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Overview

This study is a final evaluation report of the College-in-Prison Reentry Initiative (CIP), a
program to expand access to college education in prison throughout New York State. CIP is
funded by the Manhattan District Attorney’s Criminal Justice Investment Initiative (ClIl), a
strategic plan for reinvesting $250 million in criminal asset forfeiture into programs that
promote public safety. Seven institutions of higher education received support under this
initiative, including Bard College, Cornell University, Medaille College, Mercy College, Mohawk
Valley Community College, New York University, and the State University of New York (SUNY)
Jefferson. Clll also funded two entities as technical assistance providers: the John Jay College
Institute for Justice and Opportunity and SUNY. This study covers the period from the start of
the program in September 2017 until December 2023. The significant benefits of
postsecondary education for the criminal legal system, public safety, and for people who are
incarcerated—as well as their families and communities—have been thoroughly demonstrated
in a large and growing body of research. Decision-makers who have influence over funding for
and policy governing higher education in prisons have been the primary audience of this
research. This report similarly addresses these key stakeholders by focusing on the outcomes
of behavior while incarcerated and further criminal legal system involvement, employment,
and income after release. This study improves on and updates existing literature by measuring
recidivism in a way that has implications for public safety; focuses exclusively on one type of
education in prison—namely academic college education designed to lead to a credential
(associate’s or bachelor’s degrees); and examines the impacts of education on several
outcomes that are rarely studied, including in-facility behavior and post-release income.

This study examined the effect of any participation in CIP on in-facility behavior, recidivism,
employment, and income. Researchers used several proxies to measure these outcomes. We
measured in-facility behavior using counts of in-facility disciplinary incidents (called
“misconducts”), recidivism using reconviction for any new offense, employment using formal
employment, and measured income as wages from formal employment. Researchers used
propensity score matching—a statistical approach that creates a matched comparison group
that looks similar to the treatment group in important ways—combined with regression
analysis to try to isolate the causal effect of this opportunity to participate in college
education.

Interpreting these estimates as causal effects requires an assumption that we have created
sufficient similarity between the group of individuals who participated in the program and
those who did not that we can attribute any differences in outcomes between the groups as
the impact solely of the educational opportunity that they received. Conditional on this
assumption, this study suggests that there is a consistent effect of CIP participation on
reducing the total number of disciplinary misconducts while incarcerated. The evidence is
mixed regarding its effect on new convictions following release, however, and there is a fair
amount of uncertainty in those estimates. Finally, CIP participation appears to lead to a short-
term reduction in employment and wages immediately post-release though the trends
suggest that this is likely just a short-term effect.
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While this research provides evidence that academic college programs may be effective at
reducing misconducts for participants while in prison, interest in college in prison among
prospective students far outstrips the ability of institutions of higher education to provide
that programming, due in no small part to resource constraints. More evidence is needed
regarding the longer-term impacts of these programs and their ability to not only support the
aspirations of people who are incarcerated but also promote public safety.
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Introduction

Postsecondary education (PSE) in prisons encompasses a variety of forms, including career and technical
education, vocational training, and academic programs leading to a postsecondary certificate or an
associate’s, bachelor’s, or even higher degree. Research on the effects of PSE in prison indicates it has
positive effects for students who are incarcerated, their families and communities, public safety, and safety
inside prisons. Education, in addition to providing information, concepts, and skKills to students, also
improves self-esteem, self-efficacy, internal locus of control, the ability to cope effectively with change and
stress, and the ability to be resilient against hardship. Education also promotes improved communication,
planning, and forethought—all of which are associated with improved well-being, including better physical
and mental health.1 People who participate in PSE in prison describe the experience as transformative,
pushing them to develop new identities, perspectives, and goals and to focus on self-reflection and
improvement.2 PSE provides students with knowledge, skills, and connections they can use to benefit their
children and families, effectively multiplying the impact of a single college degree long past enroliment.3
Further, people of color particularly stand to benefit from this avenue for upward mobility, as they are
overrepresented among people in prison and underrepresented among people in college.4

Among people who are incarcerated, most have educational aspirations and are interested in educational
programming during their incarceration (70 percent); most are interested specifically in PSE (between 50
and 70 percent); and most (64 percent) are academically eligible to participate in PSE.> Yet, only a tiny
fraction of people in prison complete a credential while incarcerated (9 percent).6 This gap between
aspirations for PSE in prison and participation has been driven largely by a lack of capacity due to limited
funding. Pell Grants served as the main source of funding for PSE in prison programs since their advent in

Footnotes

1 Julie Arsandaux, Cédric Galéra, and Réda Salamon, “The Association of Self-Esteem and Psychosocial Outcomes in Young Adults,”
Child and Adolescent Mental Health 26, no. 2 (2021), 106-113, 108, https://doi.org/10.1111/camh.12392; Cathie Hammond,
“Impacts of Lifelong Learning upon Emotional Resilience, Psychological and Mental Health,” Oxford Review of Education 30, no. 4
(2004), 551-568, https://www.jstor.org/stable/4127165; Tom Schuller, John Preston, Cathie Hammond, et al., The Benefits of
Learning: The Impact of Education on Health, Family Life, and Social Capital (Taylor and Francis, 2004), 47-66,
https://www.perlego.com/book/1619001/the-benefits-of-learning-the-impact-of-education-on-health-family-life-and-social-capital-
pdf; Laura Winterfield, Mark Coggeshall, Michelle Burke-Storer, et al., The Effects of Postsecondary Correctional Education
(Washington, DC: Urban Institute, 2009), 6, https://www.urban.org/research/publication/effects-postsecondary-correctional-
education; Wendy Erisman and Jeanne Bayer Contardo, Learning to Reduce Recidivism: A 50-State Analysis of Postsecondary
Correctional Education Policy (Washington, DC: Institute for Higher Education Policy, 2005), 7,
https://www.academia.edu/28098028/Learning to reduce recidivism a 50 state analysis of postsecondary correctional ed
ucation_policy; Prisoner Reentry Institute, Mapping the Landscape of Higher Education in New York State Prisons (New York: John
Jay College of Criminal Justice, Prisoner Reentry Institute, 2019), 41, https://perma.cc/FVB4-3X6E.

2 Alexis Halkovic, Michelle Fine, John Bae, et al., Higher Education and Reentry: The Gifts They Bring (New York: John Jay College of
Criminal Justice and Prisoner Reentry Institute, 2013), 12-15, https://perma.cc/NAMS-7E4J; Lindsey Livingston and Jody Miller,
“Inequalities of Race, Class, and Place and Their Impact on Postincarceration Higher Education,” Race and Justice 4, no. 3 (2014),
212-245, 230, https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2153368714532952.

3 Susan Sturm and Vivian Nixon, Home-Grown Social Capital: How Higher Education for Formerly Incarcerated Women Facilitates
Family and Community Transformation (Washington, DC: Center for Institutional & Social Change, College & Community
Fellowship, Ascend at the Aspen Institute, 2015), 38-40, https://perma.cc/2XW2-SCDV.

4 Bruce Western and Becky Pettit, “Incarceration & Social Inequality,” Deedalus 139, no. 3 (2010), 8-19, 9-11,
https://perma.cc/778F-TSW3; Ruth Delaney, Ram Subramanian, Alison Shames, and Nicholas Turner, Reimagining Prison (New
York: Vera Institute of Justice, 2018), 16-17, https://perma.cc/S325-QWVV; Véronique Irwin, Josue De La Rosa, Ke Wang, et al.,
Report on the Condition of Education 2022 (Washington, DC: Institute of Education Sciences, 2022), 23-24,
https://perma.cc/KBJ4-6RXT.

5 Delaney and Smith, Understanding Educational Aspiration, 2019, 21; Rampey, Keiper, Mohadjer, et al., Highlights from the U.S.
PIAAC Survey, 2016, 5, 27.

6 Oakford, Brumfield, Goldvale, et al., Investing in Futures, 2019, 1.
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the 1970s until the 1994 Crime Bill made incarcerated people ineligible.” Echoing this national reduction in
funding, New York State also removed people in prison from eligibility for the Tuition Assistance Program
(TAP) the same year, which had been funding 23 college programs for around 3,500 students across 45
prisons in New York.8 The losses of these funding sources led the number of college-in-prison programs
nationally to plummet from 772 in the early 1990s to just eight in the late 1990s.° In New York, some
institutions of higher education were able to secure resources from private foundations, allowing for some
return of capacity, but it was not sufficient to replace TAP and Pell funding. The recent restoration of
eligibility of incarcerated students for TAP and Pell offer the potential to reverse these trends.

To meet the high demand for education among people who are incarcerated, and the limited capacity to
meet those needs, the Criminal Justice Investment Initiative (CJIl) established by the Manhattan District
Attorney’s Office (DANY) funded an expansion of PSE to people incarcerated in facilities operated by the New
York State Department of Corrections and Community Supervision (DOCCS). The initiative supported
students from the Fall 2017 through Spring 2022 semesters by increasing the number of programs and the
capacity of existing programs.

In this report, we describe the methods and results of an impact evaluation of participation in academic
associate’s and bachelor’'s degree programs offered by the seven colleges that participate in the College-in-
Prison Reentry Initiative (CIP) program, focusing on the effects on in-facility behavior and on further criminal
legal system contacts (recidivism), employment, and income following release.

What this study adds

This final report provides updated results (relative to the midterm report on this project) regarding the
potential impact of CIP on a variety of outcomes. For a more detailed background of this issue and additional
information about the data, measures, and methods please refer to the midterm report found here. While
the goals of each report remain largely the same, several changes between that study and this one should
be noted. A key difference is that this study spans a longer period of time -- from the start of the program in
September 2017 until the data were acquired for these analyses in December 2023. In addition, because
more time has elapsed between the start of the CIP program and the data analyses, we were able to analyze
data from a larger number of program participants (from 497 in the midterm report to 726 in this one). We
were also able to obtain a much larger sample of non-students to serve as our comparison group (1429 in
the midterm, 7948 in the final), which should enable closer matches. To fully take advantage of this larger
control reservoir, we used a caliper matching approach that allows all nonstudents who are sufficiently
similar to the CIP student to serve as matches (rather than just the single closest match). This should
improve the robustness of our results. Finally, in this round we had access to wage and employment data for
a larger portion of our study sample, which should allow for a more rigorous analysis overall.

Methods: Data and Analyses

Researchers conducted an impact evaluation examining four outcomes of interest. We were interested in
behavior while incarcerated, new criminal behavior following release, post-release employment, and post-
release total income. We used several measures to operationalize these outcomes:

o misconducts substantiated among people who are incarcerated, as a measure of in-facility
behavior;

7 Gerard Robinson and Elizabeth English, The Second Chance Pell Pilot Program: An Historical Overview (Washington, DC: American
Enterprise Institute, 2017), 2, https://www.aei.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/The-Second-Chance-Pell-Pilot-
Program.pdf?x91208.

8 Human Impact Partners, Turning on the TAP, 2015, 6-7.

9 Robinson and English, Second Chance Pell Pilot, 2017, 2.
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+ new criminal convictions following release, as a measure of new criminal behavior;
o post-release formal employment, as a measure of being employed; and
o wages reported quarterly to unemployment insurance systems, as a measure of total income.

The definitions of these outcomes have important implications for policymakers and future research.
Researcher’s methodological choices about how to define the outcomes were based on available data from
three different sources: existing research on higher education, labor markets, and the criminal legal system;
the context of corrections in New York State; and the evaluation objectives. Researchers first describe how
they operationalized their definitions. Next, they describe the data analysis methods used to control for
potential biases in understanding the relationships between participation in CIP and the four outcomes.

Defining college education in prison and its outcomes

The seven college providers, the New York State Department of Corrections and Community Supervision, the
New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS), and the New York State Department of Labor
(DOL) provided data to the researchers on students as well as a selection of comparable nonstudents.
Colleges provided data to DOCCS defining who was a CJll-funded student and DOCCS determined which
nonstudents would have been eligible for CJIl funding had they participated in college. DOCCS provided
information about the incarceration during which students participated in education funded by CJIl or during
which nonstudents would have been eligible to participate in education funded by CJIl. As people may have
been incarcerated more than once, this incarceration is termed the index incarceration. DOCCS provided
data on all nonstudents eligible for CJIl funding at the same facilities where CJll-funded students were
housed. There were approximately twice as many eligible nonstudents as CJll-funded students, resulting in
data on two nonstudents available for matching to each Clll-funded student. DOL provided information on
employment and wages and DCJS provided arrest, court processing, and disposition histories for each CJII-
funded student, defined by colleges, and each eligible nonstudent, defined by DOCCS using the same
criteria.

This study examines the effect of participation in college education with reentry support on in-facility
misconducts, new criminal convictions, having formal employment post-release, and reported wages. The
sections that follow describe how the researchers defined these using available data.

The intervention: Participation in Clll-funded college education in prison

The intervention we analyzed was any program participation, rather than a measure of level or length of
engagement with education or completion. This choice was made because the goal was to estimate the so-
called "intention to treat" effect. For this reason, students with any participation in CIP were compared
against nonstudents with no CIP participation.10

10 The difference in eligibility criteria between CIP and other college programs should be considered in interpreting the findings in
this report. For example, CIP was not open to students expected to be released more than 5.5 years in the future, which has
implications for security level, other programming achievements, facility assignment, and community outcomes. Incarcerated
college students with long sentences, with or without the possibility for release, will therefore look different from the CIP
participants. Therefore, the findings may not be representative for all college education in NYS DOCCS.
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About this project

The Criminal Justice Investment Initiative

The College-in-Prison Reentry Initiative (CIP) is a part of the Criminal Justice Investment Initiative (CJIl), a
strategic plan by the Manhattan District Attorney’s Office for investing in public safety. CJIl aims to reinvest
$250 million in criminal asset forfeiture, including through the expansion of college education in prison
throughout New York State.

Although Bureau of Justice Statistics surveys of correctional facilities estimate that almost half of all
correctional facilities in the United States offer at least some college courses, this does not mean that there is an
open desk for every person confined in those facilities. While correctional facilities that host college programs
hold almost 60 percent of people who are incarcerated, this does not indicate that 60 percent of people who are
incarcerated have access to college education. One key feature of CIP is the support to build capacity for
existing college programs to enable them to serve additional people in correctional facilities where college
programming already operates, in addition to the initiation of new college programs.

People who are incarcerated in New York State Department of Corrections and Community Supervision
facilities are eligible for college education funding through ClIl based on time to release, educational attainment,
and history of in-facility sanctions. Specifically, people in prison were eligible if they were between one-and-a-
half and five-and-a-half years from release at the time of initial enrollment, if they had previously obtained a high
school diploma or equivalency but did not already hold a higher degree, and if they did not have a Tier |l
misconduct (intermediate-level rule violation) in the past six months or a Tier |l misconduct (most severe level
rule violation) in the past 12 months. Additionally, people in prison were eligible for CJll-funded college education
if they were incarcerated at a facility where one of the participating colleges offered education.

Participating college providers

ClJIl funding is available to seven colleges following competitive solicitation and to the subset of students in
those programs who met CIP’s eligibility criteria. There are seven colleges and universities that participate in
CIP. Bard College, through the Bard Prison Initiative, offers an associate of arts (AA), a bachelor of Aarts (BA),
and a public health (PH) specialization to students across six prisons, including facilities designated for men and
facilities for women. Through the initiative, Bard offers programs at Coxsackie, Eastern New York, Fishkill, Green
Haven, Taconic, and Woodbourne Correctional Facilities. Taconic Correctional Facility is a medium security
prison for women; Woodbourne and Fishkill are medium security prisons for men; and Green Haven, Eastern
New York, and Coxsackie are maximum security prisons for men. Cornell University’s Prison Education Program
teaches classes toward an AA degree at Auburn, Elmira, and Five Points Correctional Facilities, maximum
security prisons for men, and at Cayuga Correctional Facility, a medium security facility for men. Although
Cornell contributes instruction and program coordination, degrees are awarded by Cayuga Community College
and Corning Community College—two community colleges that were part of the State University of New York
(SUNY) system at that time (Corning no longer is part of this system). Medaille College (no longer open) offered
an AA to women incarcerated at Albion Correctional Facility, a medium security prison. Mercy College offers a
bachelor of science (BS) degree to students incarcerated at Sing Sing Correctional Facility, a maximum security
prison for men. While pursuing a BS, students at Sing Sing also complete an associate of science (AS) degree in
liberal arts and sciences. Mohawk Valley Community College offers, through its College in Prison Program, AS
and associate of applied science degrees to students at Marcy Correctional Facility, a medium security facility
for men. The New York University Prison Education Project offers an AA degree to currently incarcerated
students at Wallkill Correctional Facility, a medium security prison for men. SUNY Jefferson offers students an
AA program at Cape Vincent, Gouverneur, and Watertown Correctional Facilities, all of which are or were
medium security facilities for men.

ClJll also funded two organizations to provide technical assistance: the John Jay College Institute for Justice &
Opportunity (formerly the Prison Reentry Institute) and the State University of New York.
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In-facility misconducts

The New York Code defines all behavior that is prohibited by people who are incarcerated in correctional
facilities and describes the levels of severity possible for a sanction for each type of infraction.1 We used
total misconduct counts at 6 months, 1 year, and 2 years prior to the program onset as well as total violent
misconduct counts at 6 months, 1 year, and 2 years prior to the program as control variables.

This study examines whether participation in college reduced the total number of misconduct incidents
substantiated by DOCCS staff in the 6 months, 1 year, and 2 years after beginning college. Additionally, we
examined whether participation in college reduced the number of violent misconduct incidents in the same
time periods. Violent misconduct incidents are a subset of total incidents and include those records involving
assaultive behavior, weapons/explosives, arson, rioting or fighting.

Although researchers used misconducts as a measure for in-facility behavior, misconducts are not
necessarily an independent measure of behavior within the facility but rather are the product of interactions
between people who are incarcerated and correctional staff and may be influenced by the subjectivity of
those facility staff, either at the point of charge or at substantiation.12 Thus, these findings should be
interpreted with the assumption that whether corrections staff charge and substantiate misconducts is
unrelated to whether a person who is incarcerated is participating in higher education, and that
substantiated misconduct incidents represent actual behavior.

New criminal conviction

Researchers measured new criminal behavior as criminal incidents that subsequently led to a new
conviction following release from incarceration. A conviction is the disposition of a proceeding by which an
accusation of criminal behavior is legally substantiated. Researchers chose conviction over other commonly
used measures of recidivism, such as arrest or incarceration for any reason, as neither arrest nor
incarceration has public safety implications: an arrest is evidence of suspicion or accusation alone, while
incarceration may be due to technical violations, which do not necessarily involve the commission of new
criminal behavior. (See the box below “Why not measure recidivism as arrest or incarceration?” for further
discussion.)

Investigating the effect of education on recidivism—whether defined as rearrest, reconviction, or
reincarceration—involves using measures that are the product of interactions between people and the
criminal legal system.13 However, contact with the criminal legal system is not an unbiased measure of
behavior.14 These measures may include mistaken or wrongful arrest, conviction, or incarceration and may
exclude criminal incidents that went unreported or unsolved. However, this study lacks a better measure for
new criminal behavior than a conviction or a better data source than criminal legal system data and
presents these as limitations.

11 N.Y. Comp. Codes R. & Regs. tit. 7 § 270.2.

12 This report uses the plural “misconducts” in favor of the singular “misconduct” to refer to counts of substantiated disciplinary
incidents—a measure for our outcome of interest—regarding in-facility behavior by people who are incarcerated. Misconduct,
singular, does not imply a count measure and, as it is a common word in English, using this term may lead to confusion between
our outcome and its measure.

13 The Limits of Recidivism: Measuring Success After Prison, edited by Richard Rosenfeld and Amanda Grigg (Washington, DC:
National Academies Press, 2022), 4-5, https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/26459/the-limits-of-recidivism-measuring-
success-after-prison.

14 Measurement Problems in Criminal Justice Research, edited by John V. Pepper and Carol V. Petrie (Washington, DC: National
Research Council, National Academies Press, 2003), https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/10581/measurement-problems-
in-criminal-justice-research-workshop-summary.
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Why not measure recidivism as arrest or incarceration?
Technical violations

A technical violation is any conduct that violates a condition of Community Supervision in an important
respect other than the commission of a new felony or misdemeanor offense under the penal law.
Technical violations may be for behavior that includes unauthorized travel and absconding from parole,
or repeatedly missing curfew, in conjunction with other behaviors. A number of studies have found that
the use of incarceration as a sanction for technical violations has not significantly improved recidivism
outcomes. These studies have indicated that it imposes large financial costs on taxpayers and potentially
disrupts the efforts of people released from incarceration to rebuild their lives and livelihoods after their
release from incarceration.

Veraresearchers excluded technical violations from the definition of recidivism when evaluating a
relationship between the expansion of PSE in prison and recidivism. Any relationship between the
expansion of PSE in prison and a reduction in incarceration due to technical violations is not relevant,
since committing technical violations has been shown by some research to not have a recidivism
implication—though incarceration for a technical violation has an enormous effect on people who are
returned to prison, their families, and their communities. The use of incarceration in response to technical
violations is largely a policy choice, one that New York State, among many other jurisdictions, has
decided to reduce through legislative reform. Therefore, Vera researchers focused on only a relationship
between the expansion of PSE in prison and a reduction in incarceration due to new convictions alone.

Arrest

Arrestis also commonly used as an outcome of interest in evaluations of interventions with peoplein
prison. However, even excluding arrests for technical violations—per the norms of the criminal legal
system in which people are innocent until proven guilty—arrests are only evidence of suspicion of
criminal behavior and cannot be taken as evidence of criminal conduct. The U.S. Supreme Court has
noted this multiple times and forms the basis for regulation by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, which do not allow arrest alone to
serve as a barrier to public housing or employment.

Formal employment and reported wages

Researchers measured employment as formal employment status and income as wages earned from formal
employment. The data source for both formal employment and earned wages is wage record data, part of
unemployment insurance data from DOL. Employers covered by unemployment insurance in New York must
submit wage information for each of their current employees on a quarterly basis to the state’s Department
of Taxation and Finance, which in turn submits this quarterly wage data to DOL. Wage record data, though a
part of the unemployment insurance data, describes people who are currently employed, which is very
different from unemployment insurance filings, which describe people who are currently unemployed and
seeking insurance benefits.15

People may not have records in the wage record data for several reasons. First, they may be unemployed,
meaning they are not working but seeking work. Second, they may be jobless, meaning they are not working
and are also not seeking work, possibly due to disability, family obligations, or pursuit of education full time.

15 New York State Department of Labor, Unemployment Insurance Data Sharing Data Elements (New York: Department of Labor,
2021), https://perma.cc/GH7W-SJJR.
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Third, they may be working, but in a position that was ineligible for unemployment insurance, which includes
people who are informally employed or working under the table, self-employed, classified as an independent
contractor, or working in agriculture, for example. Fourth, they may be living in institutions such as
correctional facilities, mental health care facilities, or nursing homes.16 People who do have records in the
wage record data were currently employed in that quarter by a formal employer in an industry and job
category that qualifies them for unemployment insurance.

Researchers defined people as being employed in a quarter if they were not currently incarcerated for at
least a portion of that quarter and if they earned any wages in that quarter. For people who were released
from incarceration but did not have any wages listed for a quarter, researchers cannot distinguish among
people who may be unemployed, jobless, working in positions that are ineligible for unemployment
insurance, or living in an institution (other than a state correctional facility). Therefore, this study is
necessarily comparing people who have formal employment that qualifies for unemployment insurance to all
of the other categories, lumping together those who may be unemployed, jobless, employed but ineligible for
unemployment insurance, and living in certain types of institutions. This is a limitation of using
unemployment insurance data to define employment and wages.

Additional data sources would be needed to determine which people may be working but absent from
unemployment insurance data. Without access to Internal Revenue Service data or survey data, researchers
cannot identify who is working under the table, self-employed as an entrepreneur, employed in agriculture,
or acting as an independent subcontractor to properly label them as employed. We note that about half of
students and nonstudents who reentered from prison were from New York City or the immediate
surroundings and so are unlikely to be employed in agriculture post-release. In addition, people who work in
the so-called gig economy for companies such as Uber, Lyft, or DoorDash, among other companies, are
classified as independent contractors and are therefore not eligible for unemployment insurance. However,
a review of the employment policies of the major gig economy companies indicated that these companies
were unlikely to employ people who had conviction and incarceration histories.1?

Researchers assigned a wage of zero for that quarter to those people without wage data if they were living in
the community during any part of that quarter. Since we wished to evaluate whether having employment, a
necessary precondition for having wages, was an outcome of CIP, excluding people who did not have
employment from the wage analysis would bias the estimate.18

Making fair comparisons between students and nonstudents

Propensity score matching

To understand the impact of access to a college education on the people in the program, researchers would
need to know what would have happened to these people if they had not participated in the program. In
social science research, researchers often approximate this by making comparisons between people who do
and do not participate in a program, in this case, between the students and people who did not participate in
the program, whom the researchers called nonstudents. Ideally, researchers need these comparisons to be
between groups that are otherwise as similar as possible to guard against attributing outcomes to the
effects of education that may be due to the characteristics of people who are eligible for or interested in
participating in education. In a fair comparison of students and nonstudents, the only difference between
the two is that students participated in college education in prison while nonstudents did not. Thus, any
differences in outcomes down the line can be attributed solely to that program. One study of the impacts of

16 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, How the Government Measures Unemployment (Washington, DC: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,

2014), 4, https://www.bls.gov/cps/cps_htgm.pdf.

17 Mia Armstrong, “Workers with Criminal Records Struggle to Find a Place in the Glg Economy,” Slate, December 7, 2018,
; - I

180na technlcal note, this is an analytical error called condltlonmg ona post treatment var/able
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college in prison on criminal legal system outcomes found that people who chose or were able to access
education differed in their demographics, employment and conviction histories, and sentence lengths from
people who did not choose or have the ability to access education. This indicates a need for research and
statistical methods that can account for such “selection” into college education to correctly attribute effects
solely to the program.19

The best way to create the fair comparisons needed to estimate causal effects is to perform a randomized
experiment. However, this was not done in this study due to ethical concerns about withholding from a
comparison group an intervention that has established positive benefits, aside from those to be evaluated
within this study.20

Researchers instead aimed to create a more fair comparison across groups using a statistical technique
called propensity score matching, commonly used in research in the criminal legal system.21 The idea
behind propensity score matching is to construct a comparison group of nonstudents who look as similar as
possible to students in CIP (the “treatment group”) based on all of their observed characteristics. (For further
detail about how propensity score matching works see Appendix B: Propensity score matching in the
Midterm Report. Note that the variables used in the matching process for this report are slightly different as
described above.) This report also made a slight change to the type of matching algorithm used in order to
fully capitalize on the increased sample size of nonstudents. We used a "caliper matching"22 procedure that
allowed all non-students who are sufficiently similar to a given student (in terms of their propensity scores, a
one-number summary of their covariates) to act as "matches" for that student.

An important caveat when using propensity score approaches to estimate causal effects is that these
methods of constructing comparison groups can only attempt to create similarity with regard to observed
characteristics of study participants. If important differences remain between students and nonstudents our
estimates can be systematically different from the truth.

Accounting for differences between students and nonstudents: Matching variable choices

In propensity score matching, matching variables are included if there is reason to believe that they may
influence the treatment and any of the outcomes or the outcomes alone.23 In addition, it is important to
exclude variables that could have been impacted by the treatment variable. In this study, the researchers
selected matching variables based on whether, in existing literature or empirically in the sample, they had
been shown to be associated with participation in college education in prison or influenced the outcome
measures of interest.

Researchers matched students and nonstudents on the following variables:

19 Ryang Hui Kim and David Clark, “The Effect of Prison-based College Education Programs on Recidivism: Propensity Score
Matchlng Approach 7 Journal of Cr/m/nal Justice 41, no. 3 (2013), 196-204, 197,

20 Researchers did not approach e|ther college or corrchons partners to gauge interest in performing a randomized experiment. It is
not known whether there would have been interest or whether these research partners may have had security, ethical, or resource
concerns about doing so.

21 Jason E. Piccone, “Improving the Quality of Evaluation Research in Corrections: The Use of Propensity Score Matching,” Journal of
Correctional Education 66, no. 3 (2015), 28-46, https://www.jstor.org/stable/26508010.

22 Mark Lunt, "Selecting an Appropriate Caliper Can Be Essential for Achieving Good Balance With Propensity Score Matching,"
American Journal of Epidemiology, 179, no. 2, (2014), 226-235, https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwt212

23 For a variable to be a confounder it must be associated both with the treatment and the outcome. In practice, a more conservative
approach is to include variables that impact either treatment or the outcome; however, including in a propensity score model a
variable that only affects the treatment can potentially lead to biasing our estimates. Therefore, researchers included variables
that met the traditional definition of a confounder, or which affected the outcome alone, but not the treatment alone. See, for
instance, Jennifer Hill, “Discussion of Research Using Propensity-Score Matching: Comments on ‘A Critical Appraisal of Propensity-
Score Matching in the Medical Literature Between 1996 and 2003’ by Peter Austin,” Statistics in Medicine 27 (2008), 2055-
2061, https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.3245.
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¢ demographics, including race and ethnicity category, age at admission to prison for the
current incarceration, and gender;

e employment history, including whether or not the individual had formal employment or reported wages
in up to the year prior to the index incarceration;

e conviction history, including age at first conviction, number of previous convictions, severity
of most severe prior conviction, and severity of the conviction associated with the current
incarceration, including whether it was classified as a violent offense;

e correctional characteristics, including the person’s security classification at the time they
became eligible for college education, sentence length, the number of total misconducts in the
6 months, one year, and two years prior to beginning or becoming eligible for college education,
and the geographical region for reentry, and the timing during a quarter when the person was
released (if released); and

e education characteristics, including the person’s highest level of education at the time they
became eligible for education in prison and age at the start of education or eligibility for college
education.

Race, age, and gender are highly predictive of incarceration in state prison systems, both nationally and in
New York State, and younger Black men are the most overrepresented group in the prison population
relative to their presence in the United States population.24 Race is also predictive of employment and
wages, particularly for people with a conviction history, in that people who identify or are identified as Black
receive fewer offers for interviews and employment than people who identify or are identified as white.25
Race is predictive of participation in higher education both in prisons and outside of prison contexts: people
of color are generally less likely to attend college education in both settings relative to white people in the
same context.26 Age is predictive of participation in education in prison: older people who are incarcerated
are more likely to participate.2” Younger age is also predictive of higher numbers of misconducts, particularly
at the beginning of a period of incarceration, leading researchers to match not only on age at the start of
education but also on age at the start of the index incarceration.28 Gender is also predictive of participation
in higher education: women are more likely to participate outside of prisons and, in this evaluation, people
incarcerated in facilities for women are less likely to participate in CJll-funded postsecondary education.2° In

24 Christian Henrichson, Eital Schattner-Elmaleh, Jacob Kang-Brown, et al., Incarceration Trends in New York (New York: Vera
Institute of Justice, 2019), https://perma.cc/F8HF-RESF.

25 Devah Pager, “The Mark of a Criminal Record,” American Journal of Sociology 108, no. 5 (2003), 937-975, 959,
https://doi.org/10.1086/374403; Marianne Bertrand and Sendhil Mullainathan, “Are Emily and Greg More Employable than
Lakisha and Jamal? A Field Experiment on Labor Market Discrimination,” American Economic Review 94, no. 4 (2004), 991 -
1013, 1000, https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/0002828042002561.

26 [rwin, De La Rosa, Wang, et al., Condition of Education, 2022; Kelsie Chesnut, Niloufer Taber, and Jasmine Quintana, Second
Chance Pell: Five Years of Expanding Higher Education Programs in Prisons, 2016-2021 (New York: Vera Institute of Justice,
2022), 4, https://perma.cc/3GTM-BXLH.

27 Rampey, Keiper, Mohadjer, et al., Highlights from the U.S. PIAAC Survey, 2016, 25.

28 Colby L. Valentine, Daniel P. Mears, and William D. Bales, “Unpacking the Relationship between Age and Prison Misconduct,”
Journal of Criminal Justice 43, no. 5 (2015) 418-427, 422, htt] s:/ j.jerimjus.2015. 05 001, Benjamin Stemer

29 Notably, college programmrng is offered in aII facrlltles desrgnated for women in New York State. However for reasons that were
not clear, there was a gender imbalance in the students who participated in CJIl funding, and thus who were included within the
analytical sample. This may potentially be due to which facilities and providers participated in the College-in-Prison Reentry
Initiative (CIP). Irwin, De La Rosa, Wang, et al., Condition of Education, 2022; Chesnut, Taber, and Quintana, Second Chance Pell:
Five Years of Expanding, 2022.
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the latter case, this likely has to do with the fact that fewer CJII-funded programs were offered at correctional
facilities for women than for men.30

There is extensive literature describing the relationship between conviction history and future criminal legal
system involvement, with the number and severity of previous convictions associated with future contact.3!
Researchers’ choices of conviction history matching variables, described earlier in this section in the
bulleted list, were driven partly by the literature and partly by what was empirically associated with outcomes
in the matched sample. Since people who are slightly older may have had more time in which to have
experienced multiple convictions, in order to isolate the relationships among age, education participation,
misconducts, and conviction history, we also controlled for age at first conviction.

This study uses the security classification of students and nonstudents as a matching variable, as this may
influence the filing of misconducts for prohibited behavior.32 Researchers defined sentence length, which
may influence future criminal legal system contact, as a categorical variable giving the range between the
aggregate minimum and maximum sentences for the offense.33 The researchers did not use the actual time
served as a matching variable as it could be an outcome of participation in college education. If college
participation leads to fewer misconducts this could affect the actual time served, as the record of in-facility
sanctions affects the earning or losing of “good time” off of one’s sentence. (See “In-facility misconducts” on
page 8.) Researchers included the timing during the quarter when the person was released, since it may
influence the outcomes of employment and wages, which were measured quarterly.

Across the United States, including in New York State, many reentry services are offered locally, with reentry
councils or task forces and wraparound services organized at the county or local jurisdictional level.34 As the
availability of these services and supports are intended to influence a person’s success in the areas of
employment and future criminal legal system involvement, we sought to match on their availability by
matching on location of reentry. Further, as policing and prosecutorial choices are also variable by
geography, the criminal legal system jurisdiction to which the person returns may influence whether behavior
results in a new conviction.3% Finally, the local labor market may influence the availability of positions and
wages offered. However, as county of reentry was not available, researchers sought to match on county of
conviction and assumed that people would return to the same county. Unfortunately, researchers were only
able to match on region of reentry due to a lack of suitable nonstudents for matching within each county,
limiting the ability to avoid mismatches between students and nonstudents across areas with different
police and court jurisdictions, different service availability, and different employment opportunities.3é

Part of the methodology in propensity score matching involves matching on pre-treatment versions of
outcome variables—for instance those measured in the time period prior to the intervention. In this study,

30 Chesnut, Taber, and Quintana, Second Chance Pell: Five Years of Expanding, 2022.

31 Steurer, Smith, and Tracy, OCE/CEA Three State Recidivism Study, 2001, 18; Megan C. Kurlychek, Shawn D. Bushway, and Robert
Brame, “Long-Term Crime Desistance and Recidivism Patterns—Evidence from the Essex County Convicted Felon Study,”
Criminology 50, no. 1 (2012), 71-103, 73-76, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2011.00259.x; William Rhodes, Gerald
Gaes, Jeremy Luallen, et al., “Following Incarceration, Most Released Offenders Never Return to Prison,” Crime and Delinquency
62, no. 8 (2016), 1003-1025, https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128714549655.

32 Steiner, Butler, and Ellison, “Causes and Correlates,” 2014, 466.

33 Elizabeth Berger and Kent Scheidegger, “Sentence Length and Recidivism: A Review of the Research,” Federal Sentencing
Reporter 35, no. 1 (2022), https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3848025.

34 New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS), “County Re-Entry Task Force Initiative,” database (Albany, NY: DCJS),
https://www.criminaljustice.ny.gov/crimnet/ojsa/initiatives/offender reentry.htm.

35 Jeffrey S. Nowacki, “Organizational-Level Police Discretion: An Application for Police Use of Lethal Force,” Crime and Delinquency
61, no. 5 (2015), 643-668, 646, https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128711421857; Brent D. Mast, Bruce L. Benson, and David W.
Rasmussen, “Entrepreneurial Police and Drug Enforcement Policy,” Public Choice 104, no. 3/4 (2000), 285-308, 303,
https://www.jstor.org/stable/30026428; Bruce Frederick and Don Stemen, The Anatomy of Discretion: An Analysis of
Prosecutorial Decision Making—Technical Report (New York: Vera Institute of Justice, 2012),
https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/nij/grants/240334.pdf.

36 Researchers grouped students according to three regions: Upstate New York, New York City, and suburban New York City,
following the classification system DCJS uses.
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researchers matched on the number of prior convictions in part to meet this requirement, as well as on the
number of misconducts in each of the tiers under study in the six months prior to beginning CIP or becoming
eligible for college education. We also matched on the level of education of the students and nonstudents
prior to start or eligibility to start college education to ensure comparability among those who were similarly
eligible for CJIl funding. In this round we were able to gain data on employment and wages prior to the index
incarceration for some individuals in the study - the presence or absence of these data determined our
matching subgroups.

The importance of timing for making fair comparisons, measuring outcomes, and considering
context

Making fair comparisons

Timing is important in the present study for three reasons. First, to make fair comparisons between students
and nonstudents, nonstudents had to resemble students in multiple ways prior to the start of their
educational journey, including the timing during their incarceration when they became eligible to participate
in college education. Researchers considered nonstudents to be eligible for comparison not only if they met
the same academic and behavioral history requirements as students but also if they had a similar time to
release during the CIP period, a similar age at incarceration, and a similar time from prison admission to
eligibility. (For further discussion, see “Accounting for differences between students and nonstudents:
Matching variable choices," above.)

Measuring outcomes

Second, when evaluating whether an intervention influences an outcome of interest, it is a necessary but not
sufficient condition that the intervention happens before the outcome. Researchers therefore defined a
“start date” for students and a “virtual start date” for nonstudents to determine when to begin measuring in-
facility outcomes, namely total disciplinary misconducts and total violent disciplinary misconducts. To
promote comparability between students and nonstudents, the start date and virtual start date must be
defined in the same way. For both students and nonstudents, researchers defined this date as the date the
person became eligible for college education funded through CJII, including academic, behavioral, and time-
to-release criteria. There were, however, students who started college before they became eligible for CJlI
funding. Since the intervention under evaluation is CIP participation, rather than college funded through a
particular funding stream, these students (N=127) were excluded from the analytical sample. (See “Sample
reduction: Missing, unavailable, or incorrect data” below.) Therefore, for students included in the analytical
sample, the date they became eligible for CJIl funding is also their date of enroliment in college. Researchers
assessed the total number of misconducts and total number of violent misconducts in the six, 12, and 24
months following the start of CIP for students compared to nonstudents in the same time periods following
their eligibility to start college education. Students and nonstudents who remained incarcerated for at least
six, 12, and 24 months following their start date or virtual start date were included in the three time periods
for analyses, respectively.

Researchers measured recidivism within six months, 12 months, and 24 months following release from
incarceration. When examining recidivism that occurred within six, 12, and 24 months of release,
researchers included only those people who had been released for at least six, 12, or 24 months
respectively. 37 We defined recidivism as incidents that occurred within the relevant time period that also led
to convictions in that time period. While the incident that led to a conviction had to take place within six or
12 months for the first two analyses respectively, the timing of the conviction was not relevant for the first

37 Researchers conducted these analyses only among people who had been released from incarceration for at least six, 12, or 24
months prior to Vera’s receipt of data from the New York State Department of Corrections and Community Supervision (DOCCS)
and DCJS in December 2023. Specifically, to understand the effect of CIP on new convictions within six months, researchers
looked only at people who had been released prior to June 21, 2023, December 21, 2022 to understand effects on new
convictions within 12 months, and December 21, 2021 to understand effects of new convictions within 24 months.
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two analyses. Convictions represent the disposition of legal proceedings, and the length of time a court
process takes is not relevant to a definition of recidivism. The fact of a conviction was relevant only because
it was used to define the outcome of recidivism: we excluded arrests that did not lead to new conviction
during the period under study, following the study’s definition of recidivism.38

Researchers measured formal employment and wages beginning in the quarter that the person was
released from incarceration. Since wage record data is provided only in quarterly increments, information on
the date within the quarter that employment began was not available. Students and nonstudents who were
still incarcerated could not be included in analyses of any post-release outcomes, including new convictions,
employment, and wages.

Considering context

Finally, the calendar time when the intervention was implemented and outcomes were measured is
important to assess whether any other factors taking place at the same time could have influenced the study
conclusions. CIP began in September 2017 and continued through June 2023. Researchers received
misconduct data up to December 21, 2023, new conviction data up to November 17, 2023, and data on
employment and wages up to the third quarter of 2023, which ended on September 30, 2023. The most
important context during this time was the COVID-19 pandemic, the impact of which is discussed further in
the Midterm report.

Regression analysis with matched sample

Regression analysis is a statistical technique that allows researchers to estimate the difference between
groups who participate or not in an intervention—in this case participation in CIP—with respect to outcomes
of interest, while accounting for other factors that may influence that outcome. Regression analysis makes
strong assumptions about the functional relationship between the outcome and these other factors,
however, and because of this it is often combined with propensity score matching to improve the robustness
of the estimate.3® If researchers are able to appropriately control for all the important differences between
the groups (characteristics that predict both participation in CIP and subsequent outcomes) then the
estimates from these models can be interpreted causally.

To examine the effect of CIP on subsequent misconducts and reported wages, researchers used linear
regression on the matched sample. For formal employment status and for an incident within six months and
12 months of release that led to a new conviction, we used logistic regression on the matched sample. For
recidivism at any point following release, we used survival analysis on the matched sample to estimate the
impact of the program on the time until an incident that leads to a new conviction occurs. More details are
provided in the Midterm Report.

Sample reduction: Missing, unavailable, or incorrect data

Though the initial intervention sample included records on 929 students, researchers ultimately deemed
many of these to be unusable in the study due to missing or unavailable data or due to failure to meet CIP
eligibility requirements. Researchers removed 127 students who began college courses prior to the start of
CIP, as data was available on these students’ misconducts before they obtained CJIl funding but not before

38 At the time of the analysis, there were likely people who had been arrested within six, 12, or 24 months of release, but for whom
the case outcome was still pending and therefore did not yet have a conviction. Since COVID, case processing can be lengthy,
particularly for more serious cases. As a result, the recidivism rate is likely underreported, since it can continue to increase until all
arrests have had an opportunity for resolution.

39 Donald B. Rubin, “Using Multivariate Matched Sampling and Regression Adjustment to Control Bias in Observational Studies,”
Journal of the American Statistical Association 74, no. 366 (1979), 318-328, https://doi.org/10.2307/2286330; Donald B.
Rubin, “The Use of Matched Sampling and Regression Adjustment to Remove Bias in Observational Studies,” Biometrics 29, no. 1
(1973), 185-203, https://doi.org/10.2307/2529685.
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they started college.4° This reduced the student sample to 802. The sample was further reduced to 790
observations after researchers removed those who had already achieved a four-year college degree before
their latest enrollment in college in prison.4:

Records of misconducts prior to the determined CIP start date are recorded in either six-, 12-, or 24-month
increments. In cases when a student had been incarcerated for less than six months prior to starting
education, there was no record of prior misconducts provided even if the student had acquired a misconduct
sanction. In addition, researchers assessed whether each individual was incarcerated for six, 12, or 24
months prior to starting education. To avoid removing these individuals (due to missing misconduct data) we
instead created a flag to indicate that a zero count reflects the fact that the person could not have received
a sanction due to not being in prison at the time. These flags were "interacted" with the misconduct counts
to allow a zero count to reflect something different than it would for someone who was incarcerated at the
time yet had O misconducts.

This sample of 790 students was divided into four groups: those with wage information prior to incarceration
and had been released before September 29, 2023 (274 students); those without wage information prior to
incarceration and had been released before September 29, 2023 (360 students); those with prior wage
information and had not been released by the end of the data collection period (64 students); and those
without prior wage information who had not been released by the end of the data collection period (92
students). Students were matched with nonstudents who had also fit into one of the four groups. We were
able to find reasonable matches for 726 of these students.

Figure 1

Sample reduction due to missing or incorrect data

029 Initial sample of students

802 Started prior to CIP program (-127)

790 Had prior college credential (-12)

726 Did not have a match (-64)

40 Education providers submitted records to DOCCS to match within their databases; however, DOCCS could not find a matching New
York State identifying number for three students.

41 DOCCS included these five people in the dataset due to a miscommunication between Vera and DOCCS about the scope of the
requested sample. People who had already achieved a college degree prior to participation in CJll-funded postsecondary
education were excluded since the intervention under evaluation was CIP participation, rather than college participation through a
particular funding stream.
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Findings from the Impact Evaluation

Characteristics of students and matched nonstudents

Demographics

When evaluating the similarities between the student sample and the matched comparison group,
researchers expect to see similar representation across groups for each of the different demographic
variables. The tables in this section describe the students and matched nonstudents who were included in
the analysis.42 The number of students and matched nonstudents are reported for each categorical variable,
while means and other summary measures are given for continuous variables.

About 80 percent of students and nonstudents in our matched sample were housed in facilities designated
for men, reflecting that most people who are incarcerated in New York State are men. (See Table 1).43 Given
that the total custody population is about 4% female, this sample has a disproportionately high percentage
of women.44 Close to half of the people in our analyses were Black, with white and Hispanic/Latino students
the next most common. Students and matched nonstudents were approximately 31 years of age at the start
of their index incarceration and between 36 and 37 years on average at the start of their education or
eligibility for education. (See Table 1 and Table 5.) Region of conviction was evenly split between Upstate
New York and New York City and its suburban counties.

Criminal legal system: Conviction history, current conviction, corrections characteristics

People in this study had received between zero and 73 prior convictions, with a mean between four and five
prior convictions, with the first conviction occurring on average during their early-20s. (See Table 2.) Around
55% percent of people analyzed had a prior conviction that was a Class C felony or more severe. For the
conviction associated with the index incarceration, about 11 percent of the students and nonstudents in the
study were convicted of a Class A felony and around 60 to 65 percent were incarcerated for either a Class B
or a Class C felony, with about 60 percent of these convictions classified as violent felony offenses. (See
Table 3.) About 20 to 25 percent of students and nonstudents were serving a sentence of at least six years.
(See Table 4.) Reflecting the institutions where colleges offered education funded in part by CJII, around 97
percent of students held a medium or minimum security classification at enroliment. In the year prior to
starting or becoming eligible for college education, students and nonstudents averaged less than one
substantiated misconduct incident per year.

Education: Credentials and completions

The people in this study started their education in CIP or became eligible for CIP around five years into their
incarceration, on average, though the time between start of incarceration and start date was highly variable.
(See Table 5.) Around 90 percent of the sample had a high school degree or equivalency, though around 9
percent of students had previously achieved an associate’s degree.

42 |In the matching diagnostics, researchers used the standardized mean bias to assess for balance across matching characteristics
between students and nonstudents, similar to what is described further in the Midterm Report in Appendix C: Propensity score
matching. Descriptive statistics are presented here for ease of understanding.

43 Henrichson, Schattner-Elmaleh, Kang-Brown, et al., Incarceration Trends, 2019.

44 This is relevant because females generally have much lower recidivism rates than men. For instance in the latest report from the
New York State Department of Corrections and Community Supervision, females made up 7% of the release cohort and had a 3-
year return rate of 11% compared to a rate of 20% for males. https://doccs.ny.gov/system/files/documents/2024/07/2019-
2020-releases three-year-post-release-follow-up.pdf
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Table 1
Demographics of students and matched nonstudents

Students Matched nonstudents

Gender designation of facility
Men
Women

Race and ethnicity
White
Black
Latino
Native American
Asian
Other

Average age at admission for index incarceration

Region of conviction and (assumed) reentry45
New York City
Suburban New York City
Upstate New York

580 (79.9%)
146 (20.1%)

193 (26.6%)
364 (50.1%)
153 (21.1%)
5 (0.7%)
4 (0.6%)
7 (1.0%)

31.4 years
300 (41.3%)

81 (11.2%)
345 (47.5%)

433 (83.4%)
86 (16.6%)

147 (28.3%)
257 (49.5%)
104 (20.0%)
1 (0.2%)
2 (0.4%)
8 (1.5%)

31.7 years
222 (42.8%)

56 (10.8%)
241 (46.4%)

Table 2

Criminal legal system history

Students Matched nonstudents

Number of previous convictions

Minimum # of convictions 0 0

Mean # of convictions 4.89 5.05

Median # of convictions 3 3

Maximum # of convictions 56 73

Standard deviation 6.32 6.78
Average age at first conviction 22.0 years 22.2 years

Highest prior conviction class

Class A felony 169 (23.3%) 114 (22.0%)
Class B felony 121 (16.7%) 90 (17.3%)
Class C felony 106 (14.6%) 81 (15.6%)
Class D felony 130 (17.9%) 94 (18.1%)
Class E felony 42 (5.8%) 28 (5.4%)
Class A misdemeanor 83 (11.4%) 56 (10.8%)
Class B misdemeanor 12 (1.7%) 12 (2.3%)
Unclassified misdemeanor 10 (1.4%) 5 (1.0%)
Violation 48 (6.6%) 33 (6.4%)
Other (lower) 5 (0.7%) 6 (1.2%)

45 DCJS classifies regions as follows: New York City comprises Bronx, Kings, New York, Queens, and Richmond counties. Suburban
New York counties include Nassau, Suffolk, Rockland, and Westchester counties. All other counties are considered to be in
Upstate New York.
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Table 3

Conviction associated with index incarceration (top line offense)

Index incarceration conviction class
Class A felony
Class B felony
Class C felony
Class D felony
Class E felony

Index incarceration classified as violent felony

offense or not
Nonviolent
Violent

Table 4

Index incarceration

Index incarceration minimum time to serve

Less than 12 months
12-35 months
36-47 months
48-71 months
72-119 months
120 months or more

DOCCS security classification at start of
education or eligibility

Maximum A

Maximum B

Medium A

Medium B

Minimum

Average number of misconducts in year prior to

start of education or eligibility
Total Guilty Disciplinary Incidents
Guilty Violent Disciplinary Incidents

Table 5

Students

79 (10.9%)
259 (35.7%)
210 (28.9%)
140 (19.3%)

8 (5.2%)

280 (38.6%)
446 (61.4%)

Students

440 (60.6%)
2 (5.8%)
7 (3.7%)
3 (7.3%)
7 (7.9%)
107 (14.7%)

14 (1.9%)
6 (0.8%)
259 (35.7%)
259 (35.7%)
188 (25.9%)

0.472
0.062

Start of education or start of eligibility for CIP

Average age at start of education or eligibility

Years from prison admission to start of education

or eligibility
Average
Standard deviation

Students
36.5 years

5.12 years
6.15 years
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Matched nonstudents

61 (11.8%)
184 (35.5%)
134 (25.8%)
108 (20.8%)

2 (6.2%)

210 (40.5%)
309 (59.5%)

Matched nonstudents

4.2%)
.8%)

5.8%)
8.1%)

87 (16.8%)

313 (60.3%)
2 (
5 (4
0(
2 (

11 (2.1%)
8 (1.5%)
248 (47.8%)
154 (29.7%)
98 (18.9%)

0.476
0.075

Matched nonstudents
37.0 years

5.30 years
6.61 years
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Highest prior completed degree at start of
education or eligibility

High school equivalency 463 (63.8%) 332 (64.0%)
High school diploma 188 (25.9%) 144 (27.7%)
One-year certificate 14 (1.9%) 7 (1.3%)
Associate’s degree (for bachelor’s students) 61 (8.4%) 36 (6.9%)

Investigating impacts of CJll-funded college in prison: students compared to
nonstudents

As discussed, researchers matched nonstudents with students on a propensity score, which was predicted
based on all of the matched variables discussed above. Regression analyses were then performed on the
matched sample. The treatment effect estimate describes a comparison of the outcomes (e.g. a difference
or ratio) between the groups of students and comparable nonstudents. For further detail on regression
analyses used to obtain these estimates, estimate interpretations, and a discussion of p-values and
statistical significance, see the Appendix D of the Midterm report.

CIP students had fewer substantiated misconducts compared to similar nonstudents.

Researchers found differences in counts of total misconducts between students and nonstudents at all time
points following the start of education with fewer incidents for those in the CIP program (See Table 6.) At six
months there was an average difference of about .16 substantiated misconduct incidents with the
magnitude of this difference growing to about .30 at one year and .74 at two years. For instance, the
average student and non-student had an average of 0.16 and 0.32 misconducts, respectively, within six
months of starting the program. All of these differences were statistically significant. These lower rates were
also found when we focused solely on violent disciplinary incidents across the three time points, though only
the average difference at one year was statistically significant.

Table 6

CIP participation and misconducts

0 Treatment effect Number of matched
utcome . P-value
estimate students
Total Disciplinary Incidents
Six months -0.161* 0.003 708
One year -0.308* 0.001 646
Two years -0.739* 0.0008 410
Violent Disciplinary Incidents
Six months -0.021 0.188 708
One year -0.058* 0.018 646
Two years -0.084 0.175 410

* Denotes statistical significance at the p < 0.05 level.

These differences are consistent with the limited existing literature on the effect of education on
misconducts.46These findings are particularly noteworthy given that the correctional eligibility criteria for
participation in CIP required that individuals not had a Tier Il misconduct in the past six months or a Tier lll
misconduct in the past 12 months. Given that the study participants already had fewer misconducts than
the overall prison population, there was arguably limited scope for further reductions in either group. Other

46 Pompoco, Wooldredge, Lugo, et al., “Reducing Inmate Misconduct,” 2017, 540-543; Lahm, “Educational Participation and
Inmate Misconduct,” 2009, 46-47; Duwe, Hallett, Hays, et al., “Bible College Participation,” 2015, 384-386.
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studies of misconducts demonstrating reductions due to education have generally been conducted in
contexts in which eligibility for PSE does not depend as much on the absence of a history of sanctions.

Of course a causal interpretation of these differences is only warranted if in fact there are no unobserved
differences between the groups that might be driving the results. We have not been able to control for all
factors that may be related to misconducts, including characteristics of the prison management
environment, such as prison size, and the proportion of people incarcerated under age 25, as we did not
have access to information about the facilities where nonstudents were incarcerated.4” Study researchers
also did not have access to other programs that students and nonstudents may be participating in, such as
work assignments, other programming, or health and mental health service engagement, which may
influence in-facility behavior and are commonly used as controls in the literature.4® We may have, by chance,
mismatched students with controls who, unobserved to researchers and unmeasured in the data, were less
likely to have characteristics or be exposed to environments that influence misconducts. While prior
misconducts, assigned security class, and time since admission may, as proxies, capture some of this
information, they may do so imperfectly.

Finally, it is also important to emphasize that misconducts are not an independent measure of an
incarcerated person’s behavior in prison.4? In one study of the experiences of students attending college
while incarcerated, a common theme reported was harassment, resentment, and jealousy from both people
who were incarcerated and not attending college as well as corrections staff.50 Students reported that some
corrections staff expressed and acted on their belief that people who are incarcerated do not deserve to
attend college, which disrupted students’ access to education and study time. The students were unable to
report such behavior. Some corrections staff also expressed directly to the study authors their resentment
and beliefs that incarcerated people are undeserving, particularly for college education that was free to
students.51 This study noted that such behavior is contrary to DOCCS policies and goals and represented an
opportunity for additional training and oversight. In this study, substantiated misconduct incidents were used
as the measure rather than misconducts filings, as a way to reduce the possibility of bias described here.

CIP students did not have discernibly different rates of reconviction compared to similar
nonstudents.

Consistent with other literature that has examined the effect of education on recidivism, however defined,
researchers found lower rates of reconviction for a new offense in the first 6 months after release for those
who participated in CIP and were subsequently released.52 (See Table 7.) This advantage seems to
disappear beyond that time period, when the adjusted rates suggest a similar or even higher risk of
recidivism. Unlike in the midterm report, none of the differences are statistically distinguishable from zero
(statistically significant), suggesting that there is a fair amount of uncertainty about them. This change could

47 |bid, 466-467.

48 Pompoco, Wooldredge, Lugo, et al., “Reducing Inmate Misconduct,” 2017, 521, 541, Clark and Rydberg, “Effect of Institutional
Educational Programming,” 2016, 325-326; Duwe and Clark, “Prison-Based Educational Programming,” 2014, 456-459;
Steiner, Butler, and Ellison, “Causes and Correlates,” 2014, 466.

49 Clark and Rydberg, “Effect of Institutional Educational Programming,” 2016, 338-339; Steiner, Butler, and Ellison, “Causes and
Correlates,” 2014, 467-468; Scarlet Kim, Taylor Pendergrass, and Helen Zelon, Boxed In: The True Cost of Extreme Isolation in
New York’s Prisons (New York: New York Civil Liberties Union, 2012), 34-42, https://perma.cc/8AU8-84CM; Benjamin Steiner
and John Wooldredge, “Comparing Self-Report to Official Measures of Inmate Misconduct,” Justice Quarterly 31, no. 6 (2014),
1074-1101, 1095-1098, https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2012.723031.

50 Prisoner Reentry Institute, Mapping the Landscape, 2019, 46. The Prisoner Reentry Institute was renamed the John Jay College
Institute for Justice & Opportunity in 2020; since this name change occurred after the publication of this report, we use the name
of the institute at the time of publication. John Jay College Institute for Justice and Opportunity, “Mission and History,”
https://perma.cc/J8Z4-TRC3.

51 |bid.

52 Bozick, Steele, Davis, and Turner, “Providing Inmates with Education,” 2018, 389-428, 407-408; Denney and Tynes, “College in
Prison and Policy Implications,” 2021, 21-22.
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be a result of increased heterogeneity in the group of individuals examined at this point in time or due to the
better matches between the treatment and comparison groups.

Table 7

CIP participation and reconvictions

Outcomes3 Treatment effect estimate P-value Number of matched
(risk or hazard ratio) students
Within six months 0.50 0.334 586
Within 12 months 1.21 0.736 531
Within 24 months 1.54 0.392 415

It is also worth noting that the risk of reconviction is already quite low in these time frames, making it
unlikely to observe a large difference between groups. The estimated rates of reconviction within six months
for students and matched non-students are 0.004 and 0.007, respectively. When looking in the 12-month
reconviction timeframe, the estimated rates for students and matched non-students are 0.014 and 0.012,
respectively. And when looking in the 24-month reconviction window, the estimated reconviction rates for
students and matched non-students are 0.012 and 0.008 respectively.

Table 8

Conviction associated with recidivism after index incarceration period

Count for Matched

Count for Students Number of matched students
nonstudents54
New felony conviction
Within six months 0.0 (0.0%) 2.9 (0.5%) 586
Within 12 months 5.0 (0.9%) 5.0 (0.9%) 531
Within 24 months 12 (2.9%) 6.7 (1.6%) 415
New violent felony conviction
Within six months 0.0 (0.0%) 0.0 (0.0%) 586
Within 12 months 2.0 (0.4%) 2.0 (0.4%) 531
Within 24 months 5.0 (1.2%) 1.9 (0.5%) 415

Table 8 presents a more detailed evaluation of these subsequent convictions. Within six months of release
(among those who had been released at least six months prior) none of these CIP participants had new
felony convictions, while 0.5% of similar non-participants had new felony convictions. No one from either the
students (who had been out at least six months) or the matched comparison group had a violent felony
conviction within 6 months of release (See Table 8). Among those who had been out at least a year, 0.9% of
both students and matched non-students had new felony convictions within 1 year of release, and 0.4% of
both students and non-students had violent felony convictions. Among those who had been released for 24
months, 2.9% of students and 1.6% of non-students had new felony convictions within 24 months, and 1.2%
of students and 0.5% of non-students had new violent felony convictions within 24 months of release. Given
the very low rates of recidivism overall, these rates are based on an extremely small sample size and thus

53 Logistic regression was used to assess the outcome within six months and 12 months, and survival analysis was used to assess
the outcome at any time point following release. Hazard ratios, the estimands resulting from survival analysis, may be interpreted
as a relative risk.

54 |IPTW weights contain non-integer values, therefore using the weighted count produces non-integer counts of new felony and
violent felony convictions for the matched nonstudent population.
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formal tests of the differences were not performed. Accordingly, they should be understood as descriptive
only with no meaningful differences between groups.

CIP students had lower employment and wages following release compared to similar
nonstudents.

Our analyses estimated that students had a 60 percent lower probability of obtaining formal employment
within the first two quarters following release (risk ratio of 0.40), a 35 percent reduction within the first four
quarters (risk ratio of 0.65), and a 38 percent reduction within the first six quarters (risk ratio of 0.62). All
three of these estimates were statistically significant. (See Table 9). In other words, the existing analyses
suggest that students are less likely than nonstudents to have formal employment in the first year and a half
following release. The lower probability of formal employment at six months seen in the above results could
explain the lower average wage at that time point. However the trajectory of this trend suggests that these
differences may disappear after more time outside of prison.

Table 9

CIP participation and formal employment

Outcome Treatment effect estimate Pvalue Number of students
(risk ratio) included
Employed at second quarter 0.40% - 586
after release
Employed at fourth quarter 0.65% 0.012 531
after release
Employed at sixth quarter 0.62% - 476

after release

** Denotes statistical significance at the p < 0.05 level.

In addition, we found that, on average, students earned about $2,625 less than non-students in the first two
full quarters following release. However by the sixth full quarter after release, students are earning on
average only about $129 less than non-students. (See Table 10.) While the first difference after two quarters
is statistically significant the differences in the next two time periods are not.

Table 10

CIP participation and total reported wages

Number of students

Outcome Treatment effect estimate P-value included
Total wages in the first two $.2624.58* 0.001 361
quarters after release
Total wages in the first four $-1644.56 0.299 340
quarters after release
Total wages in the first six $-128.80 0.958 307

quarters after release

* Denotes statistical significance at the p < 0.05 level.

One potential reason why students were less likely to be employed soon after release could be because they
were focused on completing education. Students who did not complete their education while incarcerated
may have deferred seeking employment in order to first complete their credential. Wage record data does
not indicate why a person does not have a record of formal employment, and a person’s absence from this
dataset may indicate that they are jobless (not working and not seeking work due to a focus on school,
family responsibilities, or other matters). In fact, in a separate implementation evaluation of the initiative, a
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large majority of students surveyed said they planned to continue with their education following release from
prison.%s However, researchers lacked data to compare education participation rates between students and
nonstudents. While colleges maintained records of whether students participated in education at the same
college following release, there was no similar source of data for whether nonstudents were participating in
college following release.56

Another possibility is related to the nature of the data researchers received on employment. As discussed,
using the data that was obtained from DOL, researchers were not able to differentiate among people who
were unemployed, people who were jobless, and people who were employed in a field that was not covered
by unemployment insurance, including those who were self-employed. (See “Formal employment and
reported wages” above.) It is possible that students were more likely than nonstudents to be self-employed.
One study found that a main motivation for enrolling in PSE is the desire for entrepreneurship.57 If people
who are self-employed do not list themselves as employees of their own enterprise, they will be
indistinguishable in the data from people who are unemployed, leading us to underestimate their
employment relative to nonstudents.

A related explanation for these results is that those who participated in the CIP program should have had
additional qualifications that may have led to higher career aspirations. Finding employment in these fields
might have been more challenging and likely would have taken longer than finding employment in less
competitive fields or fields where the hiring process is less involved (e.g. has fewer rounds of interviews). It is
also possible that due to engagement with CIP, students may have had more family and community
networks that reduced their need to find immediate employment following release.

Conclusion

This study analyzed data from DOCCS, DOL, DCJS, and college providers to better understand the impacts of
providing access to college education to individuals incarcerated in New York State. Matching was used to
try to create a fair comparison between CIP students and eligible non-students. Assuming these groups are
sufficiently similar both in terms of observed characteristics and unobserved characteristics, comparisons
between these groups can be interpreted as estimates of the causal impact of the program on those who
received it.

This analysis was able to track students (and non-students) for a longer period of time and included many
more potential comparison individuals (non-students) for the matching process. These changes led to
increased sample size for all of our analyses. In addition, we were able to obtain wage and employment data
for more of the individuals in our study, increasing our ability to find comparable matches for the students.

Our estimates suggest that CIP may have had a beneficial effect on misconducts while in prison but an
indeterminate effect on recidivism after leaving. While there appear to be some negative effects on formal

55 Bozick, Steele, Davis, and Turner, “Providing Inmates with Education,” 2018, 389-428, 407-408; Denney and Tynes, “College in
Prison and Policy Implications,” 2021, 21-22.

56 |In order to evaluate whether students were deferring employment in favor of education participation, researchers would need to
know the post-release education participation rates among students and nonstudents to establish that students participated in
post-release education at higher rates than nonstudents. Colleges were able to provide information on student enroliment post-
release but not on nonstudent post-release enrollment. Parole records provided information on both student and nonstudent post-
release enroliment records. In other words, both colleges and parole had information on students’ post-release college
participation, but only parole had information on nonstudents’ post-release college participation. However, parole records and
college records about students proved to be inconsistent. Researchers assume that since the mission of colleges is to provide
education, which is not the core mission of parole services, that college data on educational enrollment would be more likely to be
correct. Researchers therefore did not have confidence in parole records indicating whether nonstudents were engaged in
education following release and were unable to establish that students participated in education at higher rates than nonstudents
post-release.

57Please see: https://cjii.org/wp-content/uploads/Expanding-Opportunities-for-Education-Employment-for-College-Students-in-Prison-
full-report-Feb-2024.pdf
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labor market participation in the first year and wages in the first six months, the trends in the wage numbers
suggest that these initial more negative findings may wash out over time. Given the low rates of conviction
observed in this study overall, future research could examine other indicators of recidivism, such as
reconviction for violent offenses specifically, or changes in behavior. Future research should seek to include
post-release enroliment data to understand how reenrollment may have affected employment, as well as
how pursuit of careers requiring college credentials may extend the timeline of securing employment for
former CIP students. Furthermore, it is important to emphasize that causal interpretations of the differences
between matched groups should be made cautiously since it is possible that unmeasured differences
between the students and matched non-students are instead driving the results. Future research should
endeavor to implement randomized experiments for a more rigorous causal evaluation.

As the loss of public funding eliminated college-in-prison programs for much of the past three decades,
stakeholders in the field of postsecondary education in prison looked to the restoration of funding for
students in prison through TAP in New York State and Pell Grants nationally to lead to a substantial rebound
in postsecondary educational opportunities for people in prison. As seen here, the greater expansion of
educational opportunities could be expected to contribute to lower in-facility violence in particular. Yet, with
the current uncertainty around federal priorities and funding, these benefits are in doubt.
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