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ABSTRACT 

 

 

Mass incarceration in the United States takes a significant toll both socially and economically. It 

is estimated that approximately 450 in every 100,000 Americans were incarcerated by the end of 

2016, and people of color are disproportionately represented in this population. One of the ways 

to reduce the prison population and mitigate the community effects of incarceration is to 

facilitate reentry to the community after serving a prison sentence. One component of reentry 

that results in lowered recidivism is positive social networks. The current study sought to explore 

the social networks of federal offenders reentering their communities in Kansas. The study 

measured aspects of the social networks by examining the number, type, and valence of 

connections, providing a snapshot of relational challenges and assets for those attempting 

reentry. Two hundred fifty-seven offenders completed the online self-report survey on their 

social networks and 120 of them had 6-month follow-up data available to compare outcomes to 

network variables. Overall results found that the number of people in an offender’s network was 

not related to recidivist behaviors, and regression analysis found that how close an offender feels 

to the people in her network contributed significantly to predicting recidivism. Sub group 

analyses determined that geographic location (Topeka and Kansas City, KS n=38; Wichita n=47; 

Salina and Rural Communities n=35) did affect the degree of relationship between network 

variables and recidivism. Additionally, participation in an intervention called Moral Reconation 

Therapy impacted the size and distribution of the offender’s social networks relative to non-

participants. Future studies should investigate contextual differences in geographic location and 

the mechanisms that lead to the differences suggested in this exploratory study. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Just to be clear, the criminal justice system exists for a reason. People can and do break 

social and moral rules, for which the appropriate consequence is a reduction in freedoms. That 

said, the United States (U.S.) has swung the pendulum so far on the side of punishment that there 

is no room for recovery, rehabilitation, reconciliation, or redemption. The concept that someone 

can serve her time and then begin life over after a prison sentence is not one that most 

incarcerated individuals can realize. This is not to say that all people who return to their 

communities after a prison sentence are good people with a tragic backstory; however, whether 

or not someone is likeable does not bear on whether they can or could contribute to the overall 

good of that community given the opportunity. Unfortunately, the very idea of providing 

opportunity to so called “ex-cons” leaves many people (especially elected officials) feeling 

distinctly uncomfortable. No one wants to be identified as “soft on crime” and yet the 

consequence of policies that are “tough on crime” is a country that represents five percent of the 

world’s total population (U.S. Census, 2013) and 25% of the world’s prisoners (International 

Centre for Prison Studies, 2015). 

1.1 The Scourge of Mass Incarceration  

Over the last 40+ years, the U.S. has witnessed an overall increase in incarcerations, growing 

from 110 per 100,000 in 1973 to 470 per 100,000 in 2000 (Visher & Travis, 2003), as the nation 

scrambled to show just how tough on crime it could get. Six short years later, in 2006, this 

number had increased to 750 per 100,000 (Drucker, 2013). In his analysis of mass incarceration 

through the lens of epidemiology, Drucker (2013) notes: “Today a total of 7.3 million individuals 

are under the control of the U.S. criminal justice system: 2.3 million prisoners behind bars, 
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800,000 parolees, and another 4.2 million people on probation. If this population had their own 

city, it would be the second-largest in the country” (p. 38). While strides have been made in the 

last three years to reduce prison populations such that the U.S. is now at an incarceration rate 

closer to that seen in 2000, it may still be argued that America remains the world leader in 

putting people in prison (Carson, 2018). Culturally, the population might well be considered its 

own city-state because prisoners are one of the last segments of the population it is morally 

acceptable to ostracize and permanently separate from “normal” citizens. As Michelle Alexander 

(2012) says: “Criminals, it turns out, are the one social group in America we have permission to 

hate” (p.141). The country as a whole moved in the 1970s from a cultural conception of prison as 

rehabilitation to that of "imprisonment merely to inflict pain on wrongdoers ('just desserts'), 

disable criminal offenders ('incapacitation'), or to keep them away from the rest of society 

('containment')" (Haney, 2002, p. 3).  

The current state of mass incarceration stems from a trifecta of historical, ideological, and 

political influences. Two of the primary policy components, the so-called “war on drugs” 

(Shelden, 2008) and the 1994 Omnibus Crime Bill (Alexander, 2012), reflect a desire to ignore, 

control, and isolate those people who do not measure up to socially constructed expectations of 

appropriateness. The 1994 Omnibus Crime Bill in particular had far reaching effects from the 

implementation of higher sentences to reducing access to education (Gould & SpearIt, 2013). 

Beckett and Sasson (2003) note that the number of arrests that involved drugs increased three-

fold between 1980 and 1996. Perhaps more disturbing is the imbalance in populations directly 

affected by policies that perpetuate mass incarceration. In 2014, the National Research Council 

recognized that the trend in ever increasing prison populations disproportionately affects those 

who already struggle within systemic disadvantage: minorities and the poor (Travis, Western, & 
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Redburn, 2014). Indeed Wacquant (2010) suggested that the term “mass incarceration” was 

actually misapplied because the implication is that the masses are included when reality reflects a 

“hyperincarceration” of only a subset of the American masses.  

1.1.1 Racialized Social Control 

Understanding the systemic issues surrounding mass incarceration necessarily means 

examining the uncomfortable idea that the U.S. has not moved past its racialized history. 

Alexander (2012) argues that the policies that contribute to inflation in the prison population are 

actually defacto social control for minorities, specifically. Her argument covers six domains that 

show a progression in the U.S. toward this racialized social control:  

1. History – How the U.S. systematically formed social control programs from slavery 

to Southern Redemption to Jim Crow to mass incarceration 

2. Structure – How criminal justice policy and infrastructure promote and reward 

criminal sanction that mark people for life. 

3. Race in Criminal Justice – “[H]ow the legal rules that structure the system guarantee 

discriminatory results” (Alexander, 2012, p.17). 

4. Caste – How engagement with the prison system permanently marks the 

disproportionately minority men who come into contact with it. 

5. Parallels – How mass incarceration, having been shown to exist, really mirrors Jim 

Crow 

6. The Future – How knowing about this new system of social control affects the way 

we advocate for social justice. 

Many have discussed the intersection of race and incarceration, coming to similar conclusions 

(see Graff, 2015; Western & Wildeman, 2009; Wacquant, 2010; Blackmon, 2008; Lopez, 2010; 

Letman & Sloan, 2013; Weaver, 2007; Campbell, Vogel, & Williams, 2015; Crutchfield & 

Weeks, 2015; Burris-Kitchen & Burris, 2011; Shelden, 2008; among others). While minorities 

make up the majority of those targeted for social control, the poor (regardless of race) and the 
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mentally ill also find themselves undesirable and prone to incarceration as a kind of 

excommunication from general society, and it costs Americans in a number of ways (see Miller 

& Haymes, 2012; Etter, Birzer, & Fields, 2008; Bloom, 2010; Raphael & Stoll, 2013). 

1.1.2 The Price of Prisons: Direct and Indirect Costs 

Even if one were to agree with the questionable justice of incarcerating so many people, the 

price tag for doing so is substantial. The costs of prisons come not just from direct taxpayer 

contributions to corrections, but also in social and community concerns as well. The Vera 

Institute found that the total cost to taxpayers for running prisons (based on a study of 40 states) 

is upwards of $39 billion annually (approximately $31,000 annually per inmate on average), not 

an insubstantial amount (Henrichson & Delaney, 2012). If for no other reason, many policy 

makers are interested in reducing prison populations simply to bring this fiscal number down. 

Some states have experimented with private companies running prisons to reduce cost, but 

results of research investigating both savings and efficacy related to the privatization of 

corrections is far from convincing. (Friedmann, 2014) 

Beyond the direct costs of prisons, there are indirect consequences of mass incarceration. The 

mental and physical health of offenders, their families, and the communities in which they reside 

are affected by perpetuating health disparities. Cloud, Parsons, and Delany-Brumsey (2014) 

argue that while healthcare in prisons is constitutionally mandated, the quality of delivery is not, 

and the environment of prisons in general tends to contribute to poor health. They go on to say: 

High concentrations of incarceration in a geographic area can impact the social 

determinants of health by criminalizing and stigmatizing the medically underserved, 

exacerbating education achievement gaps, crippling the social mobility of young men of 

color, disenfranchising millions from the democratic process, depriving children with 

incarcerated parents of economic and familial support, undermining the collective 
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efficacy of urban neighborhoods, and stymieing the economic progress of historically 

oppressed groups. (pp. 389-90) 

Jotterand and Wangmo (2014) argue that the principle of equivalency, which is the basis for 

healthcare delivery for inmates, breaks down because of the “higher burden of mental disorders 

[. . .] and poorer physical health conditions [. . .] among prison populations when compared to 

individuals living in the community” (pp. 4-5). Given the mental and physical care that offenders 

receive while incarcerated is of limited or questionable quality, and given that some communities 

suffer from large percentages of their residents having spent time in prison, it is not difficult to 

predict that the health of those communities as a whole would be affected. In Chicago, there are 

hundreds of city blocks in which the incarceration of residents in each of those neighborhoods 

amounts to over $1 million (Cooper & Lugalia-Hollon, 2015). Ultimately, reducing prison 

populations is in the interest of not just those enmeshed in the criminal justice system, but also 

neighborhoods, communities, cities, and most of the general public.  

1.2 Reentry and The Promise of Reduction in the Prison Population 

There are three main ways to bring down the number of offenders in prison: sentencing 

reductions, reversing some of the criminalization enacted with the 1994 Crime Bill, and 

preventing recidivism so that released offenders stay out of prison. Some groups and individuals 

with policy objectives are working towards the first two (eg. U.S. Department of Justice, 2013; 

Charles Koch Institute, 2016). A component of the third, preventing recidivism, is the process of 

reentry. Reentry describes how offenders leaving prison integrate back into their community. 

With over 600,000 offenders released from prisons each year, more than 12,000 per week 

(Carson, 2018), the need to find ways to keep people out of prison shows itself to be a 

compelling concern. Unfortunately, the trends associated with mass incarceration collectively 

lead to a prison environment that has significant and long-lasting psychological impact on 
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prisoners with fewer resources allocated per prisoner to mediate these impacts. Not surprisingly, 

the prison environment in the 21st century also influences the degree of success ex-prisoners 

may or may not have as they attempt to reintegrate into free society. Haney (2002) describes how 

"the process of prisonization involves the incorporation of the norms of prison life into one's 

habits of thinking, feeling, and acting" and goes on to say that "Persons gradually become more 

accustomed to the restrictions that institutional life imposes" (p.6). Reentry after such 

"prisonization," then, becomes an effortful relearning of how to manage one's own affairs and to 

do so in an adaptive way. Sadly, few ex-prisoners appear able to successfully navigate this 

transition. In exploring the relationship of emotional state to successful or unsuccessful 

reintegration, Shrinkfield and Graffam (2010), note that nearly a third of ex-prisoners are 

rearrested within the first six months post-release, and Durose, Cooper, and Snyder (2014) find 

that up to half will return to prison within three years. 

1.2.1 Risk and Protective Factors for Recidivism 

Risk factors for recidivism include both individual- and community-level characteristics. 

Kubrin and Stewart (2006) note “studies document that those who have committed serious 

crimes, have prior offenses, drug problems, little education, and those with higher rates of 

supervision during probation or parole are more likely to recidivate, controlling for other factors” 

(p. 166). Additionally, offenders with persistent, serious mental illness often do not receive the 

appropriate level of treatment or help inside prisons, which generally do not have the 

infrastructure in place to deal with mental health issues. If these offenders are not receiving 

adequate treatment in prison, it is not a large intuitive leap to assume that they will not receive 

adequate assistance once released (Barrenger and Draine, 2013). 
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These individual-level factors are joined by community-level factors like generational 

poverty, concentrations of violence and drug commerce, and the availability (or lack) of 

employment opportunities and affordable housing (Kubrin and Stewart, 2006). From one 

jurisdiction to another, a large degree of variability exists in the accessibility, and even existence, 

of programs designed for the range of offender needs. Rade and colleagues (2017) have also 

explored the variations in public support for reentry programs, which they argue is related to the 

degree of belief that people can and will change (ie. mindset theory). The result of this variability 

is the large influence location has over how much risk any of these factors represents for 

recidivist behavior. Many probation offices, including U.S. Probation use a number of 

instruments like the Post Conviction Risk Assessment and the Risk Prediction Index to try to 

measure these risks and account for them in supervision interventions. Controversially, courts 

have also tried to use these kinds of instruments for sentencing as a way to try to front-load 

success by letting risk of recidivism guide the length of an offender’s sentence (Monahan & 

Skeem, 2014). This practice, however, is rife with bias and President Obama’s first Attorney 

General, Eric Holder, called for a discontinuation of this practice since there is little evidence 

that it keeps the public safer or influences recidivism (Holder, 2014). Protective factors, as might 

be expected, mirror the risk factors. Offenders who have positive support systems and pro-social 

networks, access to substance abuse and mental health treatment, education and job skills, and 

also demonstrate strong resilience and coping skills, often have a higher probability of successful 

reintegration. One of the biggest blows to these protective factors was the defunding of Pell 

Grants for higher education written into the 1994 Omnibus Crime Bill. 

Many of the programs that are currently in place seek to mitigate risk factors, by creating 

program elements to emphasize protective factors. Intervention strategies tend to focus most on 
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individual factors and ways to counteract individual-level risk. However, beyond this general 

agreement, intervention programs run the gamut from pre-release to long-term post-release, 

behavioral incentives to supervised support, and governmental to community-based (Wikoff, 

Linhorst, & Morani, 2012). This diversity of program solutions to recidivism both underscores 

the complexity of the issue as well as the complexity in trying to compare strategies. Hallett 

(2011) notes that “despite nearly two decades of applied research on ‘reentry’ programs 

themselves, little in the way of definitive research exists to precisely document the effective 

treatments necessary for ‘successful’ reentry as matched to the appropriate combination of 

inmate characteristics and community resources necessary for effective rehabilitation” (p. 216). 

Only recently (Barrenger & Draine, 2013; Miller, Patton, & Williams, 2015; Martin 2013) have 

researchers seriously begun investigating social ecology and context as a variable or set of 

variables capable of influencing individual behavior. 

1.2.2 Reentry Courts: The Beginnings of Community Involvement 

Special reentry courts offer the jurisdictions that implement them the opportunity to engage 

in a more community-based approach to managing some offenses. There are many types of these 

reentry courts generally falling into categories surrounding drug crimes, sex trade issues, and 

family adjudications. In Problem Solving Courts: New Approaches to Criminal Justice, Miller 

and Johnson (2009) tie the different types together in this way; "They are judge-run programs, in 

general-jurisdiction courts, that facilitate long-term behavioral and attitudinal change among 

participants and their communities" (p.9). These courts function as tertiary prevention; that is, 

they are designed to prevent those arrested for a particular crime from re-offending. One of the 

most prominent reentry court types is federal drug reentry. 
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Federal drug reentry courts are found across the country. Gottfredson, Najaka, and Kearley 

(2003) counted 800 jurisdictions in the U.S. in 2001 with drug court programs; this number had 

grown to 2500 by 2010 (U.S. General Accounting Office, 2011). The hallmark of drug courts is 

that they emphasize treatment in an attempt to reduce the likelihood that addiction to a chemical 

substance will compel participation in drug-related activity or criminal behavior as a way to 

finance the acquisition of the craved substance. These courts function somewhere between the 

typical, adversarial system and group therapy. The concept seeks both to leverage the power of 

the courtroom setting and of the roles played by judges, attorneys, and probation personnel but 

also to increase participant support by having the adversarial parties work together rather than 

against each other to enhance the outcomes for the participants. In addition, the reentry court 

teams strive to function as a pro-social network for those who have few such networks to rely on 

after leaving prison. 

Evaluation of federal drug courts has been an ongoing challenge. While the program model 

itself has been in existence for several decades, each jurisdiction implements that model 

differently based on its own capacity and culture. In Kansas, for example, the program (called 

Kan-TRAC) limits participation to 10 offenders at one time due to the resources (both human 

and other) needed to fully manage those 10 cases (Kan-TRAC, 2012). Conversely, Philadelphia, 

PA, which has a program of similar tenure to Kan-TRAC, has included 186 participants in their 

Supervision to Aid Re-entry (STAR) program as of 2013 (Taylor, 2013). The reentry program in 

Portland, OR also includes greater capacity with 164 participants over a seven-year period 

(Johnson & Carey, 2013). In addition to variety in scope, different districts also vary in their 

exact program parameters. Common elements to all reentry court programs are the presence of 
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cross-functional representation on the working teams, the behavior setting1 of the court with 

attendance policies based on the participant’s level of completion, and the behavior modification 

approach based on rewards for desired behavior and sanctions for violating rules. Indeed the so-

called “Reentry Toolkit for United States Attorney’s Offices” published by the Department of 

Justice (2014) (with contributions from the Federal Judicial Center) states:  

Within this general model, considerable variations exist in terms of the structure, 

focus, and approach of the federal court programs. Although there is no specific 

mandate or guidance from the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, virtually 

all federal reentry courts incorporate “evidence-based practices” and “promising 

practices.” (p.18) 

It is safe to say that the purview of “evidence-based” and “promising” practices is wide and 

varied as well and functions only to suggest that measurable outcomes should be a function of 

program execution. 

1.2.3 But Do They Work?: Evaluation and Reentry 

The freedom allowed each district in the formation of their reentry courts is clearly beneficial 

in the sense that the programs can be tailored to fit precisely the environment in which they 

operate. However, it makes summative evaluation extremely difficult. There are as many 

evaluation methods and models as there are programs. The U.S. General Accounting Office 

conducted a review of 32 drug reentry court programs in 2011 through an audit of programs 

awarded federal discretionary grants. This audit of performance data collected through an online 

reporting tool concluded that statistically significant reductions in relevant recidivism variables 

                                                 
1 Behavior setting theory, as described first by Barker (1968), describes how ecological context 

influences behavior. Specifically, a behavior setting “consists of one or more standing patterns of 

behavior . . . [which] . . . is not a characteristic of the particular individuals involved; it is an 

extra-individual behavior phenomenon; it has unique characteristics that persist when the 

participants change" (Barker, 1968, p.18). 
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occurred in at least 18 of the 32 districts under review (U.S. General Accounting Office, 2011). 

However, 32 districts represents a small fraction of the estimated 2500 drug courts in operation, 

and the report concedes: “With regard to drug courts’ effectiveness . . . [they] have been difficult 

to evaluate because they are so varied, and the resources required to conduct a study that would 

allow conclusions about the effectiveness of drug courts can be substantial” (p.8). Most recently, 

an evaluation of reentry courts using multiple methods including process evaluation as well as 

summative evaluation and cost-benefit analysis continued to find mixed results (Carey, et. al., 

2017). One element that appeared to influence measures of success was consistent, intensive 

drug treatment and wraparound infrastructure that addressed multiple needs. However, eligibility 

for participation in this particular program required a diagnosed substance use disorder and 

moderate to high scores on a risk assessment instrument. It is unclear as to whether results would 

translate to different participants, environments, or contexts (Carey, et. al., 2017). Attempts, 

therefore, to substantively draw conclusions both within and between different programs 

continue to keep evaluators engaged in research pursuits. 

These research pursuits include quantitative data collection, data analysis (both of archival 

data and new data), and qualitative work as well. Due to the human subjects protected status of 

the participants, there have been unique challenges in working within this domain. Chief among 

these are difficulties in experimental or quasi-experimental design having to do with random 

assignment and control of covariates within the study groups (DeMatteo, Filone, & LaDuke 

2011). While random control trials are ideal, they are often not realistic in criminal justice 

settings because of either ethical or legal considerations. Additionally, since the programs are 

typically voluntary, inherent bias in self-selection can confound the most carefully designed trial 

(see Gottfredson, Najaka, & Kearley, 2003). Other research concerns include precisely how 
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recidivism variables are defined by any given district or researcher and the source of data for 

those variables (i.e. specifically designed evaluation instruments, public data, confidential or 

institutional data). Since the inception of the drug court model for reentry, there have been 

countless studies to measure its effectiveness but no single prescription for evaluation generally. 

Consequently, programs tend to be designed and executed without clear plans or funding for 

evaluation to meet the stated objective of “measured outcomes” expressed by the Department of 

Justice. Districts and evaluators are left making a kind of evaluation stew with the pieces of data 

that are collected, creating a whole from related but disparate parts. 

Beyond reentry courts, identifying successful elements for any reentry program is a daunting 

task in and of itself as there are “best practices” published that are directly contradicted by other 

studies. For example, Petersilia (2004) suggests: 

If we combined the Canadians’ theory of rehabilitation with the U.S. program 

evaluation data on “what works,” we would design prison reentry programs that 

took place mostly in the community (as opposed to institutional settings), were 

intensive (at least six months long), focused on high-risk individuals (with risk 

level determined by classification instruments rather than clinical judgments), 

used cognitive-behavioral treatment techniques, and matched therapist and 

program to the specific learning styles and characteristics of individual offenders. 

(p.6) 

Directly contradicting the first of these assertions, Luther, Reichert, Holloway, Roth, and Aalsma 

(2011) emphasize the need to solidify plans and capacity in pre-release planning, preferably as 

early as possible to mitigate the anxiety of offenders upon release. Of specific need was housing. 

Luther, et. al. (2011) noted that even housing help that was secured in pre-release planning often 

fell through upon the release of the offender which resulted in high-risk behaviors like using 

drugs and selling sex for housing or drugs. The community risk of this behavior was seen in 
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elevations of HIV because the offenders (who often are disproportionately HIV-positive) engage 

in activities that spread the disease. Beyond housing, Cook and colleagues (2015) suggested that 

starting employment help at or post release is too late to affect change. Their program included a 

“reach-in” mentality that assisted with employment needs before release and showed better 

outcomes in the treatment condition than in the control group. Even so, those who showed 

improvement could not earn enough to support a household of two above the poverty line, which 

brings community engagement back into the conversation. 

The community context is also something Barrenger and Draine (2013) evaluate in their 

look at offenders with serious mental illness (see Figure 1). For this population, the solution is 

often connecting offenders with mental health resources, but that alone is too narrow to provide 

lasting solutions. 

 

Figure 1. Community Context Model (Barrenger and Draine, 2013) 

 

The Community Context Model offers researchers a look inside the contextual moderators of 

behavior relative to the intervention. A different, yet related way to view this context is through 
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B.F. Skinner’s theory of verbal behavior (as cited in Bowman & Travis, 2012). The theory of 

verbal behavior extends the contextual moderators to suggest that individual interactions within 

those contexts may have far-reaching consequences. In this model, the ambiguous or 

contradictory messages about expected behavior that were sent from probation officer to 

offender, ultimately led to behavior that did not model the intended verbal reinforcement.  A 

visual of this model is shown in Figure 2.  

 
Figure 2. Reentry Model Utilizing Theory of Verbal Behavior (Bowman & Travis, 2012) 

From this, Bowman and Travis (2012) suggest training for case workers and probation personnel 

that separates the sympathy with the difficult, real, lived experiences of their clients and the 

clarity with which they must communicate expected behavioral outcomes. Rotter, McQuisition, 

Broner, and Steinbacher (2005) have a similar recommendation aimed specifically at combatting 

the culture of incarceration and trains providers about the inherent differences in treating those 

coming out of prison. Additionally, Miller, Patton, and Williams (2015) have shown that the 

community is an essential partner, but cannot be relied upon to shoulder the entire weight of 

reentry programs. The carceral society, as Martin (2013) described it, includes structural and 

social constructs that demand the cooperation of both governmental/policy sources of support 

and family/community support networks. Woods, Lanza, Dyson, and Gordon (2013) also remark 

on the value of community in continuing healthcare for offenders leaving prison. 
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A great many programs and their attendant evaluations encompass the domain of 

employment and job readiness. Patzelt, Williams, and Shepherd (2014) use a grounded theory 

approach to evaluate entrepreneurship education in a European prison. While the population is 

slightly different the themes resonate in a discussion of U.S. reentry: the success of an 

entrepreneurship education relies heavily on the offender’s ability to make sense of their past, 

perceive that he has control over his future, and envision a future that is positive. Structurally, 

many of the impoverished and under-resourced offenders in the U.S. entering communities that 

have overwhelming generational poverty will not be able to obtain work that will legally sustain 

two people above the poverty line; this does not paint a picture of a positive future. In this 

respect, entrepreneurial education before release would do very little to assist offenders coming 

out of prison.  

Miller (2014) suggests that jails and prisons have two very different needs in terms of 

interventions because of the duration and type of stay. Interventions aimed at treating those in 

jail have the additional opportunity to foster and promote pro-social behaviors and positive social 

networks which several studies indicate are hallmarks of successful reintegration (Haney, 2002; 

Kaplan, Cassel, & Gore, 1977; Listwan, Cullen, & Latessa, 2006; Mills & Codd, 2008; Morenoff 

& Harding, 2014; Shrinkfield & Graffam, 2010). Pro-social behavior is one of three 

employability characteristics or skills identified by Cerda, Stenstrom, and Curtis (2015) in a 

large study about how the type of conviction determined the probability that an employer would 

hire an offender coming out of prison. Employment is a significant predictor of recidivism (see 

Berg & Huebner, 2011; Cerda, Stenstrom, & Curtis, 2014; Cook, et. al., 2014; Martin, 2013; 

Naser & La Vigne, 2006; Roadmap to Reentry, 2016; Taxman, 2004; Western, 2008) and 

therefore is a major component of most prevention programs for people released from prison. 
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According to Cerda et. al (2015), the three skill sets that affect employability are 1) basic skills 

(encompassing reading, writing, computation, and communication), 2) thinking skills (including 

learning new tasks, problem solving, making decisions, thinking creatively, and following 

directions), and 3) personal qualities (including, integrity, following instructions, showing 

respect for others, punctuality or the ability to be on time, and showing regard for safety 

procedures). Based on this research, the most important moderator for employability is the set of 

personal qualities, which would include pro-social behavior. The common thread among 

research, programs, and context is the importance of social networks, and the influence of the 

people in connecting and communicating with offenders. 

1.3 Social Networks and Successful Reentry 

Pro-social networks imply social support which functions to supply “meaningful information 

that  . . . actions are leading to desired consequences” (Kaplan, Cassel, and Gore, 1977, p. 48). 

Mitchell (1974), working from a desire to provide guidance to anthropologists who wished to 

analyze their data using a conceptual theory of social networks, codified the concept of a social 

network as having two characteristics: morphological and interactional. Morphological 

characteristics describe the “extent to which people who all know one person also happen to 

know one another” (p.288). Interactional characteristics describe the ways in which information 

is given and received, resulting in “the actor’s construction of the meaning of that relationship to 

him in terms of his understanding of the other person’s expectation of his behavior” (p.294). The 

binding proposition is the notion that having feedback in the form of perceived expectations from 

other individuals necessarily influences one’s own behavior and wellbeing. This network of 

individuals who provide the feedback may positively influence behavior and wellbeing (a pro-

social network) or they may negatively influence them (an anti-social network). Kaskutas, Bond, 
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and Humphreys (2002) used social network considerations to understand why Alcoholics 

Anonymous may or may not influence its members to remain alcohol-free. The conclusions 

drawn from the study suggested that pro-social networks that supported abstinence had a 

mediating effect on abstinence outcomes. AA was especially important for people who had a so-

called “wet” environment that encouraged consumption, but AA was not demonstrably different 

for those who had a supportive network outside of AA. More recently, Weston, Honor, and Best 

(2018) examined the degree to which recovery capitals (social, physical, human, cultural) 

affected those working to recover from substance abuse, they found that the trust and reciprocity 

that are the foundation for pro-social networks are important, but potentially equally important is 

the capacity to create bridging capital to new less dense relationships. That is, having insular, 

dense networks can lead to an imbalance of pro- to anti-social outcomes despite their descriptive 

characteristics (Weston, Honor, & Best, 2018). Likewise, Stevens, Jason, Ram, and Light (2015) 

found in a social network analysis of Oxford House recovery home residents that the larger the 

social network, the lower the perceived stress of the subject, and that increasing the subject’s 

network through specific affiliations (like AA) might improve outcomes. While not all offenders 

exhibit the same difficulties or frameworks of recovering addicts, these findings are instructive 

for those the system determines to be at high risk for recidivism. Offenders may fall into one of 

the problematic areas described: fewer pro-social networks and more anti-social ones, or highly 

dense social networks that resist external pro-social influences. 

Morenoff and Harding (2014) recently noted that “the criminal justice system now touches 

nearly as many people in poor communities as the education system or the labor market” (p.414). 

The implication of this effect on the social networks that tie communities together is both 

disturbing and immense. The perpetuation of the education system or employment opportunities 
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is seen by most as a positive effect of the ways in which communities live and breathe, but if that 

perpetuation also includes incarceration, the negative consequences are significant. Wilson 

(2012) argues that economic disadvantage and geographic isolation due to that disadvantage 

ultimately serves to sever the pro-social networks that would provide individuals within that 

community the support to better their lot. Gust (2012) notes that often the entire family of an 

incarcerated individual suffers from stigma and that neighborhoods where the incarceration rate 

is high tend to be more dangerous and fragile rather than less so. Given the challenges already 

presented to offenders returning from prison, the added difficulty of a lack of pro-social 

networks to guide adaptive decision-making would reasonably increase the chances of going 

back to prison. Additionally, emotional difficulty in dealing with anti-social networks simply 

adds pressure to an already challenging environment. Consider, for example, how difficult it is to 

concentrate at work when one has quarreled with a loved one during breakfast. Now consider the 

juggling act of trying to find an employer who will hire someone with a felony record, being 

available for a random drug test at a moment’s notice, unstable housing, food insecurity, and a 

lack of reliable transportation. If, on top of that, the only social networks are ones that encourage 

either criminal or substance-related behavior to reduces stress, recidivism becomes less difficult 

to understand. 

Several studies outline the relationship between families as pro-social predictors of reentry 

success. Mills and Codd (2008) examined this dynamic in terms of social capital, extending the 

theory of pro-social networks to include sociological norms with resulting values and 

expectancies. Family relationships are of special interest as supporting and building social 

capital. While they argue that families specifically are beneficial and underutilized in reducing 

recidivist activities, they acknowledge that the lack of a reliable family structure is a limitation 
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for widespread application. Similarly, Naser and LaVigne (2006) suggest that family (when it 

exists) is the default support system for prisoners reintegrating into life outside of prison. Those 

prisoners with families expect a great deal of assistance upon release and end up depending on it 

to a great degree. When these relationships are positive, the resulting outcomes tend to be 

positive, and: “Programs that develop alternative methods of providing tangible and emotional 

support for released prisoners who do not have a positive family supports network could hold 

promise for achieving more successful reentry outcomes” (Naser and LaVigne, 2006, p.103). 

The argument shared here is that mass incarceration has led to an unsustainable number of 

people in prison. One of the ways to influence reductions in this number is to prevent recidivism, 

and a key component of that prevention is positively influencing reentry. Pro-social networks are 

a function of positive reentry. The literature indicates, then, that measuring and understanding 

the social networks of offenders can usefully provide program developers with data to 

appropriately design program elements with the best chance to influence this variable and 

positively impact offender reentry. To that end, this study will explore the social networks of the 

reentry population defined by federal offenders under supervision in the District of Kansas to 

answer questions about network size, type, and valence (i.e., whether the offender perceives a 

connection supports positive or empowering feelings) to understand how these social networks 

influence recidivist behavior. 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHODS 

2.1 Goals of the Study 

The current study measured aspects of the social networks of offenders by examining the 

number, type, and valence of connections, which provided a snapshot of relational challenges 

and assets for those attempting reentry. In this case, the research sought to answer the following 

questions: 

1. How are size, type, and valence of social networks related to recidivist behaviors? 

2. Do size, type, and valence of offenders’ social networks differ between geographic 

location and profile variables? 

3. Do size, type, and valence of offenders’ social networks differ between those who are 

placed in a Residential Reentry Center prior to release and those who are released 

directly into communities? 

While many methodologies may adequately explore some of the variables of interest, the unique 

process of social network analysis served the goals of this research most effectively and 

efficiently. 

2.2 Social Network Analysis Methodology 

Social network analysis as a distinct methodology in its contemporary form has its roots in 

academic traditions going back to the 1930s (Scott, 2013). What is currently accepted as social 

network analysis started in the late 1960s through a synthesis of anthropological tradition in 

Britain expanded and adapted by Harrison White at Harvard University (Scott, 2013). The 

popularity of social network analysis as a tool for researching complex systems appears in the 

many texts that exist as basic reference guides (see, for example, Kornbluh & Neal, 2016; 

Robbins, 2015; Borgatti, Everett, & Johnson, 2013; and Scott 2013), and dedicated academic 

journals as well as international conferences highlighting specifically the research produced by 
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this particular methodology (See Social Networks and Sunbelt Social Networks Conference of 

the International Network for Social Network Analysis). The applications of social network 

analysis are broad and cross a number of disciplines, but it has distinct advantages for 

community-based work and community psychology because it moves beyond the attributes of 

the individual actors to “quantify the structure of relationships” (Kornbluh & Neal, 2016, p.207) 

within a specifically bounded set of actors. This naturally suggests the importance of ecological 

context as the behavior of one actor necessarily impacts the behavior or feelings of another. 

Community psychology, with its foundation in ecological perspectives, forms a natural 

partnership with social network analysis as a function of understanding communities and social 

problems for which interventions are developed. Additionally, this method offers a more 

complete picture of available resources for the network under investigation and can function as a 

measure of social capital or the ability to access those resources (Van der Gaag & Weber, 2008). 

The basic components of social network analysis are the interview or survey and the specific 

correlational analyses that the researcher performs on the collected data. Methodological 

considerations include bounding the network, determining whether to look at whole networks or 

personal (ego) networks, and data collection options and challenges. In the present study, the 

network in question was the ego network of offenders attempting to re-enter their communities 

after a prison sentence. The network was bounded by the relationships of the specifically defined 

offender population, and an ego network design was best suited to the research questions and 

data collection challenges of the study.  

Ego networks also offered the ability to protect identifiable information; all of the 

egos/respondents and the people in their networks (the alters) remained anonymous without 

damaging the analysis. This provided two very important benefits: 1) it made the questions non-
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threatening even in instances of reporting less than optimal influence, and 2) it mitigated the non-

response error that is problematic in social network analysis. One drawback of social network 

analysis is its relative sensitivity to missing data. In general, response rates for social network 

data collection need to be in the 80-90% range to prevent misleading results. For this reason, the 

instrument must be easy to complete, non-threatening in nature, and as short as possible. 

Additionally, delivery of the instrument, if not the entire administration of it, should be in person 

whenever possible to increase the likelihood of completed responses. 

U.S. Probation for the District of Kansas was a community partner in this study, offering 

access to the sample and encouraging high response rates through personal invitations to 

participate. While the informed consent included unequivocal and abundant opportunities for 

refusal, the in-person nature of the probation office visit leveraged the positive influence of 

personal communication and provided the respondent with ready assistance if she had any 

difficulty understanding what was being asked in the instrument. Additionally, the approval of 

the instrument by U.S. Probation ensured that the questions appropriate to the domain were 

included, that extraneous questions were eliminated, and that the instrument would be 

administrable on the scale required. 

2.3 Sample 

The sample for this study included all offenders in the District of Kansas who had been 

released from prison between one and six months prior to June 1, 2016 and were under 

supervision by U.S. Probation. A separate comparison group was the population of the 

residential reentry center offenders who would be released within 120 days post study launch. 

This secondary population had differential support from offenders who had a specified release 

plan that did not include residential reentry. There were no quotas or targets with respect to age, 
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gender, convicted offense, sentence length, or risk assessment. However, only U.S. citizens 

would be considered in order to exclude from analysis those convicted of illegal reentry (that is, 

reentry to the United States by a non-citizen) since their very presence in the country constitutes 

a violation of their release from prison. The inclusion of highly variable populations was 

important to the overall analysis of the ego networks measured. Differences in the overall degree 

and valence of relationships across the spectrum of offenders, genders, etc. were under 

examination, and understanding this variability would affect the way the results may lead to 

actionable solutions. 

2.4 Instruments and Procedures 

2.4.1 Social Network Data Collection 

The first phase of this study included the social network data collection of the participants. 

U.S. Probation identified the qualifying offenders through their database (Probation and Pre-

Trial Services Automated Case Tracking System, or PACTS) and notified the offenders’ 

probation officer of their qualification. The supervising officer then presented the informed 

consent and opportunity to participate to the offender during a regularly scheduled office 

interaction2. Only supervisors were chosen to administer the survey for three reasons: 1) the 

offender would not feel compelled by his or her supervising officer to participate, 2) the offender 

would feel safe completing the items because their direct supervising officer would not see the 

survey, and 3) there was greater control in the presentation and administration protocol if the 

number of administrators was limited to only two people in each division. To comply with 

                                                 
2 The protocol provided to the Federal Probation Supervisors who collected the data included this 

stipulation; however, the Topeka and Kansas City, KS offices opted to call offenders eligible for 

inclusion and ask them to make a separate trip to the office to complete the instrument. The 

difference in execution shows in the lowered response rates of those two offices. 
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Institutional Review Board requirements, each supervising probation officer administering the 

survey completed the social science module of human subjects training through the National 

Institutes of Health Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI). If the offender agreed 

to participate, the supervising officer administered the survey instrument, generally online 

(utilizing Qualtrics). Those in the residential reentry center utilized the available computers at 

the center to complete the survey. The cross-sectional design of the study required only one 

administration of the survey instrument.  

The instrument itself (see Appendix A) was designed utilizing two of the three parts that 

typically define a social network analysis: Name Generator, Name Interpreter, and Name 

Interrelator (Borgatti, Everett, & Johnson, 2013). The nature of this study did not require a Name 

Interrelator, and therefore that optional section was eliminated to streamline and simplify the 

instrument. An additional section included ego (respondent)3 demographics and other attributes 

which allowed for grouping and description of the respondents in the results. The purpose of the 

first part of the instrument, called the Name Generator, was used to elicit all the meaningful 

relationships in the ego network to the best ability of the respondent. These names will be 

referred to as the “alters” for each ego. Importantly, “name” in an ego network study does not 

have to mean legal or personally identifiable names. It was unimportant for the researcher to 

know who was who; it was only important that the ego be able to track the names so that she 

could classify and describe the relationship in the name interpreter section that followed. This 

anonymity was extremely important in this study to protect the respondent and her network, and 

to help her feel more comfortable both enumerating and describing the people in her life. U.S. 

                                                 
3 For the purposes of this study “ego” and “respondent” may be used interchangeably as they 

refer to the same individual: the released offender who completed the social network survey. 



 25 

Probation indicated that a rational limit to the name generator for this population was 25. This 

limit eased completion of the survey and set a high-end time limit for completion in order to 

accurately reflect the time commitment to the respondent. 

After the names of alters (people with whom the respondent has a relationship) were 

generated, the name interpreter measured the valence of the relationship and the degree of pro-

social or anti-social aspects within the relationship. One of the reasons social network analysis is 

useful in examining prisoner reentry is that pro-social networks impact success for newly 

released prisoners (Mooallem, 2015; Berg & Huebner, 2011; Naser & LaVigne, 2006). 

Therefore, understanding not just the existence of a particular relationship, but also its strength 

and direction were important. The name interpreter section also served as a secondary 

opportunity to generate additional names since, in some cases, answering questions about 

previously identified names might remind the respondent of additional names. This also 

supplemented the 25-person limit to ensure that some networks were not prematurely truncated. 

Additional names generated were limited to 10, again to retain ease of completion and establish 

time requirements. 

Finally, demographic and profile information were collected as additional grouping variables 

in order to understand potential differences in size and valence of social networks for these 

offenders. Of specific interest to U.S. Probation were whether the offenders were enrolled in 

their current cognitive behavioral group therapy intervention called MRT (Moral Reconation 

Therapy; see Ferguson & Wormith, 2012) and whether the offender participated in more formal 

groups like sports leagues or churches. Additionally, since a primary research question was to 

understand differences between the social networks of those in different parts of the state with 
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different urban/rural make-up, an operationalized location variable was included along with age, 

relationship status, race or ethnicity, and gender. 

2.4.2 Tracking the Success/Failure of the Participants 

After phase one was completed with all the data from the survey instrument collected, phase 

two included using additional information from the Probation and Pre-Trial Automated Case 

Tracking System (PACTS) to track the success or failure of the participants. Offenders’ PACTS 

number and release status were recorded after consent to participate was given and immediately 

before completing the survey instrument in phase one. This allowed the researcher to connect 

outcome data to survey data for those participants six months post phase one data collection. The 

interval for follow-up was based primarily on the findings of Shrinkfield and Graffam (2010) 

who found that approximately one-third of offenders released from prison are rearrested within 

six months, implying that recidivist behaviors would likely be visible prior to that six-month 

mark. Outcome data included measures that imply: 1) risk of recidivism (the Post-Conviction 

Risk Assessment administered by the supervising officer), and 2) failure to reintegrate (positive 

urinalysis tests, probation violations, rearrests, and/or reconvictions). This provided the 

opportunity to understand how elements of the social network analysis predicted success or 

failure in reentry. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

The exploratory nature of this study offered multiple options for analysis. Data were not 

collected between the alters of each respondent, meaning the potential relationships between a 

respondent’s alters were not measured. Additionally, alters were described purely from the egos’ 

perspectives without objective alter demographic data collected. This situates the results of the 

self-report survey within the context of each ego’s ecological experience. Consequently, 

summarizing overall results were complicated by the intersection of individual networks and the 

larger set of networks; overall results necessarily look different from the summaries of each 

individual’s network. For the purposes of clarity, the overall results are reported here with 

Appendix 2 dedicated to summarizing individual network characteristics. All network analyses 

were conducted using E-Net Ego Social Network Analysis software (Borgatti, 2006) and other 

analyses conducted using SPSS 21 statistical software. 

3.1 Sample 

A total of 257 offenders qualified to participate in the study, of those 134 completed 

surveys. Participation was not equal among all three probation office locations. Table 1 shows 

the relative participation and calculated response rate for all three federal probation office 

locations out of which data collection took place4. The uneven distribution of responses across 

locations limited the representativeness of the data for that location. Notably, only the Wichita 

location achieved the minimum desired response rate of 80%, and that this was done primarily 

by adhering to the protocol which had the survey administered after a regular office visit (rather  

 

                                                 
4 Data collected from the residential reentry facility occurred out of the Topeka office; therefore, 

their numbers were subsumed into that count. 
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TABLE 1 

 

FREQUENCY AND RESPONSE RATES BY U.S. PROBATION LOCATION 

 

Location 
Declined to 

Participate 

In Custody/ 

Under 

Warrant 

Failed to 

Respond 

Other 

Barrier 

Completed 

Surveys 
Total 

Response 

Rate 

Kansas City, 

KS 
47 10 0 12 35 104 34% 

Topeka 15 2 7 12 27 63 43% 

Wichita 8 3 3 4 72 90 80% 

Totals 70 15 10 28 134 257 52% 

“Other Barrier” includes respondents not speaking English, having died, having unknown status, 

being ill, having more than one case, and having no transportation. 

 

than as a separate event). The overall response rate of 52% was not ideal for social network 

analysis but was partially mitigated by the personal ego network focus, limiting the effect of 

potential holes in network structure. The final sample size was further reduced by incomplete 

surveys and some respondents who initially agreed to participate but then declined to complete 

the survey at the second informed consent gateway online. Finally, after the six-month follow-up 

period, discrepancies matching PACTS IDs between the survey respondents and the outcome 

data reduced the usable sample by an additional two cases. The final sample size for analysis was 

120, descriptive statistics for which are included in Table 2 and Table 3. Participants were 

predominantly in their 40s, white, male, unmarried, and participating in church but not in MRT 

or other therapies or treatments. The number of “other non-compliance” incidents tended to drive 

total recidivist behavior in comparison to rearrests and positive urinalysis results. Slightly over 

half of participants had an adjusted Post Conviction Risk Assessment (PCRA) Score5 of Low or 

Low to Moderate, with the other 47.5% having Moderate  

                                                 
5 PCRA scores may be adjusted by the offender’s probation officer if there is cause to believe 

that material circumstances may not be reflected in the instrument’s calculation. 
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TABLE 2 

 

RESPONDENT DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS (CATEGORICAL VARIABLES) 

 

Variable % (Count) 

Release Status  

Released, Under Supervision 86.7% (104) 

Residential Reentry (BOP) 13.3% (16) 

Location  

Topeka 9.4% (11) 

Kansas City, KS 23.1% (27) 

Wichita 40.2% (47) 

Salina 2.6% (3) 

Rural 10K to 40K 12.8% (15) 

Rural 10K Close to City 7.7% (9) 

Rural 10K Not Close to City 4.3% (5) 

Race or Ethnicity  

African American 25.8% (31) 

Hispanic 11.7% (14) 

Latino/a 0.8% (1) 

White 55.8% (67) 

Asian 1.7% (2) 

Mixed 3.3% (4) 

Other 0.8% (1) 

Relationship Status  

Married/Domestic Partnership 25.8% (31) 

Exclusive Relationship, Not Married 25.8% (31) 

Single 48.3% (58) 

Gender  

Female 21.8% (26) 

Male 78.2% (93) 

Participates in Moral Reconation Therapy 

(MRT) 
 

Yes 22.5% (27) 

No 73.3% (88) 

Not Sure 4.2% (5) 

Group Participation  

Church 53.8% (63) 

Sports 21.4% (25) 

Neighborhood Groups 5.1% (6) 

School Group 4.3% (5) 

Support Group 28.2% (33) 

Other 10.3% (12) 

No Groups 26.5% (31) 
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TABLE 2 (continued) 

Mental Health Treatment 

Yes 28.3% (34) 

No 71.7% (86) 

Drug Treatment 

Yes 24.2% (29) 

No 75.8% (91) 

Adjusted PCRA Score / Raw PCRA Score 

Low 19.2% (23) / 23.3% (28) 

Low to Moderate 33.3% (40) / 37.5% (45) 

Moderate 29.2% (35) / 32.5% (39) 

High 18.3% (22) / 6.7% (8) 

TABLE 3 

RESPONDENT DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS (CONTINUOUS VARIABLES) 

Variable Mean (SD) 

Age 43.9 (12.01) 

Prison Sentence (in months)* 48.0 (47.41) 

Total Supervision (in months)* 38.3 (18.18) 

Positive Urinalysis Results* 0.24 (0.81) 

Rearrests* 0.31 (0.69) 

Other Non-Compliance Incidents* 2.39 (3.74) 

Total Recidivist Behavior Incidents* 2.99 (4.48) 

* Two outliers (ZScore > 3.3) were removed to more accurately reflect central

tendency

or High risk scores. The unadjusted scores tend to skew less risky with only 39.2% scoring 

Moderate or High on risk. 

Three outcome variables were determined to be acceptably normally distributed: Total 

Number of Alters, Adjusted PCRA Scores, and Total Supervison. To review network valence 

variables (the ego’s relative perception of positivity versus negativity of her network), mean 

scores were computed for each valence variable, which were initially measured on either a 5- or 

7-point Likert scale: Closeness, Self-Image (how the people in the network make the ego feel

about herself), Help (the perceived ability of an ego’s network to help her in her daily life), and 
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Trouble (the perceived likelihood that those in an ego’s network would encourage recidivist 

behavior). Means were computed due to unequal network sizes which would bias against smaller 

networks. The valence variables were unanimously negatively skewed to varying degrees, and 

two ego follow-up variables were positively skewed (Prison Sentence and Total Recidivism). 

Data transformations were performed to mitigate the skewness in the variables with skewness 

statistics greater than two and less than -2. The Log10 transformation was performed on Prison 

Sentence and Total Recidivism variables; the Trouble valence variable was dichotomized into 

“Very Likely to Keep Me Out of Prison” and “Less Likely to Keep Me Out of Prison” due to the  

TABLE 4 

 

SKEWNESS STATISTICS AND TRANSFORMATION RESULTS FOR RELEVANT 

VARIABLES 

 

Variable Skewness Statistic of Raw Data (SE) Skewness of Transformed Data (SE) 

Total Number of Alters .750 (.223) N/A 

PCRA Adjusted Score .087 (.223) N/A 

Total Supervision 1.523 (.223) N/A 

Prison Sentence 2.645 (.223) -.823 (.223) 

Total Recidivism 4.217 (.223) .759 (.223) 

Valence Variables   

Closeness -1.060 (.223) N/A 

Self-Image -1.066 (.223) N/A 

Help -1.246 (.223) N/A 

Trouble -4.196 (.223) -1.598 (.221) 

 

extreme values of the data. Table 4 summarizes the skewness statistics of the relevant variables 

and the results of transformation when that was performed.  

3.2 Overall Findings  

The analysis of social networks generally relies primarily on six basic measures 

organized according to the needs of the research questions under investigation and the type of 

network data collected (see Crossley, et. al., 2015; and Borgatti, Everett, and Johnson, 2013). 
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Two of these basic measures were relevant for the data collected in this study and the research 

questions under investigation: Centrality and Dispersion. Centrality for this set of ego networks 

should measure not just degree but also type of relationship. Dispersion for this study should 

examine the range of ego-alter ties and determine the amount of variability in the network. In 

addition, other analyses are not inconsistent with social network analysis, and procedures varying 

from ANOVA to multilevel modeling to multiple regression are common. In this study, the 

ability of both ego variables and valence variables to predict recidivism was of interest. 

Therefore, multiple regression models were performed to understand the relative contribution of 

each type of variable. 

3.2.1 Centrality 

Across egos, the mean number of total alters was 13 with a range of 2-35. The highest number of 

ties were between egos and birth families (defined as parents, step-parents, and siblings); this  

TABLE 5 

 

FREQUENCY AND MEAN FOR EGO-ALTER TIE TYPES 

 

Ego-Alter Tie Type % (count) Mean 

Birth Family 25% (383) 3.19 

Friend 22% (341) 2.84 

Immediate Family 18% (287) 2.39 

Extended Family 17% (261) 2.18 

Professional 12% (189) 1.58 

Acquaintance 1% (12) 0.01 

 

was followed by friends and immediate family (defined as spouses or partners and children). 

Frequencies and means for each type of alter appear in Table 5.  

The strength or magnitude of these ties included measures of both closeness (also a 

valence variable), frequency of communication, and type of communication. In person and voice 
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call were the most frequent types of communication overall, specifically with birth and 

immediate family as well as friends. Asynchronous communication types (email, social media, 

texting, and written letters) fall off sharply by comparison for egos communicating with those 

alter types. Text messages and voice calls tended to be more prevalent when communication 

frequency was less often than daily. In person and daily were the most common type and 

frequency overall. Figures 3-8 illustrate the frequency of each communication type by alter type.  

 
Figure 3. Frequency and Type of Communication for Birth Family Alters 

 

 

 
Figure 4. Frequency and Type of Communication for Immediate Family Alters 
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Figure 5. Frequency and Type of Communication for Extended Family Alters 

 

 

 
Figure 6. Frequency and Type of Communication for Friend Alters 
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0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

In Person Voice Call Text
Message

Email Social Media Written
Letters

Other

C
o

u
n

t

Communication Type

Daily

Few Times per Week

Weekly

Every 2 Weeks

Monthly

Less than Monthly

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

In Person Voice Call Text
Message

Email Social Media Written
Letters

Other

C
o

u
n

t

Communication Type

Daily

Few Times per Week

Weekly

Every 2 Weeks

Monthly

Less than Monthly

0

1

1

2

2

3

In Person Voice Call Text
Message

Email Social Media Written
Letters

Other

C
o

u
n

t

Communication Type

Few Times per Week

Monthly

Less than Monthly



 35 

 
Figure 8. Frequency and Type of Communication for Professional Alters 

 

Since, in general, egos reported feeling relatively close to their alters of all types (except 

professional alters for whom closeness was not measured), it was not unexpected to find that 

those reporting a sense of “Extremely Close” tended to also communicate more frequently. Also, 

with the exception of extended family those communicating in person or via voice call tended to 

report higher levels of closeness compared to more asynchronous methods. Figures 9-13 

illustrate the frequency of each communication type and feelings of closeness for each alter type. 

Figure 9. Type of Communication and Feelings of Closeness for Birth Family Alters 
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Figure 10. Type of Communication and Feelings of Closeness for Immediate Family Alters 

 

Figure 11: Type of Communication and Feelings of Closeness for Extended Family Alters 
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Figure 13: Type of Communication and Feelings of Closeness for Acquaintance Alters 

 

These results suggest that the ego networks under investigation are (from the ego’s point of 

view) strongly tied. 

3.2.2 Dispersion 

Summary measures of dispersion include Blau’s H and Agresti’s IQV (Crossley, et. al., 
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possible groups and an exclusive yes or no for “No Groups.” There was less dispersion 

associated with group participation in this set of ego networks.: Blau’s H = .45 and IGV = .51. 

Given this value of IGV, the networks reflected only 51% of the maximum possible differences. 

The most common group participation was in church groups, which accounted for 54% of those 

who reported participating in any group. 

3.2.3 Additional Analyses 

 While this network examination was exploratory in nature, some initial investigation into how 

recidivism was related to and might be predicted by the network variables measured was worth 

examination. First, correlations were considered to determine which variables were related 

enough to total recidivism to include in the models. Surprisingly, neither network degree nor 

total supervision were related to recidivism; that is, neither the relative size of the network nor 

how long the ego was sentenced to supervision were related to whether egos expressed recidivist 

behavior. Additionally, the network variable of trouble, was not significantly related to total 

recidivism. Other network variables were related in some way as were ego variables such as 

prison sentence and adjusted PCRA6 scores. Correlations are summarized in Table 6.  

TABLE 6 

 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN LOG10 OF TOTAL RECIDIVISM AND OUTCOME AND 

NETWORK VARIABLES 

 
 

Total # 

Alters 

Adjusted 

PCRA 

Low 

Adjusted 

PCRA Low-

Moderate 

Adjusted 

PCRA 

Moderate 

Log 10 

Prison 

Sentence 

Closeness 
Self 

Image 
Help Trouble 

Pearson 

Correlation 

(r) Log 10 

Total 

Recidivism 

.032* -.208** .072** .107** -.332** -.118** -.064* -.080** -.047 

*p < .05, **p < .01 

                                                 
6 Due to the nominal structure of the adjusted PCRA scores, they were dummy coded in the 

regression models with high risk as the reference category. 
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Because total number of alters, total supervision, and trouble were not related to 

recidivism, they were not included in the, hierarchical multiple regressions run to assess the 

ability of network variables to add predictive value to traditional ego outcome variables. Table 7 

summarizes the multiple regression procedures. 

Both models were significant [Step 1: F(4, 1273) = 75.39, p<.001; Step2: F(7, 1270) = 

45.73, p<.001], and while the increase in R2 was small, the results suggest there was some 

additional predictive value with the inclusion of the three network variables, accounting for 

approximately 20% of the variance in the dependent variable. However, the only network  

TABLE 7 

 

SUMMARY OF HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLES 

PREDICTING TOTAL RECIDIVISM 

 

Note. N = 1278 (data were restructured into long form to run model procedures); *p < .01, **p 

< .001 

 

variable with significant predictive power was closeness; the other variables had t-statistics for b 

with p values between .31 and .68. Additionally, the PCRA Low-Moderate variable did not 

contribute substantially to either model (p = .06 for t-statistic of b in step 1, and p = .067 for t-

statistic of b in step 2). The most influential predictor of recidivist behavior was the log 10 of 

Variables β b SE b R² R² change 

Step 1 
   

.192 .192 

PCRA Adjusted Low -.316 -.303** .035 
  

PCRA Adjusted Low-Moderate -.072 -.060 .032 
  

PCRA Adjusted Moderate .111 .122* .032   

Log10 of Prison Sentence -.384 -.206** .015   

Step 2 
   

.201 .010 

PCRA Adjusted Low -.310 -.297** .035 
  

PCRA Adjusted Low-Moderate -.070 -.058 .032 
  

PCRA Adjusted Moderate .121 .110* .032 
  

Log10 of Prison Sentence -.373 -.200** .015 
  

Closeness -.076 -.033* .013 
  

Self-Image -.013 -.005 .013 
  

Help -.030 -.011 .011 
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prison sentence, which in this model suggested that for every increase in prison sentence, there 

was an exponential decrease in recidivism. Of similar influence and in the same direction was a 

low PCRA score. A moderate PCRA score ranked third in influence followed finally by 

closeness.  

3.3 Differences by Geographic Location 

In order to investigate differences between geographic locations, responses had to be grouped 

differently than they were asked on the social network survey instrument; there was not robust 

enough response per location to support individual group analyses. Groupings that organically 

cohered were Topeka and Kansas City, KS (n=38), Wichita (n=47), and Salina and the rural 

communities (n=35). After grouping by these variables, analyses were repeated to determine 

whether any differences appeared. 

3.3.1 Centrality 

The average number of alters per location was 12.6 for Wichita, 14.1 for Topeka and Kansas 

City, and 12.4 for Salina and rural communities. The make-up of alter types for each geographic 

location followed the same trend as the overall dataset with birth family ties appearing most 

prevalently followed by friends and immediate family. Using chi-square analysis to test for 

independence, the distributions for each of the geographic locations are not statistically different 

X2(10, N=14737) = 15.94, p>.10.  

In terms of strength, each geographic location followed the same trend as the overall data 

with their birth family tending to be the closest connections and those connections tending to 

communicate in person on a daily basis. One change in the trend occurred with the group 

                                                 
7 Note that for Chi-square analyses, N is the number of observations rather than the number of 

respondents. Since each ego has multiple alters observed to fall into each category, N is much 

higher than the number of egos who responded to the survey. 
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TABLE 8 

 

FREQUENCY AND MEAN FOR EGO-ALTER TIE TYPES BY LOCATION 

 

Ego-Alter Tie Type 

% (count) Mean 

Wichita 
Topeka & 

KCKS 

Salina & 

Rural 
Wichita 

Topeka & 

KCKS 

Salina & 

Rural 

Birth Family 28% (162) 24% (117) 25% (104) 3.45 3.08 2.97 

Friend 24% (138) 21% (106) 24% (97) 2.94 2.79 2.77 

Immediate Family 18% (105) 19% (96) 21% (86) 2.23 2.53 2.46 

Extended Family 15% (83) 21% (105) 18% (73) 1.77 2.76 2.09 

Professional 13% (75) 14% (69) 11% (45) 1.60 1.82 1.29 

Acquaintance 1% (6) 0.2% (1) 1% (5) 0.13 0.05 0.14 

TOTAL 100% (569)  100% (494) 100% (410) 12.6 14.1 12.4 

 

located in Salina or other more rural communities. Those who identified as belonging to that 

group tended to rate their immediate family as extremely close more often than birth family. 

Also following the overall trend was the degree to which more in-person methods of 

communication and the frequency of communication followed closeness. That is, egos who 

spoke in person or on a voice call daily with alters in their network tended to more frequently 

report feeling extremely close to them. Figures 14-16 illustrate the relative ratings of closeness 

by alter type and geographic location. 

Figure 14. Feelings of Closeness by Alter Type for Topeka and Kansas City, KS 
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Figure 15. Feelings of Closeness by Alter Type for Wichita 

 

Figure 16. Feelings of Closeness by Alter Type for Salina and Rural Communities 
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Topeka and Kansas City, KS and 81% for Salina and rural communities). Table 9 summarizes 

the dispersion for alter type and group participation for each location. 

TABLE 9 

 

BLAU’S H AND AGRESTI’S IQV FOR ALTER TYPE AND GROUP PARTICIPATION IN 

EACH GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

 

Geographic 

Location 

Alter Type Group Participation 

Blau’s H Agresti’s IQV Blau’s H Agresti’s IQV 

Topeka & KCKS 0.80 0.95 0.51 0.59 

Wichita 0.79 0.94 0.31 0.37 

Salina & Rural 0.78 0.94 0.70 0.81 

 

3.3.3 Additional Analyses 

By splitting the sample size among the difference geographic location groups, multiple 

regression analyses were not advisable. However, correlations helped show how relationships 

were maintained through the subgroups or indicated potential differences.  

Notable differences across locations were found in the relationship of risk scores to 

recidivism and the network valence scores to recidivism. Across all locations, the number of 

alters remained generally unrelated to recidivism. While caution should be exercised in over 

interpreting the results of the correlations, the differences in r did suggest that the network 

variables were more related to recidivism in Salina and the rural communities than in Topeka 

and Kansas City and especially in Wichita, where they appeared the least related. Risk scores 

also appeared to vary among the locations with risk scores more highly correlated to recidivism 

in Topeka and Kansas City and a similar relationship in moderate risk scores and recidivism in 

Salina and rural communities. A moderate risk score ceased to be significant in Wichita. These 

results also suggested that the relationship between length of prison sentence and recidivism was 
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TABLE 10 

 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN LOG10 OF TOTAL RECIDIVISM AND OUTCOME AND 

NETWORK VARIABLES BY LOCATION 

 

*p < .05, **p < .01 

stronger in Wichita and Salina and rural communities compared to Topeka and Kansas City. No 

effect size explained more than 19.5% of the variance in the data (length of prison sentence in 

Salina and rural communities), and many hover between 5% and 10%.  

3.4 Differences by Release Type 

Sixteen individuals from the residential reentry facility completed the network survey. 

The results of centrality and dispersion analysis follow. 

3.4.1 Centrality 

The average number of alters for those in residential reentry was 12.1 and 13.2 for 

released offenders. The make-up of alter types for each group followed a similar trend as the 

overall dataset with birth family ties appearing most prevalently. However, perhaps not 

Variable 

Topeka and Kansas City  

Pearson Correlation (r) 

Log 10 Total  

Recidivism 

Wichita  

Pearson Correlation (r) 

Log 10 Total 

Recidivism 

Salina and Rural  

Pearson Correlation (r) 

Log 10 Total 

Recidivism 

Total # Alters -.028  .099**  .056 

Adjusted PCRA Low -.408** -.253** -.095** 

Adjusted PCRA 

Low-Moderate 
 .273**  .239**  .023 

Adjusted PCRA 

Moderate 
 .340**  .026  .308** 

Log 10 Prison 

Sentence 
-.165** -.334** -.442** 

Closeness   .09 -.086 -.300** 

Self Image -.094* -.033 -.239** 

Help -.225** -.053 -.310** 

Trouble  .037  .024 -.266** 
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unexpectedly, there were fewer friends identified in the residential reentry group and a greater 

proportion of networks represented by immediate family. Using chi-square analysis to test for 

independence, the distributions of the two groups were statistically different X2(5, N=1473) = 

11.48, p=0.043.  

In terms of strength, each group was similar to previous analyses data with their birth 

family tending to be the closest connections and those connections tending to communicate in 

person on a daily basis. Friends tended to be contacted more often via voice call in the residential 

reentry group, a logical difference. Continuing the trend seen in other analyses, more in-person 

methods of communication and the frequency of communication followed closeness. Figures 17-

18 illustrate the relative ratings of closeness by alter type and release status. 

 

TABLE 11 

 

FREQUENCY AND MEAN FOR EGO-ALTER TIE TYPES BY LOCATION 

 

Ego-Alter Tie Type 

% (count) Mean 

Residential 

Reentry 
Released 

Residential 

Reentry 
Released 

Birth Family 33% (60) 25% (323) 3.75 3.11 

Friend 15% (28) 24% (313) 1.75 3.01 

Immediate Family 23% (42) 19% (245) 2.63 2.36 

Extended Family 15% (28) 18% (233) 1.75 2.24 

Professional 13% (23) 13% (166) 1.44 1.60 

Acquaintance 1% (1) 1% (11) 0.06 0.11 

TOTAL 100% (182) 100% (1291) 12.1 13.2 
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Figure 17. Feelings of Closeness by Alter Type for Residential Reentry 

 

Figure 18. Feelings of Closeness by Alter Type for Released 
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There was a high level of dispersion in alter type in both release type groups, with less 
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participation. Due to the relatively isolated nature of the residential reentry facility, it would not 

be unexpected to see results that had a higher concentration of participation in a more limited 

number of groups. In this case, it was the participation in church (67%) and support (50%) 

groups that was much higher relative to the other group options. While the dispersion for 

released offenders was not high, it does follow the overall trend more closely than the residential 
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reentry group. Table 12 summarizes the dispersion for alter type and group participation for each 

location. 

TABLE 12 

 

BLAU’S H AND AGRESTI’S IQV FOR ALTER TYPE AND GROUP PARTICIPATION FOR 

EACH RELEASE TYPE 

 

Release Status 
Alter Type Group Participation 

Blau’s H Agresti’s IQV Blau’s H Agresti’s IQV 

Residential Reentry 0.77 0.93 0.09 0.11 

Released 0.79 0.95 0.57 0.68 

 

3.5 Findings Related to Group Participation 

Because the community partner on this study was especially interested in findings related 

to whether the offender participated in Moral Reconation Therapy (MRT) and other social 

groups, specific analyses were conducted to examine these groups. Table 13 summarizes the 

number of groups in which respondents reported participating while Table 14 shows the cross 

participation in groups for those who reported participating in MRT. The network analyses most 

useful for this subgrouping broke down into two sets: 1) those participating in MRT vs. not 

participating, and 2) those participating in at least one group (regardless of participating in 

MRT).  

TABLE 13 

 

FREQUENCY OF TOTAL GROUP PARTICIPATION 

 

Number of Groups Respondent Reported Participating In % (Count) 

MRT 22.5% (27) 

No Groups 27.0% (31) 

1 Group 37.4% (43) 

2 Groups 26.1% (30) 

3 Groups 6.1% (7) 

4 Groups 2.6% (3) 

5 Groups 0.9% (1) 
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TABLE 14 

 

FREQUENCY OF MRT PARTICIPANTS ALSO PARTICIPATING IN OTHER GROUPS 

 

Number of Respondents Reporting They Participate in MRT 

Who Also Participated In 
% (Count) 

Church 50.0% (12) 

Sports 37.5% (9) 

Neighborhood 12.5% (3) 

School 4.2% (1) 

Support 25.0% (6) 

Other 4.2% (1) 

None 21.0% (5) 

 

3.5.1 MRT Participants vs. Non-Participants 

3.5.1.1 Centrality & Dispersion 

The average number of alters for those participating in MRT was 15.7; the average for 

those not participating in MRT was 12.2. The make-up of alter types for each group followed a 

similar trend as the overall dataset with birth family ties appearing most prevalently followed by 

friends and then immediate family. Chi-square analysis testing for independence indicated that 

the distributions of the two groups were statistically different X2(5, N=1473) = 17.06, p<.01.  

Birth family ties continued to be the most frequently identified as “Extremely Close” in both 

groups followed by immediate family. The distribution of closeness categories (Not at all to 

Extremely) for friends as reported by the MRT group was much more even compared to those 

not participating in MRT. Continuing the trend seen in other analyses, more in-person methods 

of communication and the frequency of communication followed closeness. Figures 19-20 

illustrate the relative ratings of closeness by alter type and release status. 
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TABLE 15 

 

FREQUENCY AND MEAN FOR EGO-ALTER TIE TYPES BY PARTICIPATION IN MRT 

 

Ego-Alter Tie Type 
% (count) Mean 

MRT Not MRT MRT Not MRT 

Birth Family 23% (89) 28% (283) 3.30 3.22 

Friend 22% (85) 24% (244) 3.15 2.77 

Immediate Family 18% (69) 20% (201) 2.56 2.28 

Extended Family 19% (75) 17% (174) 2.78 1.98 

Professional 17% (65) 11% (115) 2.41 1.31 

Acquaintance 2% (6) 1% (6) 0.22 0.07 

TOTAL 100% (389) 100% (1023) 15.7 12.2 

 

 

Figure 19. Feelings of Closeness by Alter Type for MRT Participants 
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Figure 20. Feelings of Closeness by Alter Type for Those Not Participating in MRT 

 

Dispersion in alter type remained high regardless of participating in MRT. Table 16 

summarizes the dispersion for alter type for both groups. 

TABLE 16 

 

BLAU’S H AND AGRESTI’S IQV FOR ALTER TYPE FOR MRT PARTICIPANTS AND 

NON-MRT PARTICIPANTS 

 

Release Status 
Alter Type 

Blau’s H Agresti’s IQV 

MRT 0.80 0.96 

Not MRT 0.79 0.94 

 

3.5.2 Participants in Any Group vs. Non-Participants 

3.5.2.1 Centrality & Dispersion 

The average number of alters for those participating in at least one group was 14.1; the 

average for those not participating in any group was 10.6. Birth family ties remain the most 

common tie followed by friends and then immediate family. Those who reported not 

participating in any groups had a higher proportion of their ties in the birth family category 

compared to those who reported participating in at least one group. Chi-square analysis testing 
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for independence indicated that the distributions of the two groups were not statistically different 

X2(5, N=1473) = 7.32, p=.198.  

TABLE 17 

 

FREQUENCY AND MEAN FOR EGO-ALTER TIE TYPES BY PARTICIPATION OR NOT 

IN ANY GROUPS 

 

Ego-Alter Tie Type 

% (count) Mean 

No Groups 
At Least 1 

Group 
No Groups 

At Least 1 

Group 

Birth Family 29% (92) 24% (271) 2.97 3.22 

Friend 24% (77) 23% (256) 2.48 3.04 

Immediate Family 20% (62) 20% (218) 2.00 2.60 

Extended Family 16% (50) 18% (205) 1.61 2.44 

Professional 11% (35) 14% (152) 1.13 1.81 

Acquaintance 0.32% (1) 1% (11) 0.03 0.13 

TOTAL 100% (317) 100% (1113) 10.6 14.1 

 

Birth family ties continued to be the most frequently identified as “Extremely Close” in 

both groups followed by immediate family. Friends were less frequently identified as “Extremely 

Close” for those who participated in at least one group compared to those who report not 

participating in any groups. Another difference was the relative frequency of in-person contact 

for professional ties among those who participated in at least one group; those who participated 

in at least one group reported seeing professional ties in person at a higher rate compared to 

those who participated in no groups. This is logical given that many professional relationships 

are a function of group dynamics. For example, religious leaders are identified as professional 

relationships, so those participating in church would certainly report in-person contact with that 

tie more frequently than those who do not participate in any groups (including church). Figures 

21-22 illustrate the relative ratings of closeness by alter type and release status. 
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Dispersion in alter type remains high regardless of group participation. Table 18 

summarizes the dispersion for alter type for both groups. 

 

Figure 21. Feelings of Closeness by Alter Type for Offenders Participating in No Groups 

 

 

 

Figure 22. Feelings of Closeness by Alter Type for Offenders Participating in At Least One 

Group 
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TABLE 18 

 

BLAU’S H AND AGRESTI’S IQV FOR ALTER TYPE FOR MRT PARTICIPANTS AND 

NON-MRT PARTICIPANTS 

 

Group Participation 
Alter Type 

Blau’s H Agresti’s IQV 

No Groups 0.78 0.94 

At Least 1 Group 0.80 0.96 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

4.1 Overall Results 

In examining the overall network of this sample of offenders, it was a somewhat 

surprising finding that network degree (size of network) was not related in any substantial way to 

recidivist behavior as operationalized in this study. Stevens, Jason, Ram, and Light (2014) in a 

study of ex-offenders in recovery from substance use, found that "the size of one’s social 

network may influence perceived stress and growth of social networks through specific 

affiliations (e.g., AA) may reduce stressors that might impair recovery" (p. 398). Perhaps 

because the networks under examination in this study were not limited to those identified as 

recovery-based networks the influence of degree was mitigated. The suggestion of these results, 

then, is that interventions must not focus purely on network growth, but growth within specific 

parameters. That is, attempts to grow offender networks absent intentionality for reentry would 

not necessarily affect recidivist behavior; any additions to the social networks of those 

attempting reentry should focus on bridging relationships or recovery affiliations (Weston, 

Honor, & Best, 2018). Additionally, the high level of dispersion reported indicates that strategies 

for increasing relationship closeness within existing ties would likely have greater impact 

because the type of alters each ego is connected to is already quite diverse. 

That closeness appears to be the valence variable with the greatest degree of influence, was 

perhaps due to the relatedness of closeness to concepts of positive self-image and the perception 

of available help. Feelings of closeness were also tied to the type and frequency of 

communication, both of which tended to skew towards more in-person and daily to weekly 

contact. In-person, synchronous contact methods (actual meetings and voice calls) may be more 



 55 

frequent in this population due to restrictions associated with internet access, income, and the 

socialization in prison that precludes more asynchronous, technology-driven communication. 

Face-to-face and voice-to-voice exchanges may naturally lead to greater feelings of emotional 

closeness and may also contribute to saliency in recall, which would influence the self-report 

nature of the instrument used in this study. 

Research question one in this examination, “How are size, type, and valence of social 

networks related to recidivist behaviors,” may be addressed in the following ways: 

• Size was not related to recidivist behaviors when they are unrestricted 

• Type and valence intersected to suggest that the closer an offender was to their diverse 

networks, the greater the ability of that offender to resist recidivist behavior. 

However, it is important to recognize the non-network related influences on recidivist behavior: 

risk assessments and length of prison sentence. These results suggest that the longer an offender 

is in prison, the less likely they are to recidivate. This may be related to the amount of time 

available to exhibit recidivist behavior or to a latent variable such as criminal history that was not 

available for analysis separate from aggregated risk scores. The analysis of risk scores suggested 

that to varying degrees, lower risk did, in fact, result in lower levels of recidivist behavior. There 

is some research (Barber-Rioja & Rotter, 2015) that suggests that the latent variable of criminal 

history may be influencing both risk and sentence in ways not accessible in this analysis. While 

criminal history is included in the instrument used to determine risk (PCRA), it is not necessarily 

reflected in prison sentence due to mandatory minimum sentence policies. For example, in this 

sample, the higher sentences might have been attributed not to greater criminal history, but with 

statutory requirements to increase sentences for drug crimes. A lack of understanding 

surrounding these sentencing requirements may have also led to inaccurate self-reporting relative 

to whether an alter was likely to influence the ego to recidivist behavior. That is, the ego may 
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have reported that an alter was likely to help them stay out of prison without understanding that 

some given behavior would be in violation of a statute that would result in getting the ego into 

trouble.  

4.1.1 Subgroup Results 

Research questions two and three relate to the subgroup analyses performed. With respect 

to geographic location, it is notable that immediate family appeared more strongly connected to 

egos who identified as residing in Salina or other rural locations. Gust (2012) examined the 

impact of incarceration on communities, and immediate families (those relating to spouses, 

children, and other nuclear relationships) often bore the brunt of negative impact. This would 

explain the relative prevalence in birth family relationships (those relating to parents and 

siblings), but the finding of more closeness in immediate families for more rural residents may 

have implications for how social networks are evaluated in those areas. In addition, all the 

valence variables appeared to have more of a relationship to recidivist behavior in the more rural 

locations. This is especially interesting in light of no significant relationship between valence 

variables and recidivism in Wichita, and the dominance of the Help variable in Topeka and 

Kansas City. Closeness and Help are likely related enough that their swapping positions in terms 

of greater degrees of relatedness in Topeka and Kansas City may be interpreted as a function of 

those variables playing similar roles. However, the lack of any valence variables having a 

relationship with recidivism in Wichita, is a distinction worthy of additional examination. While 

these data did not offer an explanation for the difference, that the difference exists points to 

potential avenues of continued investigation.  

Differences in dispersion among group participation was likely related to two factors: 

availability/access and degree of focus on participation. This is to say that if an offender did not 
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have access to many different activities, or if they focused their attention on participating in a 

single activity, one might expect to see less dispersion or less of the maximum amount of 

difference accounted for in the data. Again, Salina and rural communities appeared to have a 

mechanism that allowed offenders in those locations to participate in a greater diversity of 

groups relative to the other locations. Wichita, in particular, had low dispersion when it came to 

group participation. While this appears on the surface as counterintuitive, one explanation could 

be the relative centrality of where groups of different interests meet. It is likely that in Wichita, 

different types of groups meet in different places that are likely not close in geographic 

proximity to each other. Coupling that with difficulties in obtaining transportation means that if 

someone in Wichita participated in a group, they likely built their focus on that single group 

rather than diffusing resources to attend multiple groups. Similarly, in Salina or other rural 

communities, multiple groups may use the same space: a church may be the meeting place for 

church as well as support groups, neighborhood groups, and even sport clubs. The centrality of 

that location offers someone the ability to be efficient with their time and transportation. 

The centrality of location that may be helpful to a geographic location serves as a deficit 

for those in residential reentry. Because those in residential reentry had some restrictions in their 

ability to participate in activities outside the facility, they were limited to those groups meeting in 

that facility. These might more often be support group related such that there tended to be higher 

participation in that kind of group but less dispersion among all groups. The relative lack of 

flexibility in movement would also explain why those offenders who were not in the residential 

reentry group had a statistically significant increase in the number of alters in their networks.  

Interestingly, the differences in the distribution of network types for those who participated in at 

least one group was not statistically different from those with no group participation. However, 
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the differences for those who participated in MRT were significant. These data suggest that the 

type of group one participates in may influence social networks in substantial ways. In other 

words, it is not enough to encourage offenders to participate in social groups; they should be 

encouraged to participate in groups that provide specific benefits to addressing criminogenic 

needs (Weir, 2015). Another difference in the reporting of networks between those participating 

in MRT and those not participating in that intervention was the distribution of how close MRT 

participants reported feeling to friends. One of the goals of MRT is for the offender to examine 

her relationships and understand the ones that are worthy of trust and the ones that are harmful. 

This is accomplished by cognitive behavioral therapy exercises meant to help the offender 

understand how moral development occurs (see Little & Robinson, 2006; Ferguson & Wormith, 

2012). While the intention of this study was not to address the efficacy of MRT as an 

intervention, one explanation for the difference in distribution of closeness for friend alters in the 

MRT group was that they were more reflective in assessing how those relationships work in their 

lives and therefore more likely to weigh how close they really were to their friends.  

4.2 Limitations 

The limitations of this study include the self-report nature of the instrument, the potential for 

self-selection bias in Topeka and Kansas City, KS, the decision not to collect alter data, and 

relatively small effect sizes for the parametric analyses conducted. First, most people would like 

to believe the family and friends they associate with are relatively close to them, help them feel 

they are good people, would provide assistance when needed, and would not engage in activities 

that could get them into trouble. This sampled offender population may be particularly 

susceptible to these cognitive desires or nervous that results might be monitored and affect them 

negatively. Second, related to social desirability, is self-selection bias in the respondents from 
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Topeka and Kansas City, KS. Due to the difference in executing the survey administration 

protocol, response rates in those locations was substantially lower than in Wichita, which 

reached 80%. The respondents who made the additional effort to complete the instrument in 

Topeka and Kansas City may represent a sample of offenders with more positive networks or 

lower criminogenic needs in general. Third, in an effort to simplify the network instrument, 

increase comfort with truthful reporting, and reduce the burden of taking the survey, no 

information about the alters beyond their relationship to the ego was collected. Adding alter 

information, which might also have been difficult for the ego to know (such as income or 

educational attainment) would have increased the time, complexity, and burden of completing 

the survey. However, this necessarily limited the kinds of network analyses that could be 

performed including alter central tendency, alter dispersion, ego-alter similarity, and structural 

shape (Crossley, et. al., 2015). Finally, the effect sizes of the parametric statistical analyses, 

while in line with similar field studies, are fairly low. Consequently, the statistically significant 

nature of these results must be balanced with understanding that there are unmeasured variables 

also contributing to the variance in these data. 

4.3 Future Directions 

The exploratory nature of this study provides as many avenues for future investigation as 

it offers insight into the research questions at hand. One specific direction for additional research 

is looking into the differences between more rural communities and urban ones. The differences 

in centrality and dispersion between the Salina/rural group and Wichita as well as the 

relationships between valence variables and recidivism in these two groups offer a foundation for 

additional research. Of particular interest might be a whole network analysis in these locations 
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specifically to understand more about the alters within each network and the degree to which 

they overlap.  

Related to the benefits of a whole network analysis, additional context provided by 

qualitative data collected in in-depth interviews would also increase understanding of these 

networks. Another potential avenue for investigation would be the specific ecological needs of 

offenders in different environments in Kansas to ascertain the types of groups or social network 

interventions would be most effective in maximizing the social capital and self-efficacy 

associated with successful reentry. The results of this exploration suggest that networks are 

useful in helping to prevent recidivism; however, the exact nature of how those networks might 

be employed was not a part of this study. Understanding the differences between interventions 

such as MRT, reentry courts, traditional cognitive behavioral therapy, intensive substance abuse 

therapy, or other intervention that utilizes a combination of socio-ecological models would help 

build on the work begun here. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

No single change in any single part of the criminal justice system will galactically change 

recidivism rates or prevent criminal behavior. No combination of changes will fit every 

community ecosystem in such a way to see identical results. This exploration of the social 

networks of offenders reentering communities in Kansas serves to show both that the social 

capital provided by an individual’s network is an important component to successful reentry, and 

that it is not a panacea for improving outcomes. Building networks is a function of success in 

many facets of life for those inside and outside the justice system. Yet, not all networks are made 

the same. For those using networking to further a career, the bigger the network the better. The 

results here suggest that for those using networks to rebuild a successful life, bigger is not better 

and should not necessarily be the goal. Kim and Lee (2011) in studying the effect of the number 

of Facebook friends on self-perceived well-being found that the larger the number of friends 

their subjects had, the greater the perceived well-being. However, they also found that this sense 

of well-being was not associated with a matching sense of social support. While one may 

perceive that the more connections they have the better off they are, they do not necessarily have 

the support needed to succeed simply because of those numbers. Social support is the essential 

quality of networks that can positively influence reentry. This support may be a function of both 

individual ego networks and the ecological support of the community. Rade, Desmarais, and 

Burnette (2017) suggests that growth mindsets (those that believe people can change) are related 

to public support for reentry programs, which may prove to be as substantial a factor in 

successful intervention as developing individual networks. Finding the right interventions to 

build stable, more socially supportive networks while simultaneously shifting the community 
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discourse to one of belief in change should be the focus of those looking to make a difference in 

the lives of those coming home from prison and the communities who will have to accept them.  
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APPENDIX A 

SOCIAL NETWORK ANALYSIS SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Introduction: 

Hard copy informed consent 

Administrator Set-up 

Enter PACTS #:_______________ 

Participant Status: 

 () BOP, indicate expected release date: _____________ 

 () Released, Under Supervision 

Online informed consent 

 

Part 1: Name Generator 

Q1. Thank you for your time! 

 

In the following question, you will be asked to name people that you know. You do NOT have to 

use actual names. Initials or nicknames are fine as long as you know who is who and can 

identify them later in the survey. If two or more people have the same initials or nickname, you 

may include a number or other way to separate them (for example, N.F.-home and N.F.-friend or 

N.F.1 and N.F.2) The idea is to list all the people you have contact with -- you will be asked later 

to describe that relationship, so you need to be able to know who you're talking about. 

 

Please list below all of the people you associate with. Name as many as you can think of up to 25 

people, including family, friends, and acquaintances. By "associate" I mean anyone who has a 

role in your life that you have had contact with through phone, computer, letter, or in person. 

 

 

 

Part 2: Name Interpreter 

Q2. For each person you listed before, please indicate how you are connected. For example, if 

N.F. is my sister, I would choose "Immediate Family." 

() Immediate Family (Parent or Siblings) 

() Romantic Partner 

() My Child 

() My Partner's Child 

() Extended Family (Aunt, Uncle, Cousin) 

() Friend 

() Acquaintance (Someone you have met a few times) 

() Professional Relationship (Counseling/Addiction Therapy, Job Skills Trainer, 

Religious Leader, etc.) 
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APPENDIX A (continued) 

 

 

Q3. For each person you listed before, please indicate as accurately as you can how often you 

speak with him or her. 

() Less Than Once a Month 

() Once a Month 

() Once Every 2 Weeks 

() Once a Week 

() A Few Times a Week 

() Daily 

 

 

Q4. For each person you listed, please indicate the way you communicate with them MOST 

OFTEN. (We understand that you may use multiple ways to communicate with each person, but 

please indicate how you talk with them MOST of the time.) 

() In person 

() Voice Call 

() Text Message 

() Social Media (Facebook, Instagram, etc.) 

() Email 

() Written Letters 

() Other, please specify __________ 

 

 

Q5. For each person you listed before, please indicate how strongly connected you are to them. 

[NOTE: Skip for those identified as “Professional Relationship”] 

() Not At All Close (I barely know this person) 

() Not Very Close (I kind of know this person) 

() Close (I know some details about this person) 

() Very Close (I know a lot about this person) 

() Extremely Close (I know almost everything about this person) 

 

 

Q6. For each person you listed before, please indicate how that person makes you feel about 

yourself. 

() Extremely Bad (like I'm not a good person) 

() Somewhat Bad 

() Bad 

() Neutral (this person doesn't really make me feel anything) 

() Good 

() Somewhat Good 

() Extremely Good (like I can succeed if I try) 
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APPENDIX A (continued) 

 

 

Q7. For each person you listed before, please indicate how much you believe they would be able 

to help you with the task of making a life (by this I mean help with finding a job, helping with 

housing, helping out with bills or food, etc.) 

() This Person Can't Help At All 

() This Person Can't Help Much 

() This Person Can Help Me in an Emergency Only 

() This Person Can Help Me a Little 

() This Person Can Help Me A Lot 

 

 

Q8. Finally, for each person you listed, please indicate how likely you think this person is to help 

you stay out of prison. Remember, this is anonymous. 

() Very Likely to tempt me into violations 

() Likely to tempt me into violations 

() Neutral (This person doesn't really affect what I do) 

() Likely to help me stay out of prison 

() Very Likely to help me stay out of prison 

 

 

Q9. If there's anyone you thought of while answering these questions who was not included in 

the first list you made, please list them here (Remember that we don't need real or specific 

names; initials or nicknames are fine): IF NOT BLANK, SEND TO PAGE WITH Q2-Q8 

REPEATED FOR NAMES LISTED IN Q9. 

 

 

Part 3: Demographics and Profile Info 

Q10. Please select the year in which you were born 

() Years provided 1920-1998 

 

 

Q11. Please select where you are currently living 

() Topeka 

() Kansas City, KS 

() Wichita 

() Salina 

() Rural town with more than 10,000 people but less than 40,000 

() Rural town with 10,000 people or less and less than 20 miles from a major city 

() Rural town with 10,000 people or less and more than 20 miles from a major city 
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APPENDIX A (continued) 

 

 

Q12. I understand that you may have many different ethnicities and culture that define your 

background. For demographic purposes, please indicate the race or ethnicity that you believe 

makes up the majority of your background. 

() African American/Black 

() Latino/Latina 

() Hispanic 

() Asian 

() Pacific Islander 

() Native American 

() Caucasian/White 

() Mixed (no majority ethnicity) 

() Other 

 

Q13. Which of the following best describes your relationship status? 

() Married/Domestic Partnership 

() Exclusive Relationship, Not Married 

() Single 

 

Q14. Which of the following best describes your gender? 

() Male 

() Female 

() Other 

 

Q15. Are you currently enrolled in an MRT program? 

() Yes 

() No 

() I’m not sure 

 

Q16. Which of the following groups, if any, do you currently participate in? (Select as many as 

apply to you.) 

[] Church or religious group 

[] Sport (formal or informal) 

[] Neighborhood group (formal) 

[] School-based organization 

[] Support group (for trauma, help with substance use, etc.) 

[] Other, please specify _______________ 

 

Q17. Please use the space below to say anything else about your relationships or this survey that 

you would like the researchers to know but haven't had a chance to share yet. If you're finished, 

simply click "Submit" below. 

 



 APPENDIX B 

NETWORK SUMMARY FOR EACH PARTICIPANT 

Ego 
Total # 

Alters 

Mean 

Closeness 

Mean 

Self-Image 

Mean 

Help 

Mean 

Trouble 

Adjusted 

PCRA 

Prison 

Sentence 

(in months) 

Age Location 
Relationship 

Status 

MRT 

Participant 

Total # of 

Groups 

Participated 

1 6 Extremely 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 180 67 Wichita 

Married/Part

nered 
Yes Missing 

2 14 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 64 57 KCKS 

Married/Part

nered 
Yes Missing 

3 21 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 60 43 Wichita 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

Yes 2 

4 4 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 22 50 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 
Single No 0 

5 8 Very Good 
Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 188 40 KCKS Single No 0 

6 8 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Can't 

Help 

Much 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
High 6 76 Wichita Single No Missing 

7 15 Extremely 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 158 44 Topeka 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 1 

8 17 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 175 66 KCKS Single No 0 

9 9 Very Good 
Help A 

Little 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
High 96 36 Wichita Single No 1 

10 21 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 151 48 Wichita Single Yes 2 

11 14 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Emergen

cy Only 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
Moderate 138 43 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 
Single No 1 

12 6 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 162 36 Wichita 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No Missing 

76 



77 

13 9 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
96 41 Missing 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

14 12 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 132 41 Wichita 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

15 9 Close 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 121 59 KCKS Single No 0 

16 15 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
120 42 KCKS 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

17 4 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 30 39 Wichita 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 0 

18 6 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 110 60 KCKS Single No 0 

19 10 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 121 34 

Rural<10

K Close to 

City 

Single No 2 

20 21 Not Very Good 
Help A 

Little 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
Moderate 24 49 Wichita Single Yes 2 

21 7 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
High 18 37 Wichita Single No 0 

22 15 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 87 60 Wichita Single No 2 

23 11 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 120 33 

Rural<10

K Close to 

City 

Married/Part

nered 
No 0 

24 11 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
84 45 Wichita 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

Yes 3 

25 18 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 46 43 Missing Single Yes 0 

26 12 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 1 35 

Rural<10

K Close to 

City 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 1 

27 14 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Emergen

cy Only 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
High 9 32 Topeka Single No 2 
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28 20 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 84 33 KCKS 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 0 

29 6 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 90 33 Wichita Single No 2 

30 10 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
73 42 KCKS Single No 1 

31 11 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 84 44 KCKS Single No 1 

32 15 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 75 49 Salina 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

33 13 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 67 31 KCKS Single No 0 

34 8 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 76 56 Wichita Single No 2 

35 16 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
High 87 32 Wichita 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 0 

36 13 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

In Trouble 
Moderate 60 30 KCKS Single No 1 

37 14 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
Low 51 51 KCKS 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 2 

38 6 Extremely 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 7 43 Topeka Single Yes 1 

39 8 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
High 70 34 Wichita Single Yes 1 

40 30 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 57 35 Wichita Single Yes 4 

41 22 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 65 31 Salina 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

42 11 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
48 45 KCKS 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 0 
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43 11 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 51 58 KCKS 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 1 

44 15 Extremely 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
61 

Mis

sing 
Topeka Single No 1 

45 19 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Likely Out of 

Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
36 34 Wichita Single No 2 

46 3 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 32 26 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 1 

47 21 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 60 55 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 

Married/Part

nered 
No 2 

48 14 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 60 54 Wichita Single Yes Missing 

49 17 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Emergen

cy Only 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
60 34 KCKS 

Married/Part

nered 
Not Sure 2 

50 4 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 18 63 KCKS 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 4 

51 11 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
66 45 Wichita Single No 3 

52 9 Extremely 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
27 35 Wichita Single No 1 

53 15 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
60 55 Wichita Single No 3 

54 7 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
46 43 Missing 

Married/Part

nered 
Yes 1 

55 16 Close Good 
Help A 

Little 

Likely Out of 

Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
30 44 KCKS 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 0 

56 13 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 33 68 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 
Single No 1 

57 7 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 36 

Mis

sing 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 

Married/Part

nered 
No 2 

58 12 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 46 33 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 
Single No 1 
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59 10 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 40 29 Wichita 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

60 9 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 35 30 Topeka Single Yes 2 

61 35 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 42 42 Topeka 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

Yes 1 

62 14 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
30 34 Wichita Single No 2 

63 32 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
30 52 Wichita 

Married/Part

nered 
No 3 

64 20 Close 
Somewhat 

Good 

Emergen

cy Only 

Likely Out of 

Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
42 38 Wichita Single Yes 0 

65 30 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
16 47 KCKS 

Married/Part

nered 
Yes 1 

66 5 Extremely 
Somewhat 

Good 

Emergen

cy Only 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
Low 36 44 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

67 8 Very Good 
Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 24 48 Wichita Single No 0 

68 18 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 18 58 KCKS Single No 2 

69 20 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 21 34 KCKS 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

Yes 2 

70 24 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 20 42 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

71 16 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
0 30 Wichita 

Married/Part

nered 
No 2 

72 5 Close Good 
Emergen

cy Only 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
Moderate 24 56 Wichita Single No 0 

73 20 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
0 53 

Rural<10

K Close to 

City 

Single Yes 2 

74 10 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

In Trouble 

Low to 

Moderate 
8 38 Topeka 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 4 
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75 3 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 18 37 

Rural<10

K Close to 

City 

Single Yes 0 

76 11 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
188 45 KCKS 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

77 16 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 28 58 Wichita 

Married/Part

nered 
No 0 

78 6 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 24 56 Topeka Single Yes 0 

79 13 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
0 23 Topeka 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 0 

80 13 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
5 25 

Rural<10

K Far 

from City 

Married/Part

nered 
No 0 

81 2 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 21 33 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 
Single No 0 

82 22 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Emergen

cy Only 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
Low 12 40 KCKS 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

Yes 1 

83 6 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
0 43 Wichita 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

84 19 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
0 30 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 

Married/Part

nered 
No 3 

85 10 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Emergen

cy Only 

Likely Out of 

Prison 
Moderate 5 38 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

Yes 1 

86 13 Very Good 
Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
12 22 Wichita Single Yes 1 

87 10 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 412 55 Wichita Single No 0 

88 8 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
2 23 Wichita 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

Yes 0 

89 20 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 0 51 Wichita 

Married/Part

nered 
No 2 
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90 9 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Emergen

cy Only 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
0 38 Wichita 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

Yes 1 

91 12 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
0 

Mis

sing 
Wichita 

Married/Part

nered 
No 2 

92 11 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 97 75 Wichita Single Not Sure 3 

93 9 Close Good 
Emergen

cy Only 

Likely Out of 

Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
0 26 

Rural<10

K Far 

from City 

Single No 1 

94 16 Extremely 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 0 39 Wichita 

Married/Part

nered 
Not Sure 2 

95 12 Extremely Good 
Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 0 30 Wichita Single No 0 

96 10 Close Good 
Emergen

cy Only 
Neutral 

Low to 

Moderate 
0 

Mis

sing 
Wichita Single Not Sure 2 

97 2 Very Good 
Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 0 33 Wichita Single No 0 

98 6 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 0 56 

Rural<10

K Far 

from City 

Single No 0 

99 22 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 0 33 Wichita 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

100 17 Close 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Likely Out of 

Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
0 26 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 
Single No 0 

101 15 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 60 52 KCKS Single No 5 

102 11 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 6 46 KCKS Single No 2 

103 20 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Emergen

cy Only 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 0 66 

Rural<10

K Close to 

City 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 0 

104 9 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
0 33 Wichita 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 2 
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105 10 Close 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 7 54 Wichita Single No 2 

106 5 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 37 28 

Rural<10

K Far 

from City 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 1 

107 10 Very Good 
Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
120 47 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

108 5 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
High 7 42 Wichita Single No 1 

109 8 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
24 51 

Rural 10K 

to 40K 
Single No 0 

110 4 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 104 56 KCKS 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 1 

111 19 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
60 

Mis

sing 
Wichita 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

Yes 3 

112 13 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
65 70 

Rural<10

K Far 

from City 

Married/Part

nered 
Not Sure 2 

113 16 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
41 54 

Rural<10

K Close to 

City 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

114 22 Extremely 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 51 32 Topeka 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

Yes 1 

115 7 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Likely Out of 

Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
60 54 Topeka Single No 1 

116 23 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Little 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 30 52 KCKS 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 2 

117 18 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 0 62 Salina 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 2 
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118 17 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Low 0 44 

Rural<10

K Close to 

City 

Married/Part

nered 
No 1 

119 22 Very 
Extremely 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 

Low to 

Moderate 
0 

Mis

sing 

Rural<10

K Close to 

City 

Dating 

Exclusive 

Not Marr 

No 1 

120 20 Very 
Somewhat 

Good 

Help A 

Lot 

Very Likely 

Out of Prison 
Moderate 3 54 KCKS Single No 2 
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