in reforming and treating offenders (Martinson, 1974). Martinson’s (1974) 

research consisted of a review of 231 studies on correctional programs in which he 

concluded that “with few and isolated exceptions, the rehabilitative efforts that have 

been reported so far have had no appreciable effect on recidivism” (p. 25) and 

“nothing works” in reducing recidivism.  

This sentiment of correctional programs being ineffective is contrary to 

research that proves that many programs are capable of being effective (e.g., Latessa 

& Lowenkamp, 2006; Lipsey, 1999; Lösel, 1995). Dr. Mark Lipsey is one prominent 

researcher in the field of treatment programs and much of his research syntheses and 

program evaluations have found a variety of different programs to be effective  (see 

Lipsey, 1999; Lipsey & Cullen, 2007; Lipsey, Landenberger, & Wilson, 2007; Lipsey 

& Pollard, 1989). According to Cullen (2005), another accomplished researcher in the 

field of criminology, Lipsey’s response to this attitude of “nothing works” was as 

follows: “There I was with evidence that the programs we studied seemed to work, but 

the apparent consensus in the field was that they shouldn’t have. The question, then, 

was how to resolve this apparent inconsistency” (p. 18). Lipsey was just one advocate 

for what is known as “what works” literature, which is literature that countered 

Martinson’s (1974) claim that “nothing works” and served to resolve programming 

research inconsistencies. This “what works” literature largely consisted of accounts 

and reviews of the impact of correctional programming and continued throughout the 

1980s and 1990s (e.g., Andrews, Bonta, & Hoge, 1990; Edens, Peters, & Hills, 1997; 

Enocksson, 1981; Gendreau & Goggin, 1996; Polizzi, MacKenzie, & Hickman, 1999; 

Ross & Gendreau, 1980). Some of this “what works” literature specifically 

counteracted the “nothing works” attitude towards correctional treatment programs.  

Today, there are fewer articles written from the “nothing works” perspective. 

Instead, there are plenty of articles that speak to the effectiveness of correctional 

programming (e.g., Aos, Miller, & Drake, 2006, 2007; Duwe, 2018; Duwe & Clark, 
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2014; Van Horn et al., 2018; Wormith et al., 2007; Wormith, Hogg, & Guzzo, 2012), 

with some reviewing or providing innovative suggestions on ways in which 

correctional interventions and their effectiveness can be sustained or improved (e.g., 

Batastini, Hill, Repke, Gulledge, & Livengood, 2018; Batastini, King, Morgan, & 

McDaniel, 2016; Woods, Breslin, & Hassan, 2017). However, much of this literature 

concerns prison programs or the evaluation of prison programming methods and 

prison recidivism. In comparison, less research is available on jail programs and their 

effect on jail inmate recidivism. Even less research is available on correctional 

program attendance, which is hypothesized in this study to have an impact of 

recidivism. Despite the terms “prison” and “jail” being used synonymously by 

laypersons, media outlets, and within some of the literature, prisons are fundamentally 

different from jails in many ways (as described earlier) hence it is expected that prison 

programming is different from jail programming, including programming attendance 

trends, implementation, and outcomes.  

Recidivism. The relapse into criminal behavior is generally known as 

recidivism. However, this term has been defined in various ways within the literature. 

The National Institute of Justice (2019) states that recidivism is characterized by 

“…criminal acts that resulted in rearrest, reconviction, or return to prison with or 

without a new sentence during a three-year period following the prisoner’s release” 

(para. 1). Further, the United States Department of Justice suggests that when 

measuring recidivism, one must consider three characteristics: 1) an event that begins 

the process of recidivism, such as a release from jail, prison, probation, or parole; 2) 

an event that is considered a failure following the initial event or release, such as a 

rearrest, reconviction, or return to prison; and 3) a specific timeframe or follow-up 

period following the date of the initial event (i.e., release) to an established end date 

(e.g., six months, one year, three years, nine years) (U.S. Department of Justice, 2018). 

The Texas Department of Criminal Justice (TDCJ) defines recidivism as simply the 

act of committing a new crime ("Texas Department of Criminal Justice: Definitions & 

acronyms,"). Most definitions of recidivism in existing literature are adaptations to the 
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above descriptions, and are adjusted based on the preferences of the researcher or 

goals of the particular correctional study (Maltz, 1984). For this current research, 

recidivism was defined as a rearrest, regardless of offense, at any time within at least a 

one-year period following the offender’s observed release date from LCDC. 

Some researchers note that no reasonable reduction in recidivism can occur 

without appropriate correctional treatment programming (Petersilia, 1999). Further, 

correctional programs have been evaluated based on their ability to reduce recidivism 

(Maltz, 1984); this is because effective rehabilitative programming is characterized by 

its ability to reduce recidivism, which is ultimately the purpose of correctional 

treatment programs. 

Previous research on correctional programming or research discussing 

implications of different aspects of programming has primarily focused on prison 

populations and prison recidivism (e.g., Bales, Bedard, Quinn, Ensley, & Holley, 

2005; Bronson & Berzofsky, 2017; Duwe, 2018; Duwe & Clark, 2014; Linden & 

Perry, 1983; Megargee, 1995). There is relatively less research on jail populations 

compared to prison populations despite both correctional populations experiencing 

many of the same issues such as mental illness, homelessness, substance abuse, 

unemployment and undereducation and sharing many demographic characteristics. 

Since it has been found in previous research that prisoners who regularly attend and/or 

participate in correctional programming experience lower rates of recidivism (e.g., 

Duwe, 2015a, 2015b; Duwe & Clark, 2014; Johnson, 2004; Langan & Levin, 2002), 

this current research will expand on previous research conducted in prisons by 

examining how jail programming, program attendance and recidivism may be related 

in a jail population.  

Much of the contemporary corrections research suggests that effective 

correctional programs may reduce recidivism amongst offenders, per an extensive 

meta-analysis of prison programs by Duwe (2017). The extent to which effective 

programs reduces recidivism is dependent on the characteristics of the correctional 

treatment programs. For instance, researchers found that highly structured programs 
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that address criminogenic attitudes, criminogenic needs, and account for the learning 

styles and characteristics of offenders (also known as the risk-need-responsivity model 

(RNR), further described below) are more effective than treatment programs that do 

not (e.g., Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2011; Batastini et al., 2018; Van Horn et al., 

2018). These researchers conclude that intensive programs that have strict attendance 

requirements and high integrity are the most beneficial to justice-involved persons. It 

is also known that cognitive-based programs are generally effective in reducing 

recidivism when implemented properly. For instance, an analysis of nearly 300 

American correctional programs revealed that cognitive-based programs reduced 

recidivism by approximately 8%, therapeutic programs by 6%, and cognitive-

behavioral (CBT) programs by 15% (Aos et al., 2006). Additionally, programs that 

implement the RNR model of treatment can generally reduce recidivism by 3% to 6% 

(Taxman, Pattavina, & Caudy, 2014). 

Risk-need-responsivity model. To understand how certain correctional 

programs are effective, the concept of risk-need-responsivity (RNR) must be 

understood. Prior research has characterized and maintained three principles for 

effective rehabilitation: risk, need, and responsivity (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; 

Andrews et al., 1990; Andrews et al., 2011; Andrews & Dowden, 2007; Bonta & 

Andrews, 2007). Developed in the 1980s and early 1990s, the RNR model has been 

the principal theoretical model used in North American (and some other regions) 

research on correctional programs as it provides principles of offender assessment and 

treatment meant to aid in assessing things like general risk, criminogenic need, 

responsivity factors, risk factors, and ultimately recidivism (Andrews & Bonta, 1995; 

Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2004; Wormith et al., 2012).  

The risk principle. Andrews and Bonta (2010) identified eight central risk 

factors for criminal behavior: 1) history of antisocial behavior, 2) antisocial 

personality traits, 3) criminal thinking, 4) criminal associates, 5) substance abuse, 6) 

domestic or familial problems, 7) poor vocational or academic performance, and 8) 

lack of prosocial leisure activities. The more risk factors that negatively influence an 
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individual, the more likely they are to engage in criminal behavior. Individuals with 

more risk factors are considered high-risk and   more intensive treatment programs are 

more likely to reduce risk of recidivism in these higher risk criminal justice-involved 

persons compared to those considered lower risk offenders (i.e., those experiencing 

fewer risk factors for criminal behavior), who instead benefit more from less intensive 

treatment practices. Thus, the intensity of a correctional treatment program, which 

includes program dosage and attendance requirements, should match the risk factor of 

the offenders who partake. 

 The need principle. The need principle suggests treatment goals be matched 

with the identified risk factors or criminogenic needs of the individual receiving 

treatment. Criminogenic needs include antisocial personality or attitudes, substance 

abuse, criminal associates, anger management, and other risk factors that are 

associated with criminal behavior (Bonta & Andrews, 2007). Since the goal for most 

correctional treatment programs is to reduce the risk of recidivism, the more effective 

programs would be those that prioritize reducing criminogenic need and risk factors 

(Andrews & Bonta, 2010). 

The responsivity principle. Not only does the type of correctional treatment 

program need to match the criminogenic needs of an offender, it also needs to suit the 

offender’s style of learning or other attributes that determine their perceptibility to a 

particular form of treatment. The guiding principle of responsivity in correctional 

treatment involves matching the programming intervention mode and strategies to that 

of the capabilities and learning styles of the individual receiving treatment (Andrews 

et al., 1990).  

Correctional program integrity. High program integrity enhances the 

therapeutic value of correctional programs and can result in better offender outcomes 

assuming the program is integrally appropriate (Andrews & Dowden, 2005; Lösel, 

1996). Program integrity also includes the personnel involved in correctional treatment 

programs: All staff involved in developing, administering, and monitoring correctional 

programs should be well-trained and competent (Dowden & Andrews, 2004). 
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Additionally, programs should be delivered as designed, based on their design and 

following appropriate dosage requirements. Programs with adequate integrity are more 

effective than those that deviate from their intended design and compromise or 

disregard evidence-based program elements (Andrews & Dowden, 2005; Gendreau, 

Goggin, & Smith, 1999; Rhine et al., 2006). 

Correctional program dosage. Related to program attendance, correctional 

treatment program dosage refers to the frequency and extent to which programs are 

administered. Dosage can also refer to the number of program staff and the frequency 

of their contact with program participants (Duwe, 2018; McGuire, 2000). Per the RNR 

model, appropriate dosage should “engage higher risk [offenders] and minimize 

dropout from programs that adhere to RNR” (Andrews et al., 2011, p. 738). In other 

words, dosage is an important aspect of correctional treatment and should be 

determined based on the risk level of the correctional program participants. 

Correctional program dosage also is related to program attendance in that inmates 

must attend a particular program to receive a “dose”. 

To demonstrate how program dosage and attendance together can lead to 

positive post-release outcomes, a study on 1,879 offenders released from Minnesota 

prisons revealed that the point in which a prisoner started attending correctional 

treatment programs had little effect on their post-release outcomes in terms of 

recidivism. However, both increased correctional treatment program dosage and the 

point at which prisoners exit treatment in correspondence to their release from prison 

(the shorter the proximity of the two instances, the lower the chance of recidivism to 

occur) have the largest influence on recidivism (Duwe, 2018). This means that 

offenders who receive adequate dosage of correctional treatment programs and 

steadily attend correctional treatment programs until their release date (or exit 

programming very near their release) are least likely to recidivate compared to an 

offender who exits programming too early or receives inadequate dosage of 

programming (Duwe, 2018). 
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Correctional program attendance. Existing correctional program literature 

usually discusses program integrity and dosage over mere attendance when evaluating 

effectiveness and post-release outcomes. However, program attendance is related to 

these other process variables. Program integrity cannot be maintained without 

adequate program attendance by inmates. This is because program attendance is one of 

the key aspects of program dosage (Duwe, 2018). Those in need of treatment cannot 

receive proper dosage if they fail to attend the required programs; one cannot engage 

in a program they have not attended. Program attendance has been steadily associated 

with positive correctional treatment outcomes (e.g., Gossop, Stewart, & Marsden, 

2008; Hohman, McDaniel, & Twitchell, 2019; Van Horn et al., 2018) and has been 

referred to as engagement in some of the corrections literature (Drieschner & 

Boomsma, 2008) and as participation in other studies (Glowa-Kollisch et al., 2014; 

Johnson, Larson, & Pitts, 1997). 

Current correctional programming. Many correctional facilities provide 

treatment programs to offenders during their incarcerations, and as noted previously, 

some are mandated to provide such programs. Correctional facilities include jails and 

prisons but could also include facilities such as court-ordered residential treatment 

institutions and boot camps meant for juvenile offenders. For the purposes of this 

present research, any reference to a correctional facility henceforth will refer 

exclusively to prison and jail systems. Further, this current research focuses on the 

LCDC’s roster of available programs and corresponding attendance data from a 

sample of LCDC inmates.  

Although many prisons offer correctional treatment programming to prisoners, 

fewer jails offer correctional treatment programming to their inmates. Correctional 

programs are defined in different ways in the literature. The National Institute of 

Justice broadly defines a correctional program as “…a specific set of activities carried 

out according to guidelines to achieve a defined purpose” (National Institute of 

Justice, 2019, para. 1). Such activities consist of “…a broad array of services and 

interventions, including substance abuse treatment, educational programming, and sex 
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offender treatment” (Duwe, 2017). Andrews et al. (1990) emphasized that correctional 

programs are appropriate treatment based on clinical and psychological relevance, for 

example, the provision of rehabilitative treatment to achieve improved post-release 

outcomes such as lowered risk of recidivism. This current research uses a definition of 

correctional programming based on definitions offered in the existing literature: 

correctional treatment programs are rehabilitative or corrective services or 

interventions offered that are meant to adjust antisocial behaviors and attitudes to 

more prosocial behaviors and attitudes by targeting one or more risk factors. Though 

this definition is broad, it allows the current research to encompass the diverse lineup 

of programs that the LCDC offers. These programs are discussed later (see Chapter 

III, and Table 3.1).  

Correctional treatment programs can include a range of services, including 

programming meant to address substance abuse and domestic violence, educational 

programming such as General Educational Development (GED) courses and GED 

testing opportunities, faith-based programming, and behavioral treatment 

programming that addresses criminogenic needs. These types of programs may be 

based on either empirical approaches or clinical evidence and are intended to correct 

antisocial attitudes and deviant behavior of offenders. Ultimately, correctional 

programming is intended to rehabilitate offenders and lower recidivism by reducing or 

eliminating further misconduct that could result in relapse, reoffending, rearrest, and 

reincarceration (Andrews et al., 1990; Duwe, 2017; Gendreau & Goggin, 1996; Lösel, 

1996). 

This current study was inspired by the relative lack of correctional research on 

jail programming attendance and jail recidivism. More research is necessary on jail 

programming and jail program attendance trends as there are fundamental differences 

between prisons and jails that can impact correctional program attendance rates and 

effectiveness in reducing recidivism. The intended purpose of this study was to fill 

gaps within the existing corrections literature by providing some insight into jail 

programs, jail program attendance, and jail inmate recidivism. 
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Correctional Programming Impact and Demographics  

Petersilia (2003) notes that criminal justice-involved persons are more likely 

than the general population to have minimal or no work history, lengthy history of 

substance and sexual and/or physical abuse, low education, limited vocational skills, 

and higher rates of mental illness. Fortunately, many correctional facilities offer 

correctional programs that address these issues and some programs are required by 

law. Certain demographics of criminal justice-involved persons experience higher 

rates of misconduct within correctional facilities as well as higher rates of drug and 

alcohol abuse and homelessness (Duwe, 2017). For example, Duwe (2017) notes that 

young white mentally ill female inmates are most likely to experience higher rates of 

misconduct while incarcerated. Researchers found that demographics such as gender, 

age, race, ethnicity, and mental illness may be important responsivity factors 

(Andrews et al., 1990). This means that individuals, based on their demographical 

characteristics, may respond to various types of programs differently. For example, 

mentally disordered inmates react best to monitored but low-stress programs 

(Fairweather, Sanders, Cressler, & Maynard, 1969/2017). Programming intervention 

mode and strategies should be matched to that of the capabilities and learning styles of 

the individual receiving treatment (Andrews et al., 1990). Because of these findings, 

the current study will consider these demographical differences when examining 

program attendance trends by breaking down attendance rates by demographics (see 

Table 3.4). Specific demographics are discussed in relation to program attendance 

trends and recidivism. 

 Gender, age, race and ethnicity. In addition to the dynamic central risk 

factors outlined by Andrews and Bonta (2010), gender, age, race and ethnicity have 

been observed as risk, need, and responsivity factors for criminal behavior in North 

America (Andrews et al., 1990). Specifically, gender, age, race, and ethnicity have 

been described as some of the more prominent predictors of recidivism (Gendreau, 

Little, & Goggin, 1996). For instance, younger males who identify as nonwhite are 

considered higher risk individuals than those persons who identify as white (Andrews 
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et al., 1990). Research in support of the appropriate implementation of the RNR 

principles in addressing gender, race, ethnicity, and age is abundant (e.g., Andrews, 

Bonta, & Wormith, 2006; Andrews, Dowden, & Rettinger, 2001; Lösel, 1995). These 

studies noted that program administration and treatment approaches are most effective 

when matched with these offender characteristic (e.g., risk, need, demographics).    

Criminogenic needs can vary between different genders, ages, races, and 

ethnicities (Andrews & Bonta, 2010) and “…some [treatment] strategies may be more 

effective or relevant for some persons than others” (Piquero, Jennings, Diamond, & 

Reingle, 2015, p. 6). It is also suggested by Andrews and Bonta (2010) that, in terms 

of responsivity, service should be matched with static demographical characteristics 

(characteristics or factors out of the offender’s control) such as gender, age, race, and 

ethnicity. An example provided by Foley (2008) was the need for treatment 

interventions that matched the unique criminogenic needs of delinquent juvenile 

females as these needs may differ from adult female offenders and male offenders and 

their research found that relational-cultural theory-based programs (RCT; programs 

intended to develop relationship building, self-esteem, identity, and communication 

skills, among other issues common amongst female criminal justice-involved persons) 

are effective in addressing criminogenic needs common amongst criminal justice-

involved females.   

Education. In addition to other risk factors and social issues that contribute to 

criminal behavior and recidivism, researchers like Tewksbury and Vito (1994) suggest 

that education level is another factor that impacts rates of crime and recidivism, 

especially in the United States. Prison inmates are less educated and possess fewer 

vocational skills than the general population (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Wilson, 

Gallagher, & MacKenzie, 2000). Researchers have suggested that “the link between 

the crime rate and education level is well established” (Batchelder & Pippert, 2002, p. 

269). Offenders have a noticeably harder time finding work due, in part, to their 

limited education and marketable vocational skills than the general population 

(Enocksson, 1981). Per a report by Harlow (2003), approximately 41% of United 
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States prisoners and jail inmates did not obtain a high school diploma or equivalent 

diploma or certificate. In comparison, 18% of the general population did not obtain a 

high school diploma or equivalent (Harlow, 2003). 

Fortunately, many jails and prisons offer formal educational and vocational 

programs. Educational programs have been discussed extensively in previous 

literature (e.g., Davis et al., 2014; Duwe & Clark, 2014; Linden & Perry, 1983; 

Taxman et al., 2007; Tewksbury & Vito, 1994; Wilson et al., 2000) and include 

General Education Development (GED) programs, post-secondary degree programs, 

and informal education programs such as life skills programs and financial planning. 

In 1997, approximately 26% of state prisoners reported obtaining their GED during 

their incarceration (Harlow, 2003). Duwe and Clark (2014) examined the outcomes of 

prisoners obtaining a secondary or post-secondary degree on recidivism and 

reintegration efforts. These researchers found that prisoners who obtained a post-

secondary degree were more likely to find gainful employment after their 

incarceration and were least likely to recidivate compared to those who did not obtain 

further education during incarceration (Duwe & Clark, 2014). A meta-analysis of 18 

educational programs in the United States conducted by Ellison, Szifris, Horan, and 

Fox (2017) found that administering educational programming lessened the likelihood 

of recidivating. Most of these studies used samples of prisons and prisoners and very 

little research was found concerning jails. Most of these studies reveal that educational 

programs can have a positive impact on post-release outcomes of criminal justice-

involved persons, such as a lowered risk of recidivism and obtaining gainful 

employment and these may be implications for jail systems in addition to prison 

systems. 

Employment. Related to lower education level, lack of employment is another 

risk factor for recidivism (e.g., Ellison et al., 2017; Tewksbury & Vito, 1994). Taxman 

et al. (2007) found 107,262 United States prisoners were participants in vocational 

programs. Studies by Tewksbury and Vito (1994) found that improvements in literacy, 

arithmetic, and other educational facets lead to an increase of employment 
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opportunities and a decrease in recidivistic activities. Since its conception, UNICOR 

has been one of the more successful endeavors of the federal government for prisoners 

to gain vocational skills (DeLisi & Conis, 2019) and is based on four principles: 1) 

safe prison management and better prison discipline through the reduction of idleness, 

2) cost-efficiency, 3) job training and rehabilitation, and 3) inmate financial 

responsibility (p. 291). Very little research on employment as a demographical risk 

factor was found, especially concerning jail populations. However, it will be included 

in the current study as a risk factor as it may have implications for jail program 

attendance and jail recidivism (e.g., unemployed criminal justice-involved persons 

may attend more vocational skills programs than their employed counterparts). 

Homelessness. Homelessness is another risk factor related to recidivism (e.g., 

Gunnison & Helfgott, 2011; Lutze, Rosky, & Hamilton, 2014; Petersilia, 2011). 

Persons who experience homelessness are more likely to be involved in crime than 

those who do not experience homelessness (Metraux & Culhane, 2006). Relatedly, 

Gunnision and Helfgott (2011) noted that homelessness, along with substance abuse 

and unemployment, increases the likelihood of recidivism. There are a few programs 

available meant to assist homeless jail inmates and prisoners with housing upon their 

release. A longitudinal study by Lutze et al. (2014) examined 208 released inmates 

who were receiving housing assistance from the Reentry Housing Pilot Program 

(RHPP) in Washington State and 208 similar ex-prisoners who were not receiving 

assistance from RHPP. These researchers found that housing assistance from RHPP 

significantly reduced the risk of recidivating amongst those who received help from 

the housing program. However, those who were not receiving any housing assistance 

were more likely to reoffend, resulting in readmission to prison or jail, a new 

conviction, or revocation of bond or parole. Thus, it appears that participation in 

housing assistance programs may have a positive impact on reducing recidivism 

versus not attending housing programs. No literature that discusses a jail program 

similar to RHPP could be found, but it is suspected that such a program would also 

have positive outcomes for jail inmates. 
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Mental illness. A report from 233 state and federal prisons, 358 jails, and 15 

other correctional facilities (e.g., military prisons, Immigration and Customs 

Enforcement facilities) found 14% of state and federal prisoners and 26% of jail 

inmates reported experiences that met the criteria for serious psychological distress 

(SPD; U.S. Department of Justice, 2017). Additionally, 37% of prisoners and 44% of 

jail inmates had been told by at least one mental health professional they had a mental 

illness, with the majority noting having a major depressive episode (U.S. Department 

of Justice, 2017). This study revealed that jail inmates are more likely than state or 

federal prisoners to have mental illness. Moreover, research conducted by Morrissey, 

Meyer, and Cuddeback (2007) noted that criminal justice-involved persons with 

mental illness are “…jailed 1.5 times more often than they were admitted to a 

psychiatric hospital and 8 times more often than admitted to a state mental hospital” 

(p. 532). The increasing prevalence of mentally ill inmates in correctional facilities 

can pose challenges to correctional treatment implementation. For instance, research 

by Adams and Ferrandino (2008) and Clements et al. (2007) found many mentally ill 

inmates are not receiving adequate mental health treatment due to already strained and 

limited resources.  

These studies may have implications concerning the participation of mentally 

ill inmates in correctional programming. For example, if resources (e.g., funding, 

staff) are limited, a facility may not be able to adequately accommodate those 

requiring treatment for mental illness, resulting in possible poor or unproductive 

participation by these inmates in correctional programs. There is also a need for more 

programs in jails that properly target the criminogenic needs of jail inmates with 

mental illness, since jails are servicing more mentally ill persons than mental health 

facilities (Morgan, Fisher, Duan, Mandracchia, & Murray, 2010). Morgan, Kroner, 

Mills, and Bauer (2011), explained that an intervention system that better accounts for 

the unique criminogenic needs of mentally ill persons involved in the justice system is 

necessary for criminal justice settings as those with mental illness are more susceptible 

to breaking the law and ending up in jail or prison. Previous research by Fairweather, 
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Sanders, Cressler, & Maynard (1969/2017) found that those with prior involvement in 

criminal justice and history of mental illness benefit most from monitored but low-

stress correctional treatment programming environments. 

Mentally ill persons serving time in correctional facilities also appear to have 

longer average incarcerations than those without mental illness. As evidenced by an 

LCDC report of the average length of incarcerations, those with a mental illness have 

an average incarceration length of 59 days while those without a mental illness have 

an average incarceration length of 33 days (R. Brockman, personal communication, 

March 19, 2018). Inmates with mental illness also experience correctional settings 

with greater difficulty than those without mental illness (Glowa-Kollisch et al., 2014). 

This may mean that better, more effective treatment programs are needed to address 

the difficulties criminal justice-involved persons with mental illness may face in 

correctional facilities. However, research has shown how challenging program 

implementation generally can be for correctional facilities, especially jails. 

Challenges in Implementing Jail Programs and Researching Jail Populations 

Despite the abundance of literature on prison populations, prison recidivism, 

and prison correctional treatment programs, there has been comparatively less 

emphasis on jail populations, jail recidivism, and jail programming. Both settings and 

their populations are similar in some ways, including housing persons experiencing 

mental illness, substance abuse, homelessness, unemployment, undereducation, and 

other issues. Considering this, why do jails seem to have a more difficult time 

implementing effective correctional programs than prisons? Also, why are jails 

relatively overlooked in the current correctional literature? 

There are a number of challenges in researching jail populations in terms of 

program effectiveness and recidivism. First, there are time constraints that can limit 

program effectiveness or proper implementation altogether. Jail inmates usually serve 

shorter sentence lengths compared to prisoners (approximately 26 days on average 

compared to 2.6 years on average, respectively) (Kaeble, 2018; Zeng, 2019). This is 
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perhaps the primary reason correctional programs are more prevalent and effective in 

prisons compared to jails; there is longer time for inmates to participate in and benefit 

from the effects of programming in prisons. Moreover, the Bureau of Justice Statistics 

stated that jails in the United States collectively reported 10.6 million admissions in 

2017 and approximately 9 million jail inmates are released annually (Beck, 2006a). 

Comparatively, the Bureau of Justice Statistics reported that there were 1,489,400 

prisoners in private, state, or federal facilities in 2017, and an average of about 

600,000 prisoners are released annually (White, Saunders, Fisher, & Mellow, 2012). 

These statistics highlight the short-term nature of most jail sentences and higher 

inmate turnover compared to prison sentences. Because of the generally shorter 

sentence lengths of jail inmates, it also may be difficult for researchers to obtain and 

maintain a steady sample for recidivism or program evaluation studies in jail settings 

unless researchers opt to retrieve secondary data from jail databases for analyses. 

However, these databases may lack accurate or necessary information needed to assess 

program effectiveness or inmate recidivism.  

Since correctional programs require strict adherence to their intended designs 

based on clinical evidence (including maintaining high program integrity, including 

proper scheduling of treatment), and some programs are several months long, program 

dosage is negatively impacted due to shorter jail sentences (Duwe, 2018). Time 

constraints are perhaps the most significant challenge in implementing programs in jail 

settings as jail inmates typically not detained for long ,and this is especially true for 

pretrial detainees as they are more commonly transferred to a different facility or 

released (Swartz, Lurigio, & Slomka, 1996). 

In 2017, it was found that 19-30% of jails were operating at or above their 

maximum rated capacity (Zeng, 2019). Moreover, Zeng (2019) notes the average jail 

inmate-to-correctional-staff ratio was 4.2 to 1 and other researchers note that this ratio 

can be even wider at times (DeLisi & Conis, 2019). This can make monitoring inmates 

challenging for jails who may be understaffed, and there may not be spare staff for 

correctional program administration or supervision. If there are no trained staff to 
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administer correctional programs, inmates are unable to attend or benefit from such 

programs. 

Cost is another factor that may heavily limits the amount of other program 

resources available. Researchers reported effective correctional programs cost 

approximately $14,000 per inmate served, per year (O'Connor & Perreyclear, 2002); 

such costs have likely risen since this report. For example, the LCDC houses 

approximately 1,200 inmates at any given time. Providing effective correctional 

programs would cost $16,800,000 or more, if all LCDC inmates utilized correctional 

programs annually. Although a specific annual budget for the LCDC could not be 

located, it is expected the LCDC does not receive nearly enough funding to implement 

effective correctional programs for all inmates.  

These issues, and likely several others, make it difficult for jails to properly 

administer effective correctional programs to jail inmates. Prisons generally receive 

more resources to support effective programs and prison inmates are usually sentenced 

long enough to benefit from such programs. However, there exists some literature on 

specific jail programs and their effects on recidivism and other post-release outcomes. 

Specific Jail Programs and Impacts Related to Attendance, Recidivism, and 

Other Outcomes 

 Based on review of some of the current literature concerning correctional 

programming, it is evident that less research exists for jail programming compared 

with prison programming. Further, even less research is available on jail programming 

attendance and its impact on post-release outcomes. Many prison facilities have 

implemented treatment programs to improve prisoner outcomes after being released, 

though similar jail programs are noticeably less common (Gunnison & Helfgott, 2011; 

H. Miller & Miller, 2010; Morrissey et al., 2007). Even so, some research exists on jail 

programs in relation to recidivism, effectiveness, attendance, and other aspects of 

correctional treatment (e.g., Carmody, 2008; Glowa-Kollisch et al., 2014; H. Miller & 

Miller, 2010; Tanja, 2016; Taxman et al., 2007). A number of the programs discussed 

in this section were originally exclusive to prisons and later adapted for jail 
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populations or implemented into jail settings. Common programs implemented into 

jail facilities include general reentry programs that can be unimodal (i.e., target one 

specific risk factor, such as substance abuse) or multimodal (i.e., target multiple risk 

factors such as education, homelessness, mental illness, and employment), educational 

programs, substance abuse programs, and other treatment programs (Berghuis, 2018).  

 Educational and life skills programs. Researchers have observed that 

educational and life skills courses are some of the more commonly offered 

correctional programs accessible to offenders (e.g., Cecil, Drapkin, Mackenzie, & 

Hickman, 2000; Finn, 1998). Educational programs range from informal education 

courses that teach applied life skills (e.g., finance management, healthy habits) to 

more formal educational programs such as GED programs and college courses.  

The Inside Out Prison Exchange Program is an educational program that 

allows college students and jail inmates to take higher education courses together as 

peers (Tanja, 2016). The unique learning experience provided by this program was 

well-received and eventually implemented nationwide, in many correctional facilities 

and academic institutions over the past 20 years. Additionally, the program offers 

benefits to both offenders and college students, such as the ability for criminal justice 

majors (and similar majors) to observe offenders first-hand, the opportunity for inmate 

participants to complete a variety of college level courses, and the increased likelihood 

that an offender may continue their education or gain employment upon completion of 

both the program and their sentence. Though, since the courses are about 16 weeks 

long, Tanja (2016) states that the initial implementation better suited prisons as prison 

populations are more “permanent” than jail populations. However, Tanja notes that 

jails are often more receptive to the program and are usually closer to college 

campuses than prisons, allowing students to more easily travel and participate in the 

program. Despite the positive feedback this program has received from correctional 

administration, there was no mention on any direct impacts on recidivism.  

 A five-year study was conducted by Visian, Burke, and Vivian (2001), 

comparing recidivism rates between jail inmates who obtained college experience 
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(defined as completion of at least one three-credit college level course) from the 

Hampden County Correctional Center’s (HCCC) education department with those—

through matched sampling—who have not. The researchers found that “…an inmate 

who completes at least one college course while incarcerated at HCCC is 21.9% less 

likely to recidivate to our facility 5 years after release, than a comparable inmate who 

does not avail herself or himself of such courses” (p. 162). 

Substance abuse programs.  Substance abuse programs are another category 

of programs jail facilities provide to their inmates. Researchers found approximately 

63% of jail inmates met the requirements for substance use disorder (U.S. Department 

of Justice, 2017). Researchers have also noted substance abuse is one of the more 

common diagnoses in jail settings and is a prominent risk factor leading to recidivism 

(Selling, Lee, Solimo, & Venters, 2015). Fortunately, jails have progressively 

provided substance abuse programs to jail inmates. Taxman et al. (2007) found that 

substance abuse treatment programs are offered at approximately 61% of jails across 

the United States, serving over 47,000 jail inmates. Of the jail inmates who met the 

criteria for substance use disorder or drug dependence or abuse, approximately 22% 

participated in a substance abuse program during their incarceration (U.S. Department 

of Justice, 2017). Prior research has shown that participation in jail substance abuse 

programs may lower recidivism rates amongst criminal justice-involved persons 

(Peters, Kearns, Murrin, Dolente, & May, 1993) by approximately 15 to 17% 

(Mitchell, Wilson, & MacKenzie, 2012). 

 History of substance abuse is common among criminal justice-involved men 

(Doyle, Shakeshaft, Guthrie, Snijder, & Butler, 2019) and is linked to criminal 

behavior (Andrews et al., 2011). Longitudinal research by Gossop and colleagues 

(2008) found that criminal justice-involved persons who attended Alcoholics 

Anonymous (AA) and/or Narcotics Anonymous (NA) programs experienced reduced 

substance use or abuse after a five-year follow-up after release and, importantly, 

program outcomes can be improved with increased attendance. This study followed 

criminal justice-involved persons in residential treatment and no reduction in 
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recidivism was mentioned. Additionally, no recent literature on jail substance abuse 

programs spoke to attendance trends or any reductions in recidivism.  

 Several other jail drug treatment programs and substance abuse programs have 

been rated as promising in their recidivism reduction capabilities, with some being 

classified as effective, per the National Institute of Justice’s Office of Justice 

Programs, who reviews meta-analyses and program evaluation studies to determine 

their potential to reduce recidivism and improve release outcomes. The Auglaize 

County Transition (ACT) program is one such program, deemed promising by the 

National Institute of Justice in 2011. The program officially began in 2004 and 

provides an array of treatment services, like alcohol and drug therapy, group therapy 

sessions, and aftercare and reentry resources. In addition to substance abuse treatment 

services, the program also provides GED courses and testing, anger management 

courses, mental health treatment, life skills classes, and vocational training and 

resources (DeLisi & Conis, 2019). A program evaluation study conducted by H. Miller 

and Miller (2010) found that participation in the ACT program was strongly related to 

rehabilitative and reentry success. Of ACT program attendees annually, it was found 

that only 12% of ACT program participants recidivated after one year of release 

compared to 82% of jail inmates who did not participate in the program (H. Miller & 

Miller, 2010).  

 Bahr, Harris, Strobell, and Taylor (2013) evaluated the On-Unit Treatment 

(OUT) program implemented by the Utah County Jail. It is a 30-day drug treatment 

program intended for jail inmates with short sentences. In their program evaluation, 

Bahr et al. (2013) examined 70 OUT participants who successfully completed the 

short-term program and compared their release outcomes to a matched sample of 70 

jail inmates who did not participate in the program: 27% of OUT participants 

recidivated whereas 46% of nonparticipants recidivated.  

Selling et al. (2015) examined the A Road Not Taken (ARNT) substance abuse 

diversion and treatment program introduced to the New York City Department of 

Corrections jail system in 2008. The program acts as an alternative to further 
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incarceration and allows offenders who meet criteria for substance abuse to receive 

care both while incarcerated and after their release. ARNT is administered by certified 

alcoholism and substance abuse counselors and the program consists of three main 

components: 1) cognitive behavioral therapy through a structured curriculum that 

includes assignments, 2) motivational interviewing in the form of daily group 

counseling sessions and bi-weekly individual counseling sessions with licensed 

professionals, and 3) a therapeutic community in which participants share similar 

goals and responsibilities. Selling and colleagues (2015) noted that those inmates who 

participated in ARNT experienced lower rates of incarceration than they did before 

participating. Such studies highlight the potential for jail substance abuse programs, 

despite being comparatively short-term, to be effective in reducing recidivism in jail 

populations particularly if support continues post-release. 

Cognitive behavioral therapy-based programs. Cognitive behavioral 

therapy (CBT) is one of the more promising treatment approaches and is incorporated 

into many different correctional treatment programs (Bush, Glick, & Taymans, 1998; 

Cox, Allen, Hanser, & Conrad, 2018), such as substance abuse treatment programs 

and mental illness treatment programs. Several meta-analyses that examined studies 

covering various CBT-based programs support the hypothesis that participation in 

such programs effectively reduces recidivism (e.g., Butler, Chapman, Forman, & 

Beck, 2006; Ferguson & Wormith, 2013; French & Gendreau, 2006; Landenberger & 

Lipsey, 2005; Lipsey et al., 2007; Wilson, Bouffard, & MacKenzie, 2005). CBT 

programs reduce recidivism by approximately 15% (Aos et al., 2006) to 25% (Lipsey 

et al., 2007) and produce some of the more significant effect sizes when compared to 

non-CBT programs (Ferguson & Wormith, 2013; French & Gendreau, 2006; Lipsey et 

al., 2007; Litschge, Vaughn, & McCrea, 2010). CBT programs generally address 

antisocial thinking and deviant behaviors related to crime and delinquency through 

reinforcement and punishment (Duwe, 2017) and are effective at shifting an offenders’ 

thinking and behavioral patterns from antisocial to prosocial (Lipsey, 2009). 
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 Some specific CBT-based programs include Moral Reconation Therapy 

(MRT), Reasoning & Rehabilitation (R&R), The Beyond the Bridge program, and 

Thinking for a Change (TFAC). MRT is an effective treatment approach for offenders 

from “resistant” population groups who characteristically have a strong resistance to 

treatment, low self-esteem, strong narcissism, limited self-concept, and strong defense 

mechanisms (Little & Robinson, 1988). MRT is meant to lessen antisocial behavior 

and thinking and instill a sense of identity and enhanced morals. One study found that 

of the 81 inmates who attended an MRT-based jail program, 63% were less likely to 

recidivate compared to those who did not attend (Miller, Barnes, & Miller, 2017)   . 

The R&R program addresses antisocial thoughts that could lead to criminal 

behavior and studies have revealed positive short- and long-term results concerning its 

effectiveness in reducing recidivism and instilling prosocial thinking and behavior 

(Berman, 2008). Through a meta-analysis of 16 R&R programs between Canada, the 

United States, and the United Kingdom, researchers found program attendees 

experience 14% average decrease in recidivism compared to those who do not attend 

R&R programs. A modified treatment program based on R&R was developed for 

inmates with mental illness. The Reasoning & Rehabilitation Mental Health Program 

(R&R2MHP) was found to be effective for mentally ill persons of various ages, ethnic 

backgrounds, and different risk levels and that stable mental health was a prominent 

factor that predicted program treatment completion (Young, Das, & Gudjonsson, 

2016). Another CBT-based mental health program, Beyond the Bridge, was 

extensively evaluated since its conception in 2010 and researchers found that program 

attendees experienced significant reductions in recidivism (RR = 0.70; 95% CI = 0.59, 

0.83) compared to those who chose not to engage in the program (Glowa-Kollisch et 

al., 2014). 

TFAC is an integrated cognitive behavioral therapy curriculum meant to teach 

and develop prosocial attitudes and appropriate problem-solving skills. Developed by 

Bush et al. (1998) and the National Institute of Corrections (NIC), TFAC aims to 

change the overall antisocial thinking of offenders. An evaluative test of TFAC 
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indicated that inmates who participated in TFAC had significantly lower rates of 

recidivism compared to inmates who did not participate in the program (Lowenkamp, 

Hubbard, Makarios, & Latessa, 2009). 

Overall, based on the discussed literature, CBT programs have been found to 

reduce prison misconduct; reduce recidivism; and shift antisocial thinking, behavior, 

and problem solving to more prosocial attitudes and approaches.  

Faith-based programs. Adherence to a religion and offender rehabilitation 

have been connected. There are a number of faith-based correctional programs, though 

most of the relevant literature concerns prison fellowship or faith-based programs 

(e.g., Daggett, Camp, Kwon, Rosenmerkel, & Klein-Saffran, 2008; Dammer, 2002; 

Johnson, 2004; Johnson et al., 1997). The general consensus of the research seems to 

be that faith-based programs may provide offenders with prosocial support for 

successful reentry (Daggett et al., 2008; Duwe, 2017).   

Purpose of the Current Study 

Research on jail programs and jail recidivism is limited compared to literature 

on prison programs and prison recidivism. This study sought to address this gap in the 

existing literature by determining if certain factors influenced jail programming 

attendance or recidivism at the LCDC for adult males booked between January 1, 

2015 and June 30, 2017. Independent variables including demographics (i.e., age and 

race), homelessness, employment, education, diagnosis of a mental illness recorded at 

initial booking; and dependent variables including number of rearrests and offense 

type at each arrest (i.e., misdemeanor, felony) were examined. This study also 

analyzed the frequency of jail programming attendance for each program offered at 

the LCDC to determine which programs are most and least attended by which kinds of 

inmates (based on inmate-specific variables), and if the frequency of attendance had 

any impact on the described outcomes. More specifically, this study intended to 

determine if jail programming attendance impacts recidivism rate. To accomplish the 

goals of this study, four research questions were considered: 
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Research Question 1. What programs were offered by the LCDC in the 

timeframe of interest?  

This question did not have a corresponding hypothesis as it was purely 

descriptive in nature.  

 Research Question 2. What programs were attended by the sample during the 

timeframe of interest?  

This research question is also descriptive and did not have a corresponding 

hypothesis.   

Research Question 3. Does participation in appropriate correctional programs that 

target established risk factors positively impact recidivism relative to indeterminate or 

inappropriate correctional programs?. 

Hypothesis One. Those in jail for at least 60 days who attended a higher 

number of individual appropriate correctional programs will have a lower 

rate of recidivism than those who attended inappropriate or indeterminate 

correctional programs.  

Hypothesis Two. Those who have a greater number of days of attendance 

across appropriate programs will have a lower rate of recidivism than those 

who attended fewer days of appropriate programming. 

Hypothesis Three. There will be a significant interaction between the 

number of appropriate programs attended and the number of days of 

attendance on rate of recidivism. 

Addressing this research question required examining the independent 

variables’ relationship with the type of program(s) attendance, number of days of 

attendance, and the interaction of the number of programs attended and days of 

attendance to discover if there are programs that certain demographics of inmates 

preferred to attend or avoid. This research question did not have a corresponding 

hypothesis as it was exploratory. 
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Evidence on program attendance’s impact on recidivism may provide 

correctional facilities with information that can be used to work towards improving 

correctional programming in jails to enhance participation and lower recidivism. Other 

implications of this study are discussed in later chapters. The methodology for the 

current study follows in Chapter II, with results provided (Chapter III) and discussed 

afterward (Chapter IV). Finally, limitations and future directions for further research 

will be provided (Chapter IV). 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Participants  

 Before data collection could begin, Texas Tech University’s Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) required a full-board review (see Appendix A) to determine if 

participants could be at risk of any foreseeable harm. Full-board review was required 

as this study involved incarcerated persons, and incarcerated persons are considered a 

vulnerable population requiring additional protections. These protections included 

only using de-identified data in analyses and reported results, as well as keeping all 

identifiable data on-site at the Lubbock County Detention Center (LCDC) (thus, data 

collection took place exclusively at the LCDC). Although no physical interactions 

took place between the researcher and any of the participants, and this study did not 

require any manipulation of treatment conditions or variables as only secondary data 

was reviewed, the data collected for this study nonetheless belonged to jail inmates 

and thus full board review was required. After IRB approval was granted (see 

Appendix A for approval letter), data collection began in Summer 2018. 

Sample size. A statistical G*Power analysis for a multiple regression (Faul, 

Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009) indicated the minimum number of participants 

required for a power of 0.80 was 311 based on the seven predictor variables involved 

in this study (i.e., age, race, homelessness, employment, education, and mental illness, 

and offense type), expecting a small effect size and an alpha of 0.05. In case further 

exclusion criteria eliminated participants later in the study, 320 participants were 

targeted. 

 Sample selection. The targeted sample for this study were inmates 

incarcerated at the LCDC for at least 60 days and booked between January 1, 2015 

and June 30, 2017. Sixty days was chosen as a minimum incarceration length as it 

allowed inmates sufficient time to attend correctional programs after their initial 

orientation (which lasts a few weeks following initial booking). The date range of 
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January 1, 2015 to June 30, 2017 was chosen as program attendance records and 

homelessness data did not exist before 2015 (personal communication, R. Brockman, 

March 19, 2018) and a cut-off date was needed as it allowed sufficient time for 

participants to attend programs after booking and orientation as well as to recidivate 

upon release. All inmates within the sample were required to be released by December 

31, 2018, which was selected as the ending cut-off date to prevent participants being 

selected that would not have had enough time to recidivate within the timeframe. 

Inmates needed to be males at least 18 years of age. Female inmates and those 

who were awaiting transfer to a separate facility or another county were excluded. Far 

fewer programs are offered for female inmates at LCDC (personal communication, R. 

Brockman, March 19, 2018) and inmates awaiting transfer would not represent the 

target population. Further, inmates with missing or expunged records were excluded as 

arrest data and attendance data were either significantly limited or missing altogether 

for these inmates. There were no direct benefits to participants, and the risks of 

participation were no more than the risks of daily life. As noted previously, there was 

no interaction between the researcher and participants; the data was obtained through 

secondary analysis. All data was retrieved from jail booking databases. Two of the 

databases are collectively known as Jail Booking (JBK). One of the JBK databases 

contains exhaustive booking records for all inmates booked in Lubbock County, 

including partially expunged records. This data contains demographics, all prior 

bookings in Lubbock County, photographs, criminal organization affiliation 

information, health records, movement records, times and dates, and other information 

for most inmates (exceptions include inmates booked more than about 10-20+ years 

prior to 2019, who are missing some points of data, such as age or photographs). The 

other JBK database is a web application (though only accessible from the LCDC by 

staff and verified volunteers) and displays further movement information, including 

that for program sign-in and sign-outs. This database contained information 

concerning most activities inmates are able to participate in while in the LCDC. 

Essentially, this is the database containing information related to the inmate’s 

wristband being scanned by jail staff. Several activities related to normal jail operation 
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requiring scanning. For example, every meal received is logged with a scan, with 

specific time and date for morning, afternoon, and evening meals; close watches (e.g., 

suicide watch or observations for medical purposed) require a scan; appearing for 

medical appointments, tablet rentals; receiving commissary; jail housing assignments 

or reassignments (scanning to and from these locations); and most importantly, 

program attendance data (a scan for entering the classroom where the program is 

held). Case Analysis is another jail database and contained further information related 

to each booking, such as time, date, location, arresting officer, and offense type of 

each arrest. Much of the information in this database was identical to information 

displayed within the JBK databases. However, inconsistencies existed between the 

data displayed across these two databases and will be discussed further in Chapter IV. 

 The exclusion of participants started with a total sample of 44,345 inmates 

booked between January 1, 2015 and June 30, 2017. These records were compiled by 

LCDC staff (i.e., KiCorp, the database manager for LCDC) for the purpose of this 

study and contained within one spreadsheet. This file included female inmates and 

inmates with incomplete data sets (i.e., expunged records). When female records were 

excluded from this data, the sample size decreased to 33,416. When expunged records 

were then excluded, the sample size decreased further to 29,206. 

Further exclusions needed to be conducted, such as excluding those 

incarcerated for fewer than 60 days during this timeframe. However, the spreadsheet 

provided did not include any release dates. Random numbers were assigned to each of 

the 29,206 records and the list of records was randomly shuffled using the 

“=RAND()” formula and Sort functions in Excel. Release dates were obtained from 

JBK and added to the Excel sheet one-by-one for 1,164 records until 320 met the 

minimum 60 day booking requirement Using an equation to determine the number of 

days between booking and release date, only those who were incarcerated for 60 days 

or more during the timeframe of interest were included for further analyses. The 

equation was placed in a column within the sheet and row by row, each record was 

searched by booking number to retrieve the release date from JBK. This release date 
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was placed into the column with the date formula and if the result was 60 days or 

more, the booking record was selected for further analysis. If the number of days was 

fewer than 60, it was noted as not eligible for inclusion in the sample and the next row 

was examined in the same manner. This process was repeated a total of 1,164 times, 

totaling 1,164 records that were searched in JBK and other jail booking databases (i.e., 

Crime Analysis) before 320 eligible records were selected to be the sample for this 

study. Though the power analysis stated 311 were needed, 320 were collected in case 

some participants needed to be excluded later in the study. Each record took 

approximately 10 to 30 minutes, or longer, to process. Processing times varied widely 

depending on how much data (i.e., number of programs attended and how frequently, 

number of prior arrests, and so forth) belonged to the specific booking number of the 

participant. 

Of those 320, four participants were being held for Texas Department of 

Criminal Justice (TDCJ) or United States Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

(ICE) and were excluded from further analysis. Three further participants were 

missing required data (e.g., correct age information for the booking of interest. Correct 

age was calculated by subtracting the booking of interest date from the reported date 

of birth, with all dates obtained from JBK) from within JBK and also were excluded, 

bringing the total sample for analysis to 313. As this study is primarily descriptive in 

nature, descriptive information related to the participants can be found following 

Procedures in Final Sample Characteristics. 

Procedures 

As additional (i.e., other that gender) demographic information was not 

included within the data provided by the LCDC, further information for each 

participant was retrieved from JBK by the researcher. Each participant’s race was 

retrieved from that specific booking of interest; this is important to note as some of the 

participants were listed as different races (usually switching between White and 

Hispanic) across different arrests. The years of age at the booking of interest for each 

participant also was retrieved from JBK and was checked for accuracy using an Excel 
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formula to subtract the indicated date of birth from the arrest date. The self-reported 

data obtained during the booking interview with LCDC staff of diagnosis of a mental 

illness, secondary education status (i.e., high school diploma, GED, or none), 

employment status, and homelessness status at current arrest were extracted from 

within JBK and added to the data set. Again, some of these data points were 

inconsistent across each booking. Offense type of the arrest of interest was retrieved 

from JBK and was recorded as indicated within JBK (i.e., misdemeanor, felony, or 

parole and/or probation violation). If a participant’s arrest was characterized by 

multiple offense types, the most severe offense type was recorded. For instance, if a 

participant was arrested for one felony charge and two misdemeanor charges, he was 

listed arrested for a felony charge.  

 Recidivism also was calculated for each participant. The measure of recidivism 

used in this current study was another booking into LCDC for any reason, regardless 

of offense, within at least one year of the release date of the reviewed record of 

interest. This measure of recidivism was chosen over others (e.g., a return to jail for a 

new offense, or receiving a new sentence) as the specific incarceration status (i.e., 

awaiting trial, already convicted at time of review and serving their sentence, etc.) of 

inmates was unknown for many on JBK databases. Recidivism was calculated by 

subtracting the release date of the reviewed record of interest from the subsequent 

arrest date and was measured in number of days. 

Program-related data. This study also sought to understand program-related 

data. The sample of programs used for this study was limited by the dates the program 

was actively offered (programs offered only before 2015 or only after 2017 were 

excluded). For a program’s attendance data to be examined, the program had to be 

offered at some time between January 1, 2015 and June 30, 2018. This inclusion 

criteria resulted in 39 LCDC programs being included in this study. A complete list of 

programs was provided by LCDC program staff and a list of programs that were 

offered between January 1, 2015 and June 30, 2018 was also generated from JBK by 

LCDC staff and supplied to the researcher. The report supplied by the LCDC 
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programs staff listed program codes, program titles, and the total number of inmates 

(booked between the specified timeframe) that attended each program listed. The 

method of instruction as well as descriptions for most programs were provided by 

LCDC program staff (R. Brockman & T. Elliott, personal communication, August 2 & 

12, 2019) and are included in as part of the results in Chapter III as they are related to 

Research Question 1. 

To retrieve program attendance data, inmate movement data contained within 

JBK was used. Inmates wear wristbands with barcodes, and security staff scan this 

barcode every time an inmate moves to and from a location within the jail. These 

scans translate to the inmate movement data. Movement data for each of the 313 

participants was reviewed to reveal which programs were attended by each participant 

and the cumulative number of instances each program was attended for each 

participant for the booking of interest between January 1, 2015 and June 30, 2017. Full 

results of programming attendance can be found in Table 3.2 in Chapter III. 

Final Sample Characteristics 

The final sample included male inmates between the ages of 18 and 68 years 

(M = 34.2, SD = 10.9), all of whom had been arrested at least once between January 1, 

2015 and June 30, 2017, for at least 60 days. Of the 313 subjects, 30.4% were White, 

23% were Black, and 46.6% were Hispanic (considered a race in JBK databases). 

Concerning mental illness, 237 (75.7%) subjects self-reported not having any 

diagnosed mental illness while 76 (24.3%) self-reported having at least one mental 

illness. Regarding education at the booking of interest for each participant, 132 

(42.2%) had a high school diploma, 81 (25.9%) had a GED, 100 (31.9%) had neither a 

high school diploma nor GED, and 12 (3.8%) were pursuing further education at the 

time of the arrest. Of the 313 subjects, 186 (59.4%) were unemployed at the arrest of 

interest while 127 (40.6%) reported being employed at the time of arrest. Concerning 

homelessness status at the booking of interest, 301 (96.2%) reported not being 

homeless while 12 (3.8%) reported being homeless. The majority of arrests were for 
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felony offenses (62.9%), 33.5% for misdemeanors, and 3.5% for parole or probation 

violations. Summary demographics can be found in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1 

Summary Demographics of Sample (N = 313) 

Demographic Count Percentage 

Race 

White 95 30% 

Black 72 23% 

Hispanic 146 47% 

   

Age 

17-30 30 9% 

22-29 84 27% 

30-39 122 39% 

40-49 40 13% 

50+ 37 12% 

   

Mental Illness 
No 

Yes 

237 

76 

76% 

24% 

   

Education 

None 100 32% 

High School 132 42% 

GED 81 26% 

   

Employment 
No 

Yes 

186 

127 

59% 

41% 

   

Homelessness 
No 

Yes 

301 

12 

96% 

4% 

   

Offense Type 

Misdemeanor 

Felony 

Probation/Parole 

105 

197 

11 

33.5% 

63% 

3.5% 

Note. W, B, and H denote White, Black, and Hispanic, respectively. HS and GED denote high school 

and certificate of General Education Development, respectively. M, F, and P denote misdemeanor, 

felony, and probation/parole violation, respectively.  
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSES 

Main Analyses  

Research Question One. Research question one addressed the programs 

offered by the LCDC. The LCDC offered a total of 39 programs between January 

2015 and December 2018. A list of the programs and their descriptions can be found 

in Table 3.1. In Table 3.1, the method of instruction was provided by LCDC program 

staff. The appropriateness of the program in its targeting of risk factors of recidivism 

also was included in this table for each program. The appropriateness was determined 

based on the program description and any existing literature that has demonstrated the 

program’s effectiveness within other correctional facilities. Relevant dosage 

information for each program was not included in this table as this information was 

not provided by LCDC program staff or available on JBK; it is unclear if dosage 

information is maintained by LCDC program staff.  

Categories indicated for each program were determined by the researcher and 

were based on available program descriptions and targeted criminogenic risk factors 

(see Exploratory Analyses). Assignment of these categories were necessary as it was 

thought that different categories of programs may be attended by certain types of 

inmates or certain categories of programs are more impactful in terms of reducing 

recidivism. 

Program descriptions were obtained through personal communication with 

LCDC program staff (R. Brockman & T. Elliott, personal communication, August 2 & 

12, 2019). Additional program descriptions were obtained from the National Institute 

of Justice (2019) where applicable. Programs in bold were unattended by any 

participant in the sample and were excluded from further main analyses (and thus not 

coded). Thirty-two programs remained for further analyses. 

 For clarification, Step-Up was treated as a program in JBK though inmates are 

not required to sign in as they reside in the designated Step-Up pod (housing unit) and 
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attend a curriculum of required programs (these required programs comprise the 

overall Step-Up program). The programs required by Step-Up were considered 

standalone courses in JBK, and for the purposes of this study attendance in these 

required programs was measured as with the non-Step-Up-related programs. Positive 

Perspectives and Healthy Habits shared identical program descriptions; it was unclear 

if they were actually different programs. However, Healthy Habits was not attended 

by anyone in the sample and was excluded from further analyses. 
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Table 3.1  

Comprehensive List and Descriptions of LCDC Programs Offered Between January 2015 and December 2018 (N = 39) 

Program Name 

(Code) 
Category Description1 

Principal 

Targeted 

Risk Factor 

Level of 

Appropriateness 

in Addressing 

Targeted Risk 

Factor 

Instruction 

Method 

Addiction 

Recovery (ADR) 

Substance 

Abuse 
None provided 

Substance 

Abuse 
Appropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

              

Addictions (ADD) 
Substance 

Abuse 

Non-faith based. It 

encompasses all forms 

of addiction. 

Substance 

Abuse 
Appropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

            

Alcoholics 

Anonymous 

(ALC) 

Substance 

Abuse 

A faith-based 

substance abuse 

support program for 

those whom abuse 

alcohol. 

Substance 

Abuse 
Appropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

            

Anger 

Management 

(AGR) 

Pro-social 

A program intended to 

teach ways to 

recognize signs of 

anger before they 

become 

unmanageable. 

Antisocial 

Behavior 
Indeterminate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 
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Art Classes (ART) 
Artistic 

Expression 

A program that allows 

participants to express 

themselves through 

various creative 

mediums such as 

painting, drawing, and 

so on. 

Leisure and 

Recreation 
Inappropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

or 

volunteer 

            

Barber Program 

(BAR) 
Vocational None provided School/Work Inappropriate 

Licensed 

barber 

            

Bible Study (BIB) Religious 
Studies over religious 

text. 
None Inappropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

or 

volunteer 

            

Church (CHR) Religious 

Religious services 

held outside of cell 

area on weekends. 

None Inappropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

or 

volunteer 

               

Criminal Conduct 

(CRC) 
Unknown None provided Unknown Appropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

               

Emotional 

Intelligence (EMI) 
Pro-social 

Program intended to 

provide inmates with 

skills necessary to 

perceive or process 

None Indeterminate 
Full-time 

LCDC staff 

Table 3.1 Continued 
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emotions so they may 

understand and act on 

them more 

appropriately. 

               

Employment 

Skills (EML) 
Vocational 

Program intended to 

teach resume building, 

interview etiquette, 

and other employment 

skills to become more 

professionally 

marketable. 

Work/School Appropriate 
Full-time 

LCDC staff 

               

Empowerment 

(EMP) 
Pro-social 

Rehabilitative program 

meant for victims of 

sex trafficking, sexual 

assault or other sexual 

abuse. 

None Inappropriate 
Full-time 

LCDC staff 

               

Financial Planning 

(FIN) 
Educational 

Programming intended 

to teach budgeting 

skills, fiscal 

management, 

investment skills, and 

overall financial 

management. 

None Inappropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

or 

volunteer 

               

GED Classes and 

Testing (GED) 
Educational 

Educational 

programming 

alternative to a high 

School/Work Indeterminate 
Program 

department; 

Table 3.1 Continued 

Table 3.1 Continued 
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school diploma. 

Courses administered 

by volunteer academic 

staff and examination 

administered online. 

through 

computer 

               

Gentlemen’s 

Etiquette (GNT) 
Pro-social 

Programming intended 

to teach proper 

masculine behavior 

concerning 

respect/self-respect, 

self-love, and self-

care. 

Antisocial 

Behavior 
Inappropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

or 

volunteer 

               

Good Lives Model 

Program (GLM) 
Pro-social 

Similar to RNR model 

of treatment, though 

GLM emphasizes 

strength whereas RNR 

emphasizes deficits 

(i.e., criminogenic 

needs) (Andrews, 

Bonta, & Wormith, 

2011) 

Antisocial 

Behavior 
Appropriate Unknown 

      

Interpersonal 

Skills (INS) 
Pro-social 

Program intended to 

provide inmates with 

skills necessary to get 

along well with others. 

Criminal 

Associates 
Indeterminate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

               

Table 3.1 Continued 
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Life Skills Classes 

(LFS) 
Educational 

Program intended to 

teach basic skills 

necessary for 

improved quality of 

life in preparation for 

release. 

School/Work Appropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

or 

volunteer 

with open 

forum 

format 

               

Living Free (LIF) Unknown None provided Unknown Indeterminate Unknown 

               

Men’s Group 

(MGP) 
Unknown 

A support group that 

discusses a variety of 

topics pertinent to 

men. 

Unknown Inappropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

or 

volunteer. 

               

Narcotics 

Anonymous 

(NAR) 

Substance 

Abuse 

A faith-based 

substance abuse 

treatment program. 

Substance 

Abuse 
Appropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

               

Parenting Class 

(PAT) 
Pro-social 

A class offered by a 

CPS certified 

volunteer, it is 

intended to help 

inmates learn to 

implement or improve 

positive 

communication habits, 

domestic structure, 

Family Appropriate 

Child 

Protective 

Service-

certified 

volunteer 

Table 3.1 Continued 
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household roles, 

nurturance, and other 

familial skills. 

               

Positive 

Perspectives 

(POS) 

Pro-social 

Program intended to 

teach practical 

applications of 

perspective changes 

necessary for 

continuous success 

(i.e., reintegration). 

Antisocial 

Cognition 
Indeterminate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

               

Rational Emotive 

Behavioral 

Therapy (R[E]BT) 

Pro-social 

A life skills group 

therapy curriculum 

intended to teach 

inmates how to apply 

REBT techniques to 

their personal lives. 

Developed by 

psychologist Albert 

Ellis, it is meant to 

assist inmates in 

changing their 

irrational beliefs. 

Antisocial 

Cognition 
Appropriate Unknown 

               

Relationship 

Boundaries (RBS) 
Unknown None provided Unknown Indeterminate Volunteer 

               

Table 3.1 Continued 

Table 3.1 Continued 
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Religious Activity 

(REA) 
Religious None provided None Inappropriate Unknown 

               

Step-Up Program 

(STP) 
Comprehensive 

At the time of this 

study, The Step-Up 

Program is unique to 

the LCDC. It requires 

inmates to attend at 

least four classes per 

day. The classes vary, 

but usually include 

anger management, 

job skills, group 

therapy, and yoga, 

among other available 

courses. All inmates 

participating in this 

program are housed in 

the same group of 

cells, known as a pod. 

Multiple Indeterminate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

and 

volunteer 

               

Texas Workforce 

(TWF) 
Vocational None provided Work/School Indeterminate 

Certified 

contractor 

               

Therapeutic 

Writing (THW) 

Artistic 

Expression 

Also known as slam 

poetry, this program is 

meant to help inmates 

express themselves 

Leisure and 

Recreation 
Inappropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

or 

volunteer 

Table 3.1 Continued 
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through alternative 

methods of 

communication. 

               

Thinking for a 

Change (THC) 
Unknown 

Developed by the 

National Institute of 

Justice, this program 

aims to change the 

criminogenic thinking 

of offenders through a 

cognitive-behavioral 

curriculum. 

Antisocial 

Cognition 
Appropriate Unknown 

               

Yoga (YOG) Physical 

Recreational 

programming that 

incorporates physical, 

mental, and spiritual 

exercises. 

Leisure and 

Recreation 
Inappropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

      

Cognitive 

Thinking 
Pro-social 

Program intended to 

address—and 

correct—existing 

cognitive biases and 

justifications that 

reinforce or sustain 

criminal behavior. 

Antisocial 

Cognition 
Appropriate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

      

Entrepreneurship Vocational 

Programming intended 

to provide 

supplemental 

Work/School Appropriate 
Full-time 

LCDC staff 

Table 3.1 Continued 
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vocational skills to 

improve 

employability, 

including self-

employment 

strategies, budgeting, 

and more. 

      

Healthy Habits Pro-social 

Program intended to 

teach practical 

applications of 

perspective changes 

necessary for 

continuous success 

(i.e., reintegration). 

Antisocial 

Cognition 
Indeterminate 

Full-time 

LCDC staff 

               

Healing 

Perspectives 
Pro-social 

Program meant to alter 

inmates’ current 

perspectives on life to 

improve well-being 

and develop pro-social 

skills. Program 

appears identical with 

Healthy 

Habits/Positive 

Perspectives program 

based on the provided 

descriptions. 

Antisocial 

Cognition 
Appropriate Unknown 

      

Table 3.1 Continued 
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Note. Bolded programs were unattended by the sample and were not included in further analyses. 

1Program descriptions from LCDC staff or National Institute of Justice (2019) where applicable. 
 

Quilters Guild 

Class 

Artistic 

Expression 

Applied programming 

that allows 

participants to learn 

the fundamentals of 

quilting. 

Leisure and 

Recreation 
Inappropriate Volunteer 

      

Re-Entry Unknown 

Program incorporating 

all re-entry services 

intended to assist with 

developing various 

skills needed to 

successfully 

reintegrate into 

society. 

Unknown Appropriate 
Full-time 

LCDC staff 

      

Save a Life Unknown None provided Unknown Indeterminate Unknown 

      

Welding Unknown 
A general welding 

class. 
Unknown Inappropriate Unknown 

Table 3.1 Continued 
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Research Question Two. Research Question Two addressed the attendance at 

the programs identified by Research Question One. The 32 programs in Table 3.3 

were attended by a portion of the sample (n = 263; 84%) between the observed 

timeframe. The remaining portion (n = 50; 16%) of the sample did not attend any of 

the available programs during the examined timeframe. The average number of total 

different programs attended for the sample was 3.89 (SD = 4.00.) Table 3.2 displays a 

breakdown of how many participants attended a number of programs. For instance, 13 

participants attended six different programs during their incarceration. No participants 

attended 10, 11, 12, 19, or 21 individual programs and no participants attended more 

than 22 individual programs. 

Table 3.2 

Number of Individual Programs Attended by the Sample (n = 263) 

Number of Individual Programs Attended  Frequency 

1  68 (26%) 

2  67 (25%) 

3  34 (13%) 

4  30 (11%) 

5  13 (5%) 

6  13 (5%) 

7  11 (4%) 

8  2 (<1%) 

9  6 (2%) 

13  1 (<1%) 

14  5 (2%) 

15  3 (1%) 

16  1 (<1%) 

17  4 (2%) 

18  3 (1%) 

20  1 (<1%) 

22  1 (<1%) 

 

Table 3.3 displays the frequency of attendance for the sample that attended 

programs (n = 263). The programs are ordered from most attended to least attended 

based on total number of days attended by the sample and programs in bold were 
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examined for further analyses as they had the largest number of individual participants 

during the timeframe. 

 Of the top ten programs that were attended most frequently within the set 

timeframe by the sample, three were pro-social programs. This category of programs 

also was the most attended based on the cumulative number of days (n = 1,280). The 

next most frequently attended programs were religious (n = 1,092) and substance 

abuse (n = 979) programs. In terms of appropriate, inappropriate, and indeterminant 

program attendance rates, 64% (n = 199) of the sample attended at least one 

appropriate program, 52% (n = 163) of the sample attended inappropriate programs, 

and 51% (n = 160) attended indeterminant programs. Table 3.3 shows how 

infrequently appropriate programs were actually attended by the sample compared to 

inappropriate and indeterminate programs. 

Table 3.3  

Programs Attended by Sample Between January 2015 to December 2018 

 

Program Name 

Principal 

Targeted Risk 

Factor 

Level of 

Appropriateness 

in Addressing 

Targeted Risk 

Factor 

Number of 

Times 

Program 

was 

Collectively 

Attended by 

Sample 

(n = 263) 

Percentage of 

Sample 

Attended 

Program at 

Least Once 

(n = 263) 

Anger 

Management 

Antisocial 

Behavior 
Indeterminate 930 53% 

Addictions 
Substance 

Abuse 
Appropriate 647 39% 

Bible Study None Inappropriate 585 39% 

Religious 

Activity 
None Inappropriate 507 41% 

Alcoholics 

Anonymous 

Substance 

Abuse 
Appropriate 266 34% 
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Life Skills 

Classes 
School/Work Appropriate 224 13% 

Interpersonal 

Skills 

Criminal 

Associates 
Indeterminate 175 19% 

Parenting 

Class 
Family Appropriate 175 22% 

Art Classes 
Leisure and 

Recreation 
Inappropriate 130 16% 

Emotional 

Intelligence 
None Indeterminant 122 8% 

Therapeutic 

Writing 

Leisure and 

Recreation 
Inappropriate 87 7% 

Financial 

Planning 
None Inappropriate 82 8% 

GED Classes 

and Testing 
School/Work Indeterminate 78 9% 

Men’s Group Unknown Inappropriate 68 12% 

Narcotics 

Anonymous 

Substance 

Abuse 
Appropriate 66 13% 

Rational 

Emotive 

Behavioral 

Therapy 

(REBT) 

Antisocial 

Cognition 
Appropriate 60 5% 

Yoga Leisure and 

Recreation 
Inappropriate 48 8% 

Addiction 

Recovery 
Substance Abuse Appropriate 46 7% 

Step Up 

Program 
Unknown Indeterminate 241 9% 

Empowerment None Inappropriate 25 4% 

Church None Inappropriate 19 2% 

Table 3.3 Continued 
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Employment 

Skills 
Work/School Appropriate 18 3% 

Positive 

Perspectives 

Antisocial 

Cognition 
Indeterminate 16 1% 

Texas 

Workforce 
Work/School Indeterminate 13 3% 

Thinking for a 

Change 

Antisocial 

Cognition 
Appropriate 11 1% 

Living Free Unknown Indeterminate 7 2% 

Relationship 

Boundaries 
Unknown Indeterminate 7 0.38% 

Barber 

Program 
School/Work Inappropriate 6 1% 

Good Lives 

Model 

Program 

Antisocial 

Behavior 
Appropriate 6 0.38% 

Gentlemen’s 

Etiquette 

Antisocial 

Behavior 
Inappropriate 5 0.38% 

Criminal 

Conduct 
Unknown Appropriate 1 0.38% 

Note.  Programs in bold were attended by a high percentage of the sample, representing the ten 

programs with the highest cumulative attendance rates. 
1Data on the Step-Up program was analyzed differently from other listed programs as it was coded only 

as attended or not, instead of by cumulative number of days of attendance; days of attendance was not 

available for this program. 
2“Not listed” indicates program attendance information was not available from the LCDC databases at 

the time of data collection. 

 
 Research Question Three. For analysis of Research Question Three, three 

hypotheses were addressed to determine if program attendance, and appropriateness of 

the program attended, had any impact on recidivism. 

Hypothesis One. A linear regression was conducted to determine if there was 

a difference in the attendance of appropriate, inappropriate, or indeterminate programs 

on recidivism based on the number those programs attended. Program attendance did 

Table 3.3 Continued 



Texas Tech University, Preston Eliel McCullough, December 2019 

53 

not statistically significantly predict recidivism, F(3, 309) = .438, p > .726, R2 = .004. 

The Pearson correlation results revealed that the number of times appropriate 

programs were attended and the number of days between release date for the booking 

of interest and subsequent arrest date were not correlated, r(313) = -.045, p = ..215). 

Therefore, Hypothesis One is not supported.  

Hypothesis Two. It was hypothesized that those who have a greater number of 

days of attendance across appropriate programs will have a lower rate of recidivism 

than those who attended fewer days of appropriate programs (i.e., greater attendance 

of inappropriate and indeterminate programs). A linear regression revealed that the 

total number of days of attendance across appropriate programs did not statistically 

significantly predict recidivism F(3, 309) = .178, p > .911, R2 = .002; Hypothesis Two 

is not supported. 

Hypothesis Three. It was hypothesized there will be a significant interaction 

between the number of individual appropriate, inappropriate, and indeterminant 

programs attended and the total number of days of attendance across appropriate, 

inappropriate, and indeterminant programs on rate of recidivism. A multiple linear 

regression was conducted to predict recidivism based on the number of individual 

appropriate, inappropriate, and indeterminant programs attended and the total number 

of times appropriate, inappropriate, and indeterminant programs were attended. These 

variables did not statistically significantly predict recidivism, F(6, 306) = .269, p = 

.951, R2 = .005. Both number of programs attended and number of times attended 

programs were not significant predictors of recidivism. Therefore, Hypothesis Three is 

not supported. 

Research Question Four. Addressing this research question required 

examining the independent variables (i.e., age, race, education, homelessness, 

employment, mental illness, and offense type) with the type of individual program(s) 

attended and number of cumulative days of attendance to discover if there are 

programs that certain demographics of inmates preferred to attend or avoid. This 
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research question did not have a corresponding hypothesis as it was exploratory and 

was assessed using a multivariate analysis. 

Race. There were no statistically significant differences of individual programs 

attended and the number of times these programs were attended based on a 

participant’s race, F(4, 380) = 1.41, p > .05; Wilk’s Λ = .998. Since the model was not 

significant, further follow-up tests were not performed. 

Age. There were no statistically significant differences in individual programs 

attended and the number of times these programs were attended based on a 

participant’s age, F(8, 380) = .643, p > .05; Wilk’s Λ = .973. Since the model was not 

significant, further follow-up tests were not performed. 

 Mental illness. There were no statistically significant differences in individual 

programs attended and the number of times these programs were attended based on a 

participant’s self-reported mental illness, F(2, 190) = 3.39, p > .05; Wilk’s Λ = .966. 

Since the model was not significant, further follow-up tests were not performed. 

However, the relationship between mental illness and the number of top ten programs 

attended approached significance (p = .079, ƞ2 < .01). 

 Education. There were no statistically significant differences in individual 

programs attended and the number of times these programs were attended based on a 

participant’s education level, F(4, 380) = 3.48, p > .05; Wilk’s Λ = .931. The 

relationship between level of education and number of top ten programs attended 

approached significance (p = .054, ƞ2 <.01. Since the model was not significant, 

further follow-up tests were not performed. 

Employment. There were no statistically significant differences in individual 

programs attended and the number of times these programs were attended based on a 

participant’s employment status, F(2, 190) = 2.18, p > .05; Wilk’s Λ = .978. The 

relationship between employment and number of top ten programs attended 

approached significance (p = .070, ƞ2 <.01). Since the model was not significant, 

further follow-up tests were not performed. 
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Homelessness. There were no statistically significant difference in individual 

programs attended and the number of times these programs were attended based on a 

participant’s homelessness status, F(2, 190) = .078, p > .05; Wilk’s Λ = .999. Since 

the model was not significant, further follow-up tests were not performed. 

Offense type. There were no statistically significant difference in individual 

programs attended and the number of times these programs were attended based on a 

participant’s offense type at observed arrest, F(4, 380) = .978, p > .05; Wilk’s Λ = 

.980. Since the model was not significant, further follow-up tests were not performed. 

Inmates-Specific Variables and Program Attendance.  

Ten of the 39 programs experienced relatively higher rates of attendance and 

more individual inmates attended these programs compared to the 29 other programs, 

which were seldom attended or not attended at all. Crosstabulation was conducted to 

examine the demographics and sample characteristics in relation to the ten most 

attended programs offered at the LCDC. The programs most attended by inmates 

between January 1, 2015 and December 31, 2018 and a breakdown of inmate-specific 

variables can be seen for each program in Table 3.4. Probation violations are separated 

from the other felony offense type in the analyses because JBK and Crime Analysis 

had them categorized separately. 
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Table 3.4  

Program Attendance Between January 2015 and December 2018 by Demographic (N = 263) 

   Age      

Program  Race 

 
M SD 

Mental Illness Education Employment Homeless Offense 

Type 

Anger Management 

(n = 140) 

 W (54) 

B (28) 

H (58) 

33.36 10.50 
No 

(111) 

Yes 

(29) 

None (40) 

HS (60) 

GED (40) 

No 

(85) 

Yes 

(55) 

No 

(137) 

Yes 

(3) 

M (37) 

F (97) 

P (6) 

            

Religious Activity  

(n = 107) 

 W (32) 

33.79 11.36 
No 

(86) 

Yes 

(21) 

None (40) 

HS (41) 

GED (26) 

No 

(67) 

Yes 

(40) 

No 

(103) 

Yes 

(4) 

M (27) 

F (76) 

P (4) 

 B (20) 

 H (55) 

          

Addictions 

(n = 103) 

 W (19) 

34.27 11.10 
No 

(67) 

Yes 

(36) 

None (36) 

HS (46) 

GED (21) 

No 

(54) 

Yes 

(49) 

No 

(99) 

Yes 

(4) 

M (41) 

F (59) 

P (3) 

 B (28) 

 H (56) 

          

Bible Study 

(n = 103) 

 W (30) 

34.17 10.70 
No 

(75) 

Yes 

(28) 

None (34) 

HS (46) 

GED (23) 

No 

(61) 

Yes 

(42) 

No 

(100) 

Yes 

(3) 

M (28) 

F (71) 

P (4) 

 B (23) 

 H (50) 

          

Alcoholics 

Anonymous 

(n = 89) 

 W (28) 

35.38 9.98 
No 

(68) 

Yes 

(21) 

None (20) 

HS (43) 

GED (26) 

No 

(52) 

Yes 

(37) 

No 

(88) 

Yes 

(1) 

M (28) 

F (55) 

P (6) 

 B (13) 

 H (48) 

          

Parenting  

(n = 57) 

 W (15) 

33.75 11.06 
No 

(43) 

Yes 

(14) 

None (18) 

HS (27) 

GED (12) 

No 

(35) 

Yes 

(22) 

No 

(56) 

Yes 

(1) 

M (13) 

F (43) 

P (1) 

 B (8) 

 H (34) 
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   Age      

Interpersonal Skills 

(n = 51) 

 W (17) 

31.92 9.17 
No 

(37) 

Yes 

(14) 

None (19) 

HS (21) 

GED (11) 

No 

(28) 

Yes 

(23) 

No 

(51) 

Yes 

(0) 

M (15) 

F (35) 

P (1) 

 B (11) 

 H (23) 

          

Art 

(n = 43) 

 W (17) 

33.93 8.22 
No 

(35) 

Yes 

(8) 

None (7) 

HS (22) 

GED (14) 

No 

(31) 

Yes 

(12) 

No 

(43) 

Yes 

(0) 

M (12) 

F (31) 

P (0) 

 B (6) 

 H (20) 

          

Life Skills 

(n = 35) 

 W (10) 

B (7) 

H (18) 

34.29 10.19 
No 

(25) 

Yes 

(10) 

None (11) 

HS (14) 

GED (10) 

No 

(22) 

Yes 

(13) 

No 

(35) 

Yes 

(0) 

M (7) 

F (28) 

P (0) 

             

Narcotics Anonymous 

(n = 34) 

 W (10) 

B (7) 

H (17) 

33.82 9.57 
No 

(24) 

Yes 

(10) 

None (14) 

HS (14) 

GED (6) 

No 

(23) 

Yes 

(11) 

No 

(33) 

Yes 

(1) 

M (14) 

F (19) 

P (1) 
Note. W, B, and H denote White, Black, and Hispanic respectively. HS and GED denote high school and General Education Development respectively. 

M, F, and P denote misdemeanor, felony, and probation/parole respectively.

Table 3.4 Continued 
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Exploratory Analyses 

 As there was no significant findings with the main analyses, exploratory 

analyses were conducted. The following analyses were conducted to observe 

recidivism trends within the sample.    

Impact of prior arrests and convictions on recidivism and program 

attendance. The number of prior arrests and convictions, divided by misdemeanor and 

felony, in Lubbock County can be considered measurements of risk. This data was 

accessed from Crime Analysis, the database the LCDC uses to log arrest information 

for inmates. To determine if prior misdemeanor and felony arrests and convictions 

predicted recidivism (as has been found in previous studies) in the current sample, a 

multiple linear regression was conducted. A significant regression equation was found, 

F(4, 308) = 25.52, p < .000, R2 = .249. Participant’s predicted recidivism is equal to 

702.867 - 150.174 (number of prior misdemeanor arrests) + 161.602 (number of prior 

felony arrests) + 478.245 (number of prior misdemeanor convictions) + 313.579 

(number of prior felony convictions), where all variables are measured in number of 

instances and coded as continuous. Both number of prior misdemeanor convictions 

and prior felony convictions were significant predictors of recidivism.. 

Two multiple linear regression were conducted to determine if previous arrests 

and convictions predicted program attendance. The first was related to the number of 

appropriate, inappropriate, and indeterminate programs attended. Number of prior 

arrests and convictions statistically significantly predicted the number of appropriate, 

inappropriate, and indeterminate program attended, F(4, 308) = 5.575, p < .000, R2 = 

.068. All ps < .05 except for the number of prior felony arrests. . The second was 

related to the total days of attendance of the appropriate, inappropriate, and 

indeterminate programs. Number of prior arrests and convictions statistically 

significantly predicted the total number of days of attendance of appropriate, 

inappropriate, and indeterminate programs, F(4, 308) = 4.160, p < .003, R2 = .068. 

Number of prior misdemeanor arrests and number of prior misdemeanor convictions 
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are significant predictors of appropriate, inappropriate, and indeterminate program 

attendance. 

Relationship of stay length and programming attendance on recidivism. 

Since the number of appropriate programs attended and the number of days of 

appropriate programming attendance did not have an impact on recidivism, it was 

thought the average number of appropriate programs attended and the average days of 

appropriate programming attendance averaged for the stay length of each inmate may 

have an effect on recidivism. Descriptive data for these variables can be found in 

Table 3.5.  

Table 3.5 

Average Number of Appropriate, Inappropriate, and Indeterminate Programs 

Attended During Booking of Interest 

  Appropriate 

Programs 

M (SD) 

Inappropriate 

Programs 

M (SD) 

Indeterminate 

Programs 

M (SD) 

Average number of programs 

attended during the booking 

of interest 

 

.012 (.010) .010 (.012) .008 (010) 

Average number of days of 

programs attended during the 

booking of interest 

 

.043 (.074) .035 (.057) .034 (.061) 

A linear regression was conducted to predict recidivism based on the average 

number of individual appropriate programs attended during each individual inmate’s 

length of stay for the booking of interest. This variable did not statistically 

significantly predict recidivism, F(1, 311) = .137, p = .711, R2 = .000. 

A linear regression was conducted to predict recidivism based on the average 

number of individual inappropriate programs attended. This variable did not 

statistically significantly predict recidivism, F(1, 311) = .092, p = .762, R2 = .000. 
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A linear regression was conducted to predict recidivism based on the average 

number of individual indeterminant programs attended. This variable did not 

statistically significantly predict recidivism, F(1, 311) = .168, p = .682, R2 = .001. 

A linear regression was conducted to predict recidivism based on the average 

number of days appropriate programs were attended. This variable did not statistically 

significantly predict recidivism, F(1, 311) = .016, p = .898, R2 = .000. 

A linear regression was conducted to predict recidivism based on the average 

number of days inappropriate programs were attended. This variable did not 

statistically significantly predict recidivism, F(1, 311) = .025, p = .874, R2 = .000. 

A linear regression was conducted to predict recidivism based on the average 

number of days indeterminant programs were attended. This variable did not 

statistically significantly predict recidivism, F(1, 251) = .173, p = .678, R2 = .001. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  

There is plenty of research that discusses aspects of correctional programming. 

Unfortunately, much of this research concerns prison populations and prison 

recidivism. Comparatively, less research is available on correctional programs 

implemented in jail settings and its effects on jail inmates. This is especially true for 

local county jails, such as the LCDC, which offers nearly 40 correctional treatment 

programs. However, none of these programs have been clinically tested to determine 

their general program integrity or treatment effectiveness.  

The current research attempted to address some of these gaps in correctional 

programming literature by examining potential impacts program attendance has on 

recidivism using a sample of LCDC inmates. The overall hypothesis was that inmates 

who attend more correctional programs would experience lower rates of recidivism 

than those who attend fewer or no programs. The logic behind this hypothesis was that 

more exposure to correctional programs would provide inmates with the necessary 

treatment, rehabilitation, knowledge, and skills to better reintegrate into society and 

remain out of jail. Unfortunately, this hypothesis was not supported by any of the 

measured variables; there was not a significant relationship between the number of 

programs or total number of days programs were attended and the number of days 

between release date and subsequent arrest date. 

Summary Findings of Main Analyses  

Research Question One. The findings for the programs offered by the LCDC 

were straightforward. The LCDC offered 39 programs between January 1, 2015 and 

December 31, 2018. This finding demonstrates the abundance of correctional 

programs available to LCDC inmates, which would ideally mean that inmates have 

more choices in which programs they attend.  Having this number of programs may be 

problematic as it is possible resources (i.e., time, funding [though materials are usually 

donated and most programs are led by volunteers or unpaid interns], personnel) are 



Texas Tech University, Preston Eliel McCullough, December 2019 

63 

being wasted to keep unattended programs or programs rarely attended on the roster. 

Funding that may be spent on underutilized programs could instead be spent on 

transition or re-entry services for example. Limiting the number of programs available 

to inmates may free up resources that can be used to strengthen the more effective 

programs (i.e., further improve any post-release outcomes). 

Research Question Two. Of the 39 programs offered by the LCDC, 31 were 

attended at least once between January 1, 2015 and December 30, 2018, with 16 being 

attended at least 50 times. Of the programs that were attended, 11 were considered 

appropriate, 11 were considered inappropriate, and 9 programs could not be 

determined as appropriate or inappropriate and were thus classified as indeterminate. 

The programs with the most inmate participants were the same programs with the 

greatest number of days attended (excluding Narcotics Anonymous). LCDC programs 

that were unattended by any participants in the sample were Entrepreneurship, Re-

Entry, Save a Life, Quilters Guild, Welding, Cognitive Thinking, and Healing 

Perspectives. The programs may not have been attended due to a lack of inmate 

interest in the content, or the programs may not have been advertised as available. 

Also, these programs may have been unattended due to a possible lack of volunteers, 

LCDC staff, certified program administrators, or other resources and thus were not 

actually even available for inmates to attend. Programs like Welding, for example, 

would require a certified welder, welding materials, and a space for welding, that the 

LCDC would have to provide. Programs like the Quilters Guild are actually only 

available to female LCDC inmates. The lack of adequate attendance to some of these 

programs may be problematic. As discussed in Chapter I for example, Re-Entry 

programs are likely very important programs to have in jails as participation in 

effective Re-Entry programs has been found to significantly lower rates of recidivism 

(see Berghuis, 2018; Carmody, 2008; H. Miller & Miller, 2010, 2015). 

The most attended program types were faith-based and prosocial programs. 

Since Narcotics Anonymous and Alcoholics Anonymous at the LCDC are faith-based, 

it appears the most attended programs overall are faith-based and administered by 
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volunteers, some of whom are from local places of worship.  It is possible that one 

reason these programs are the highest attended programs is that they can be 

administered in larger groups by volunteers. Another reason these programs are the 

highest attended is that often criminal justice-involved persons develop an interest in 

religion during their time during incarceration as many believe religion may provide 

them with direction and hope (Dammer, 2002). Dammer also states that system-

involved persons may also use religious programs in attempt to atone for their “sins” 

or to feel better about themselves. More importantly, system-involved persons may 

attend faith-based programs in hopes that jail administrators, judges, parole 

authorities, child protective services, and other law enforcement may perceive their 

religious affiliation as an attempt to redeem themselves and appear more pro-social 

and reformed (Dammer, 2002)..  

Faith-based programs at LCDC are attended more than programs based on 

CBT or that target central risk factors, and more faith-based programs are available 

than most other types of programs. Though faith-based programs are not necessarily 

bad for criminal-justice involved persons to attend, the problem is more these 

programs do not have as significant an impact on reducing recidivism (Stansfield, 

Mowen, O’Connor, & Boman, 2017). Faith-based programs may not be benefiting 

inmates beyond their stay at the LCDC.  Re-Entry, CBT, and other types of jail 

programs that may have higher integrity and clinically backed dosage requirements are 

likely to be more impactful. This is yet another reason to limit the number of programs 

available to inmates; it is better to have a smaller number of programs with sufficient 

program integrity than it is to have a surplus of programs that are not beneficial to 

inmates in terms of post-release outcomes. 

Research Question Three. It was hoped that findings for research question 

three would reveal that attending correctional programs reduces the risk recidivating. 

The logic behind this assumption was that correctional programs are meant to 

generally improve post-release outcomes, including reducing recidivism, and so 

attending more programs and more frequently would further improve such post-
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release outcomes. Though, this was not the case based on the series of linear 

regression models that showed no significance in the interaction between number of 

individual appropriate, inappropriate, or indeterminant programs attended and rate of 

attendance of these types of programs on recidivism. None of the hypotheses that were 

part of this research inquiry were supported.  

The Pearson correlation between program attendance and recidivism indicated 

that overall there is a no relationship between attending or not attending at least one 

correctional program and recidivism. These results did not support the original 

hypothesis that attending at least one correctional program would yield lower rates of 

recidivism.  Relatedly, attending a wider variety of programs did not result in lower 

rates of recidivism compared to attending only a few different programs nor did 

attending more days of programming result in lower rates of recidivism as expected.  

This could mean jail program attendance does not impact jail recidivism as 

anticipated. Instead, other factors have a greater impact on jail recidivism, such as 

program effectiveness (i.e., does the program match the level of service of its inmates 

that attend? Does the treatment method match the criminogenic needs of the inmate? 

Is the dosage appropriate for the program?). 

There also was no interaction between number of individual programs attended 

and the cumulative number of days attended on recidivism. Subjects’ number of days 

between current arrest and subsequent rearrest decreased by 60.64 days for each 

number of individual programs attended, it then increased by 4.39 days for each 

number of days attended programs. This means that attending more days of programs 

decreased the amount of time between arrests, however, attending more individual 

programs increased the number of days between arrests. There may be an ideal 

combination of number of programs and number of days one needs to attend such 

programs that leads to reduced recidivism, and this study was unable to capture that 

ideal combination. 

Results of these analyses could mean that there are other variables aside from 

program attendance that impact post-release outcomes. For instance, it is likely that 
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the method of program administration, program integrity, program dosage, and/or 

inmate characteristics aside from demographics (i.e., their attitudes towards programs, 

their work schedules within the LCDC, number of prior misdemeanor or felony 

convictions or arrests) impact program effectiveness, based on some research 

discussed in Chapter 1, and thus recidivism. There are possibly numerous reasons for 

persons to return to the LCDC, including environmental factors (i.e., resumed or 

continued contact with criminal associates or other anti-social environmental 

conditions; poor romantic, familial, or platonic relationships, little-to-no prosocial 

leisure activities or hobbies). The most attended programs may not address these 

issues by better preparing inmates for release and none of these programs provide 

continued treatment post-release. Programs that do address these issues effectively 

may decrease rates of recidivism and improve post-release outcomes. 

Research Question Four. It was anticipated there would be differences in 

attendance rates between inmates of different inmate-specific variables, such as race, 

age, and education level. It was thought inmates from different demographical 

backgrounds or of different demographical characteristics would prefer certain 

programs over others (e.g., inmates lacking a high school diploma or GED would be 

more likely to attend educational programs than those who possessed at least a high 

school diploma, for example). Unfortunately, this idea was not supported by the 

results; There were no statistically significant differences of individual programs 

attended and the number of times these programs were attended based on a 

participant’s race, age, self-reported mental illness, education, employment, 

homelessness, or offense type. This could be due to extraneous variables effecting the 

data that were not considered to be within the scope of this study. For example, it is 

unclear whether certain programs are considered involuntary or how inmates are 

selected for certain programs, such as the Step-Up program, which is only available to 

inmates housed in a specific pod (housing unit) and these inmates are selected by the 

program coordinator. The Step-Up program requires that inmates attend a defined 

curriculum of certain programs throughout each weekday. This means that, regardless 
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of inmate-specific variables, there is no way to know which programs are preferred by 

which types of inmates without the use of surveys or conducting structured interviews. 

Otherwise, it appears that inmate-specific variables are not related to program 

attendance trends. It was also observed that some participants who were listed as 

having a high school diploma or GED were also checked into GED programs. This is 

either an error that occurred at sign-in (by a correctional officer or other staff) or 

during data entry by a staff member. This could also be due to inmates incorrectly 

reporting having such credentials (and the LCDC unable to verify). Otherwise, this 

reveals inmates are participating in unnecessary programs. 

The relationship between the number of top ten programs attended and three 

inmate-specific variables approached significance. The relationship between mental 

illness and the number of top ten programs attended had a significance value of p = 

.079 with a very small effect size of less than .01 and power of .420. The relationship 

between education level and number of top ten programs attended had a significance 

value of p = .054 with a very small effect size and power of .571. Lastly, the 

relationship between employment and the number of top ten programs attended had a 

significance value of p = .070 with a very small effect size and power of .441. These 

results indicate despite the approach to significance, the relationship between these 

three inmate-specific variables and number of top ten programs attended is still weak 

due to the very small effect sizes. In other words, although these variables have an 

impact on program attendance, the effect size reveals this impact is minimal. 

However, with a higher sample size, these variables may have further implications on 

the types of inmates that attend programs. For example, with the relationship between 

education and number of top ten programs being close to significant, this could mean 

that more educated inmates are more likely to attend more programs than uneducated 

inmates. It should also be mentioned that the Bonferroni correction, which is highly 

conservative, was applied to the MANOVA to reduce the effects of Type 1 error. 

Other methods of reducing Type 1 error would have potentially resulted in more 

significant findings.  
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Summary Findings of Exploratory Analyses 

 Criminal history on recidivism. Since no significant results were found 

between demographic variables, program attendance, and recidivism, it is likely there 

are other factors that impact program attendance and recidivism, like criminal history 

for example. Lubbock County Sheriff Kelly Rowe stated the jail had “…an 89 percent 

recidivism rate, meaning the inmates have been incarcerated at least once before” 

(Rafique, 2016). This reported recidivism rate is consistent with the findings of this 

study, where 89% (n = 280) of the sample had at least one prior arrest in Lubbock 

County. The study examined these prior arrests further, by offense type (misdemeanor 

or felony). Case Analysis reported different prior arrest data from JBK (and also had 

many missing prior arrest records), therefore JBK prior arrest data was used for these 

analyses as it had the most complete records available. This study did not find prior 

misdemeanor or felony arrests or convictions to influence program attendance or 

recidivism. Since this study may not have accurately assessed criminal history, further 

research should be conducted that include more complete criminal history, and 

stronger measures of recidivism (i.e., prior convictions or arrests from anywhere, not 

from only a single county).  

 Risk-Need-Responsivity-based programs. Some of the more effective 

correctional treatment programs are those that target at least one central risk factor 

(see research by D. A. Andrews and James Bonta). Twenty four of the 39 available 

LCDC programs reviewed targeted at least one central risk factor. The remaining 15 

programs either did not target a risk factor or it was unclear if it targeted a risk factor 

based on its description. Programs that do not address at least one risk factor may not 

reduce recidivism rates, given the findings of the literature explored in Chapter I. If 

these programs are meant to address a criminogenic need, clearer descriptions of the 

programs should be made available, that include dosage requirements and detailed 

instruction methods to improve program integrity. 

Of the top ten most attended programs by the sample, eight of them target a 

central risk factor.  The remaining two programs that do not target any risk factors are 
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faith-based programs. Bible Study and Religious Activity had 39% and 41% of the 

sample attend at least one session, respectively, making them the #3 and #4 most 

attended of the top ten programs. These programs having some of the largest numbers 

of inmates attend may be problematic as these types of programs are not evidence-

based treatment approaches. Faith-based jail programs such as Bible Study and 

Religious Activity likely do not adhere to any program dosage and do not explicitly 

address any of the central eight risk factors for criminal behavior. Additionally, 

research does not appear to demonstrate programs such as these can be consistently 

effective in reducing recidivism (e.g., Johnson et al., 1997; Wilson, 2016).  However, 

the findings of this study did not support the idea that attending RNR-based programs 

or attending more RNR programs would lower rate of recidivism. This could be due to 

the RNR-based programs at the LCDC not actually targeting these risk factors 

properly by not adhering to RNR intervention principles, including dosage 

requirements. The results not demonstrating that attending RNR-based programs 

would reduce recidivism rates could also be due to the limited use of CBT-based 

programs. Further, shorter stays at the jail (versus length of stays in prison) may also 

contribute to the ineffectiveness of LCDC RNR-based programs to reduce recidivism, 

as some regimens require a dosage of several months, while the average length of stay 

at the LCDC is just over one month. 

Average number of appropriate, inappropriate, and indeterminate 

programs on recidivism. The six regression analyses conducted in Chapter III did not 

reveal that the average number of appropriate, inappropriate, or indeterminant 

programs of each inmate’s stay and the average number of days of attendance for each 

class of program of the stay had an impact on recidivism. It is not clear if appropriate 

LCDC programs are actually effective in improving post-release outcomes, as in most 

cases it was unclear what the content of the program and its dosage includes. Having 

this information would better allow for identifying the program as appropriate, 

inappropriate, or indeterminate. 
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Implications for Correctional Programming 

 Much of the existing literature on correctional programs discusses one 

particular program (i.e., evaluation of a specific program), type of program (i.e., CBT-

based programs), effectiveness or ineffectiveness of programs, or meta-analyses of 

previous correctional program evaluations. Fewer studies exist that examine the 

effects of overall correctional programming on recidivism outcomes for a particular 

correctional facility. Little research also exists on program attendance rates and how 

they may impact recidivism and other post-release outcomes. Further, very little 

research has been conducted on the programs offered at the LCDC and their 

recidivism outcomes based on correctional program attendance. This study was a 

relatively novel attempt at examining the relationship between jail program attendance 

and recidivism outcomes. 

Results of this study did not find a relationship between program attendance 

and recidivism. Other previous studies have found significance when comparing 

program attendance and recidivism (e.g., Duwe, 2017).  Duwe determine that dosage 

(the number of lessons or interventions a correctional program implements throughout 

the program curriculum) was related to recidivism where great program attendance led 

to reduced recidivism. Therefore, dosage, to an extent, is related to program 

attendance-- Doses cannot be received without first attending a program. Since 

attendance appears low for many LCDC programs, it seems an adequate program 

dosage is not being achieved by many inmates. 

 CBT-based programs are among the most effective treatment programs 

available to criminal-justice involved persons. They are particularly beneficial to 

persons with mental illnesses as they help to reduce prison misconduct, reduce 

recidivism, and shift antisocial thinking, behavior, and problem solving to more 

prosocial attitudes and approaches (Lowenkamp et al., 2009; J. M. Miller et al., 2017). 

Implications for a restructuring of LCDC programs should thus include attempts to 

increase the attendance rates for the CBT-based programs offered in an effort to 

provide more inclusive treatment approaches for those inmates with mental illnesses. 



Texas Tech University, Preston Eliel McCullough, December 2019 

71 

 Much of the previous research expressed the importance of continued, post-

release treatment for criminal-justice involved persons attempting to reintegrate back 

into the community. So far, the Lubbock County Sheriff’s Department does not appear 

to provide such services to jail inmates returning into Lubbock County after their 

release from the facility.. This has potential to be problematic as this could leave 

recently released inmates to resort to reaching out to antisocial contacts for post-

release support. 

Strengths and Limitations 

 Despite none of the hypotheses involved in this study being supported, this 

study had several strengths including the implications it provides for the advancement 

of jail treatment programs and unique aspects of the methodology. There are also 

several weaknesses and limitations that must be noted as well, including the lack of 

generalizability to jail populations due to low effect sizes and power, as well as 

methodological weaknesses and irregularities. These strengths and weaknesses are 

further discussed below. 

 Novel aspects of the methodology. Although the concept of this study is not 

novel and plenty of studies on correctional programs have assessed program 

effectiveness in terms of recidivism rates, but far fewer have assessed jail 

programming. This study is also the first formal inquiry of LCDC program data and 

inmate data with the intention of determining if there is a link between program 

attendance and recidivism rates. This study revealed some aspects of attendance trends 

at the LCDC as well as provided some perspectives of jail inmate recidivism in 

Lubbock County. This research has provided some information on the programs 

offered by the LCDC and the relationship (rather the lack thereof) between various 

demographical variables as well as variables related to program attendance, and 

recidivism. 

Methodology-related limitations. Many inconsistencies in the source data 

were observed during data collection. One of the most significant inconsistencies in 

the LCDC data involved the arrest and conviction data on Case Analysis (a subset 
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database of JBK that is intended to be used to record detailed arrest information for 

every inmates arrested in Lubbock County). It was evident that arrest records were 

missing for many inmates and limited information on the type of arrest or conviction 

was available. For example, if an inmate was listed on the main JBK database as 

having five prior arrests, Case Analysis may only display three of the five arrests and 

of those three, two may be missing information related to the offense type or date of 

arrest. Essentially, Case Analysis failed to produce many arrest dates and booking 

numbers, which were used in this study to corroborate information collected from 

JBK. This limits definitions and/or calculations of recidivism as only a very basic 

parameter could be used for this study (i.e., a new booking to the LCDC). Definitions 

in many other studies discussed in Chapter I use more specific definitions of 

recidivism, such as a reconviction, resentencing to jail or prison for a new felony-level 

offense, or a revocation of parole or probation. Since JBK did not have this 

information available, these limitations of recidivism measures in this study limit 

results concerning program effectiveness as they do not encompass all aspects of 

recidivism, only a return to the LCDC facility. 

Some inmates were listed as already having earned a high school diploma or 

GED but also taking GED classes during the current arrest. This could either mean 

that these inmates are unnecessarily attending GED programs, they were incorrectly 

signed into GED classes, or they were incorrectly listed as having a high school 

diploma or GED. Those who already have a high school diploma or GED but still 

attend GED programs contradict the assumption that those who do not have a high 

school diploma or GED are more likely to attend educational programs. Also, many 

homeless inmates were not flagged as such on JBK databases despite their addresses 

being listed under local homeless shelter addresses (i.e., Salvation Army) or missing 

entirely. Inconsistencies within the secondary data such as these limit the validity of 

the results as demographics such as homelessness and education level may be 

misreported or recorded inaccurately. Inmates self-report information like this during 

booking and may answer inaccurately when questioned by booking personnel. Future 
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research could verify things like homelessness and education level by obtaining other 

collateral information to verify these details.   

Concerning other demographical information, an inmate’s race would be listed 

differently between multiple arrests. For example, an inmate listed as White for one 

bookings may be listed as Hispanic for a subsequent booking. Relatedly, ages were 

frequently missing or incorrect, requiring the use of Excel functions to calculate years 

of age at the observed arrest by using their listed date of birth and listed arrest date. 

Psychiatric disorders were frequently not flagged as such within the JBK database 

despite reports in other areas of the database discussing supposed mental illnesses. 

Additionally, mental illness is self-reported by offenders processing into the jail and 

their self-reports are usually enough for LCDC staff to flag them as such. It is 

important to note that initial booking, or intake, staff are able to flag incoming inmates 

as having a mental illness despite lacking the necessary credentials to “diagnose” 

mental illness. 

Related to JBK and the other booking databases utilized in the methodology of 

this study, it was unknown what someone’s incarceration status is. This information 

was not (usually) listed on a person’s booking record and this information could not be 

included as part of this study. This means that it is unknown whether a participant was 

currently in prison after being released from jail, which would prevent them from 

being able to recidivate as they are imprisoned. It is also unknown if someone was 

transferred from the LCDC to another jail or prison in another county (sometimes it 

was listed if someone was on hold for TDCJ or ICE, but no specific sentencing or 

conviction information was usually available). Future studies should use records that 

include incarceration status and include national incarceration records as criminal 

justice-involved persons may be booked into multiple jails or prisons throughout their 

system-involvement or may be transported from one facility to another facility out of 

county.  

There are further limitations and weaknesses more specific to the methodology 

of the current study. For example, the study did not emphasize other treatment aspects 
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related to correctional programs that have been previously implicated to predict a 

program’s effectiveness at reducing recidivism. The primary predictive principles are 

risk, need, and responsivity. Due to the nature of the study, subjects could not be 

interviewed to determine their specific risk, need, or responsivity and only secondary 

data was used to determine program effectiveness by computing the number of days 

between each subject’s observed arrest and subsequent rearrest. Though the majority 

of programs were categorized based on the central eight risk factors, and some of these 

programs were examined for any relationships or effects on recidivism, this method 

relied exclusively on program descriptions provided by LCDC staff instead of clinical 

program evaluations meant to determine which criminogenic needs the program 

addresses.  

Relatedly, program dosage has been identified in much of the correctional 

program literature discussed in Chapter I as an important aspect of RNR and program 

administration. However, beyond instruction method, detailed information of program 

dosage was not discovered on JBK and was not provided by LCDC staff. At the time 

of data collection, a calendar was observed in the LCDC Programs Department that 

contained a schedule of when some programs were to take place and who was to 

administer them, but was largely outdated (i.e., some of the interns or volunteers listed 

were no longer involved with the programs department). Moreover, when talking with 

student interns and volunteers, it appears there is no defined schedule for many of the 

programs and sometimes scheduled programs are skipped altogether if an intern or 

volunteer is unavailable. 

A major interest in this study was recidivism. It was measured as a return to 

the LCDC within at least one year after the targeted release date. Better and/or more 

specific measures of recidivism could be used for future studies, such as self-reports 

that include information concerning the type of offense or arrest, conviction status, 

distinction between parole or probation violations, and a return to any correctional 

facility, not just one specific jail. Using these measures of recidivism may yield more 

generalizable results, for instance. However, JBK nor Crime Analysis contained 
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information related to other correctional facilities or more detailed arrest information 

beyond time, date, location, and offense type. A more accurate measure of recidivism 

could be achieved if all prior arrests or convictions were considered, not just those that 

occurred within Lubbock County. 

Since analyses did not provide significant results, it was thought that number 

of prior misdemeanor or felony arrests or convictions may influence program 

attendance and recidivism, however, this was not found to be the case. This may be 

due to short jail sentence lengths as jail inmates may not have enough time to attend 

much, if any, programs during their incarceration. Short jail stays are one of the more 

challenging aspects of jail research because jail inmates sometimes are not able to 

receive adequate program dosage if attendance requirements exceed one month (this 

length of time is approximately the average length of stay with much of this time spent 

in orientation for the jail stay itself). Programs may not be able to be evaluated 

properly if they are not being attended long enough by inmates before those inmates 

are released. Future research could attempt to examine those with stays of six months 

or longer and that have attended programs during this timeframe. Longitudinal 

research designs could also be used to follow inmates for a certain number of years 

during their involvement in the criminal justice system to track program attendance at 

each incarceration, tracking conviction status at each arrest, and subsequent 

incarceration statuses. 

Participant-related limitations. Though the current research added some 

information to the literature concerning jail programming and jail recidivism, there are 

several limitations of the current study. First, the sample size is relatively small, with 

just 313 subjects examined out of a total population that exceeded 50,000 inmates. The 

low sample size in the study may explain the low power values in the results. 

Moreover, the low sample size also limits generalizability of the results (results of 313 

inmates cannot be applied to LCDC inmate population or overall population of 

inmates, especially when sampled inmates originate from the same county and 

facility). 
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Further limitations concerning the sample include its exclusion of female 

inmates. Although the majority of LCDC inmates are males, female inmates may 

make up a significant portion of the population and the inclusion of their data may 

have provided different results in the current study. Also, as discussed briefly in 

Chapter I, female inmates may have differing criminogenic risks and needs from male 

inmates, which could have implications for the way in which females are treated 

within correctional facilities in terms of the programs offered to them. The exclusion 

of female inmates in this study further limits generalizability of results because the 

LCDC inmate population includes female inmates and female offending and 

criminogenic needs are different from male criminal justice-involved persons. 

The sample is further limited due to being selected from only one correctional 

facility, the LCDC, which negatively impacts external validity and generalizability of 

the findings. This means that while no statistically significant results were found in 

this study’s sample, it is possible that there are significant correlations, effects, or 

interactions in the population of LCDC inmates. This studies results also may not 

apply to inmates in other jails and may be nonrepresentative of the overall population 

of inmates. 

Concerning program data and analyses, many LCDC programs were not 

analyzed beyond exploratory or descriptive very low attendance rates by the sample.. 

Further, since no manipulation of variables or random assignment to groups occurred, 

had there been significant findings, causality could not be inferred of the relationships 

between demographics, attendance rates, and recidivism.  

 Other limitations related to the sample involved the collection process for 

obtaining eligible subjects. First, only secondary data was collected and used for 

analyses. This data was originally collected by someone else (such as correctional 

officers, unpaid volunteers, full-time LCDC staff) and for a non-research purpose. 

Although there are benefits to using secondary data (i.e., timesaving, ease of data 

collection), this largely depends on how the source data is maintained. Data at the 

LCDC is collected by full-time staff, including correctional officers and other 
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detention center staff, who may lack an interest in ensuring data is entered correctly 

and maintained properly. This could mean the data is inaccurate, weakening any 

research that is conducted using it and limited any conclusion stemming from that 

research.  

Implications for Further Jail Treatment Programming Research and Program 

Implementation at the Lubbock County Detention Center 

Based on the intentions and findings of this current study, several implications 

and future directions for further research are provided. Nearly every correctional 

program that the LCDC offers lacks clinical research that speaks to effectiveness in 

reducing recidivism. Further research should absolutely incorporate program 

evaluations of each jail program the LCDC offers, including assessing overall program 

integrity to be sure the programs are being administered as designed. Many programs 

to date have primarily been evaluated in prison settings and since as jail settings can 

be very different from prisons, it is imperative more jail programs are evaluated as 

well. Alternatively, the LCDC could provide programs that have been clinically 

proven to reduce recidivism, such as Beyond the Bridge, Re-Entry programs, or CBT-

based programs. Program integrity has been implicated to be capable of predicting 

correctional program effectiveness in previous literature (Andrews & Dowden, 2005; 

Lowenkamp, 2004). Lowenkamp, Flores, Holsinger, Makarios, and Latessa (2010) 

found that although program integrity varies widely across the implementation of 

different programs, it still has the ability to reduce recidivism. 

Some of the least attended LCDC programs may address central risk factors 

based on their descriptions, which have been demonstrated and found to predict 

recidivism. However, the programs that may address these factors were not the most 

frequently attended by inmates. This is an issue because LCDC inmates are not 

exposed to programs that may better address their criminogenic needs and help them 

better reduce their risk of recidivism. The offered programs that do address risk should 

be prioritized as much as possible if the goal is to reduce recidivism. Failure to 

prioritize such programs may lead to ineffective or contradictory impacts on 

recidivism. The most attended programs are faith-based programs, and faith-based jail 
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programs do not adhere to any proven program administration techniques that ensure 

things like program integrity, have never been clinically validated in terms of program 

integrity or dosage, and do not typically address any of the central eight risk factors 

for criminal behavior and research does not appear to demonstrate they can be 

consistently effective (exceptions may be NA and AA, which were considered 

substance abuse programs in this study despite containing faith-based elements as part 

of administeration).  

Also, the CBT-based programs offered at the LCDC (i.e., Relational Emotive 

Behavioral Therapy, Thinking for a Change, Positive Perspectives, Cognitive 

Thinking) are far less attended than other types of programs (i.e., faith-based 

programs) despite more evidence-based literature backing the effectiveness of these 

types of programs in reducing recidivism. Approximately 60% of all LCDC jail 

inmates were booked for substance-related offenses, such as robbery and burglary to 

support substance use (i.e., stealing and pawning items for money to purchase drugs) 

(Rafique, 2016). Three of the top ten most attended programs by the sample that 

attended programs (n = 263) were programs that targeted substance abuse. Thus, it 

appears the LCDC is on the right track for further imporving program implementation 

to address the needs of their inmates, but there is room for improvement as described 

above.. 

Male LCDC inmates are offered significantly more program opporunities than 

female LCDC inmates because there are significantly more males at the facility than 

females and males and females are not able to attend programs together. Female 

inmates require correctional treatment programs just as male inmates do. However, 

female offenders commit crimes differently from male offenders (e.g., Martin, 2006; 

Smith, Cullen, & Latessa, 2009) and need programming that addresses their differing 

criminogenic risks and needs. Female inmates may also respond differently to jail 

programming due to things such as increased likelihood of previous sexual and/or 

physical abuse (Andrews et al., 2012). 
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Each LCDC inmate costs approximately $40 to $65 or more to house per day 

(Rafique, 2016). This adds up to nearly $20,000 per year for a single inmate (assuming 

they are incarcerated for a year). The LCDC houses approximately 1,200 inmates at 

any given time, meaning the highest potential costs of housing inmates alone could be 

as high as $24,000,000 annually. The cost of housing inmates is very high and 

ultimately falls on Lubbock County taxpayers. It is suspected that as the LCDC 

improves their programming practices, the average length of stay may decrease and 

the overall inmate population may decrease, bringing down the annual cost to 

taxpayers. 

Some of the previously discussed literature found that aftercare services that 

provide treatment and other services for criminal justice-involved persons after their 

release from jail or prison are effective in reducing recidivism. Transitional programs 

such as those that would provide sufficient transitional housing, substance abuse 

treatment, job and education assistance, and others are currently inefficient or simply 

deficient at the LCDC at the current time. Reallocation of some of the resources going 

to some of the current LCDC programs that are less likely to reduce recidivism (e.g., 

Art programs, Life Skills) could instead go towards strengthening aftercare programs. 

For example, faith-based program volunteers could instead focus more on recently 

released criminal justice-involved persons by providing resources such as 

mentorships, job opportunities, NA and AA, or others. 

Although there were many limitations to the present study, implications of the 

findings still suggest that more research be conducted on the effectiveness of LCDC 

programs, including attendance rates and post-release outcomes. For example, since 

findings did not support the hypothesis that attending more programs would decrease 

recidivism rate than attending fewer programs, future research could examine other 

factors that may impact jail recidivism, such as program dosage. This can be done 

through program evaluations on all available LCDC programs that could help the 

Lubbock County Sheriff’s Office come up with ways to calibrate current program 

dosage and strengthen the core program curriculum at the LCDC to reduce costs 
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associated with administering ineffective programs, improve overall attendance and 

active participation in programs, and improve post-release outcomes (possibly by 

redirecting resources that assist criminal justice-involved persons after their release 

from the facility to lower their risk of returning) to reduce recidivism rates in Lubbock 

County. 
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