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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 
Actual and Perceived Social Supports of Offenders under Community Supervision 

 
By 

 
Crystal Rena Null 

 
Doctor of Philosophy in Criminology, Law and Society 

 
 University of California, Irvine, 2015 

 
Professor Susan Turner, Chair 

 
 

In 2011, California enacted realignment to decrease the prison populations by transferring 

the responsibility of monitoring certain felony offenders from the state to counties. 

Realignment shifted substantial criminal justice system funding from the state to counties, 

encouraged counties to use alternative sanctions, and aimed to keep community members 

safe through reliance on county social services and community programs. Social support, 

including services and programs, has been recognized as a key component of offender 

success, but with counties supervising traditional probationers and realigned offenders 

under community supervision, it is unclear which social supports lead to successful 

outcomes for traditional probationers and the higher risk realigned. Using survey and 

interview data gathered from San Diego County between October 2013 and March 2014, I 

investigate the relationship between objective and subjective measures of social support 

and engaging in illegal behavior and being taken into custody as well as perceptions of 

overall social support. Through understanding which social supports are associated with 

successful outcomes and why, we can create policy that can help provide offenders with the 

necessary resources for reintegration. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

Between 1980 and 1996, the incarceration rates in the United States quadrupled 

(Petersilia, 2001). According to Glaze and Kaeble (2014), in 2013, approximately 6,899,000 

individuals were under criminal justice system supervision in the United States. This 

represents a decline of less than 1% from 2012; however, it was the first time in 10 years 

that the number of individuals supervised by the criminal justice system dropped below 

6,900,000. Almost 69% of these individuals were under community supervision, and nearly 

57% were on probation. In California, 63% of individuals under criminal justice system 

supervision in California were under community supervision (Glaze & Kaeble, 2014).   

Historically, offenders do poorly after release. According to Durose, Cooper, and Snyder 

(2014), within five years of release, recidivism rates for felony offenders are over 75%. 

In 2006, extreme prison overcrowding in California reached over 200% capacity 

(Appelbaum, 2010). “The [criminal justice] system [in California] grew from four prisons 

housing 12,000 inmates in 1950 to 33 prisons designed for 88,000 but actually housing 

142,000 inmates in 2011” (Public Safety Realignment, 2012, p. 2). Lawsuits argued that 

prisoner health was suffering under the overcrowded conditions. In 2009, the U.S. Supreme 

Court ruled California’s prison overcrowding as cruel and unusual punishment, a violation 

of the 8th Amendment. California's subsequent realignment legislation was designed to 

reduce the prison population to 137.5% capacity by 2016 by shifting responsibility of non-

serious, non-violent and non-sex offenders to the county (Martin & Grattet, 2015). 

Realignment decreases the number of new prison admissions and parole violators, shifts 

substantial funding from the state to counties, encourages counties to use alternative 

sanctions, and aims to keep community members safe through reliance on county social 
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services and community programs invested in the outcomes of their community members 

(Martin & Grattet, 2015). According to Petersilia and Snyder (2013), Realignment is the 

largest correctional policy change in California in 40 years.  

 As of March 2015, the prison population stood at 135.8% capacity (Grattet & Hayes, 

2015) – California had met the target of the legislation.   At the same time, realignment 

shifted a new burden to the counties in terms of additional offenders to house and 

supervise.  Nearly 40,000 realigned offenders are now being supervised at the local level 

(CPOC, 2013). Estimates are that realignment increased jail populations by 9,000 across 

the state (Lofstrom & Raphael, 2015). How well these realigned offenders reintegrate into 

their communities has been a central question for the state. Several studies have examined 

realignment; however, no statewide evaluation of the entire effort was included in the 

authorization of this legislation. We have limited information on key statewide trends.  

Crime rates for the state appear to have been marginally affected, with some increases for 

property crimes, but not for violent crimes (Lofstrom & Raphael, 2015).  As a state, 

California is still trying to understand the implementation and outcomes of this change. 

Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS) offenders have been released from prison 

and placed under county supervision under realignment. Early findings reveal a 2.7% 

decrease in arrest rates of PRCS offenders compared to a matched sample before the 

implementation of Realignment (CDCR, 2013). Within three years of release, recidivism 

rates for felony offenders in California remains over 60% (Beard, 2014). 

 In the midst of the developing experience with Realignment, this study examines 

the social supports of offenders under county level community supervision –both 

traditional and newly realigned offenders - specifically with respect to how social supports 
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impact successful outcomes.  San Diego County, one of California’s largest counties, serves 

as the laboratory and represents a rich context for examination.  According to Lin and 

Petersilia (2014), 12% of the state Realignment funds to San Diego County were allocated 

to law enforcement with more than double that amount for programs and services. This 

focus on programs and services over law enforcement makes San Diego County the ideal 

county for this study. In 2013, there were over 18,500 traditional probationers; 3,000 PRCS 

offenders; and 500 MSOs serviced under county community supervision (Jenkins, n.d.). 

According to assessments from the San Diego Probation Administration, 77% of their PRCS 

offenders are high risk compared to 28% of traditional probationers (Jenkins, 2014). With 

the increases in not just offenders but high risk offenders monitored by county supervision, 

it is important to understand how social support resources – family, friends, supervision 

officers, and community supports – are utilized and perceived by offenders and how they 

impact successful reintegration. 

Social support had long been recognized as part of the equation for offender success. 

Individuals need to be connected with instrumental supports (i.e. income, housing) and 

expressive supports from others to create a pro-social identity (Cullen 1994; Dean & Lin, 

1977). Many criminological theories contain components of social support (Cullen, 1994). 

In Sampson and Laub’s (1993) life course theory, gainful employment (instrumental 

support) and marriage (expressive support) are examples of life events that can change life 

trajectories away from criminality. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) identify a lack of 

parental resources as a catalyst for children with low self-control. Access to resources 

benefits parents and children - from decreasing instances of child/domestic abuse to 

educational opportunities for children to break the cycle of poverty (Currie, 1997). 
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Examples exist in social disorganization theory, classical/rational choice theory, and more 

(Shaw & McKay 1942; Cohen & Felson 1979). Social support theory embraces 

rehabilitation over punitive sanctions as a way to reduce recidivism and a framework for 

our criminal justice system. However, “the distinctive quality of social support is not the 

mere existence of social relationships but the extent to which such relations 

deliver…assistance” (Cullen, 1994, p. 531).   

Although many criminological theories contain aspects of social support, studies of 

offenders and social support utilize a narrow lens, focusing on one source of social support 

(e.g. Worrel, 2009) or objective measure of social support (e.g. Duwe, 2012). This study 

examines the social supports of offenders under county level community supervision 

specifically with respect to how social supports are associated with successful outcomes. 

Various social supports are analyzed, including family, friends, and supervision officer 

support as well as community supports broadening the scope of what social support 

encompasses and understanding what social support means to offenders. Both quantitative 

and qualitative data are utilized to gain a better understanding of the impact of social 

supports on offenders.  The hypotheses include (1) Illegal behavior will be negatively 

associated with contact with and positive perceptions of social supports; (2) The act of 

being taken into custody will be negatively associated with contact with and positive 

perceptions of social supports; and (3) Being satisfied with overall social support will be 

positively associated with contact with and positive perceptions of social supports.   Both 

survey and interview data from newly realigned adults and routine community supervision 

clients are conducted in local probation department offices.  Logistic regression analyses 

are used to address the hypotheses above regarding social support. 
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 Because of the complex relationships individuals have with social supports, we need 

to understand what these social supports actually mean to those who have them. Through 

understanding which social supports are associated with successful outcomes and why, we 

can create policy that can help provide offenders with the necessary resources for 

reintegration. Moving beyond the presence of social supports into the subjective nature 

will guide practitioners in recommendations for those under community supervision with 

the hope that through reintegration, the cycle of incarceration will be broken. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

The goals of this study are to (1) provide a rich understanding of offenders’ 

objective and subjective social support systems; (2) allow a comparison of PRCS offenders 

and probationers to determine if collateral consequences of serving time in prison make it 

more difficult to access and utilize social supports compared with offenders who were 

never removed from their home counties; (3) examine social support using multiple 

categories of support – family, friends, and supervision officer support and community 

support through support group meetings – broadening the scope of understanding of social 

support theory. This chapter will review social support theory and its criminological roots, 

previous studies of social supports, and where this study fits in the current literature. 

Social Support Theory  

In Francis Cullen’s Presidential Address to the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences 

(1994), he challenged the criminological community to embrace social support as a 

unifying concept in theory and research. Borrowing Lin’s definition of social support from 

the public health field, which has been highlighting the relationship between social 

supports and health since the 1970s, Cullen states that “social support [i]s ‘the perceived or 

actual instrumental and/or expressive provisions supplied by the community, social 

networks, and confiding partners’” (Cullen, 1994, qtd on p. 530). However, other 

criminologists have defined social support differently.  

Chamlin and Cochran (1997) defined “[s]ocial altruism as… the willingness of 

communities to commit scarce resources to the aid and comfort of their members distinct 

from the beneficence of the state” (p. 204). In testing their theory of social altruism, 

Chamlin et al. (1999) looked at the aggregate number of people who made charitable 
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donations on their taxes to see if crime is lower in states with more charitable people. They 

found that states with more people donating to charity had higher rates of crime, which 

does not support social altruism. This may be because those in higher socio-economic 

brackets tend to isolate themselves from poorer, higher-crime areas. These more affluent 

areas are able to offer more services than poorer communities that struggle to have basic 

services. Studies have shown that municipality lines have been changed so that more 

affluent communities are separated from poorer ones, thus leaving poorer areas without 

the capital needed to improve their communities (Massey, 2007). These practices are 

counter to the theory of social altruism. The main difference between these two theories of 

social support is that Chamlin and Cochran (1997) require a reciprocal relationship that 

includes “mutual… trust, empathy, and obligation” (p. 208) while Cullen (1994) adds 

potentially one-way relationships, such as agents of the criminal justice system, in which 

offenders may not give back to the criminal justice system.  

Finally, Colvin, Cullen, and Vander Ven (2002) merge these perspectives on social 

support by suggesting that an individual receiving consistent social support (as defined by 

Cullen, 1994) will develop trust which leads them to altruistic behaviors. This reciprocity is 

found in the behavior of the individual even if it is not directed at the source of support. 

In this study, I use Colvin, Cullen, and Vander Ven’s (2002) view on social support, 

which still relies heavily on Cullen’s (1994) broader definition of what constitutes social 

support and thus provides a more holistic approach for my study. According to Cullen 

(1994) social support has four components: (1) social support is both objective and 

subjective in nature; (2) social support includes instrumental and expressive supports; (3) 

social support occurs on both the micro- and macro-level; and (4) the actual sources of 
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social support are more varied than previous studies have suggested. I discuss each of 

these in turn. 

First, social support has both an objective and a subjective component. The 

distinction is critical in understanding social support. “The distinctive quality of social 

support is not the mere existence of social relationships but the extent to which such 

relations deliver…assistance” (Cullen, 1994, p. 531). Barrera (1986) discusses social 

embeddedness versus perceived social support. Social embeddedness refers to being 

connected with others. Examples include how often you talk to friends and family, being 

married, and attending church. Social embeddedness provides researchers with objective 

measures of potential sources of social support. Perceived social support measures are 

concerned with the availability, adequacy, and satisfaction an individual has with potential 

sources of social support. This was tested by McDowell and Serovich (2007) in a study that 

surveyed HIV-positive people about their mental health as well as their social support and 

perceived social support. Participants’ perceived social support was more predictive of 

their mental health status than objective social support was. The measurement for the 

participants’ actual social support was based on the number of family members and friends 

that could provide support compared to their perceived social support which used a 5-

point Likert scale to measure perceptions of support received.  

Perceived support was also an important factor in Worrall’s (2005) study which 

found that there was no relationship between various measures of crime rates and welfare 

spending. He criticized studies that used Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 

as an indicator of social support. He concluded that AFDC cannot significantly impact the 

crime rate because the average annual AFDC payments in California counties were just 
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over $2,000 per family – too small to make a measurable impact on the families and thus 

the crime rate. Barrera (1989) suggests that mixing measures of social embeddedness with 

measures of perceived social supports can be problematic because they do not measure the 

same thing. It is important to keep them separate in analysis. Mixing these measures can 

cause internal inconsistencies in social support measures. 

Second, social support can take one of two forms: instrumental or expressive. 

Instrumental support helps individuals either complete a task or meet a goal (Cullen, 1994; 

Dean & Lin, 1977). Data used to measure instrumental support include income, occupation, 

job satisfaction, and governmental financial assistance (Dean & Lin, 1977). Expressive 

support fulfills an individual’s emotional needs and helps build a self-identity (Cullen, 

1994; Dean & Lin, 1977). For many individuals, the primary group that provides expressive 

support is family. Qualities of expressive support provided by family are  

(1) mutual responsibility,…  

(2) mutual identification,…  

(3) emphasis upon the person…rather than upon… performance,  

(4) face-to-face interaction,…  

(5) intimacy,  

(6) close association and bonds, and  

(7) [providing] support, affection, security, and response (Dean & Lin, 1977, 409).  

Third, social support occurs on both the micro- and macro-level. Micro-level social 

supports include family and interpersonal relations, and macro-level social supports 

include communities, government programs, and the criminal justice system (Cullen, 

1994). These categorizations are flexible, but Cullen expands the scope of social support 
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beyond face-to-face interactions, which is prominent in public health research. In addition, 

the level of analysis can occur at both the micro- and macro-level. Public health studies tend 

to be micro-level, focusing on an individual’s social support (usually family and friends) and 

some health issue. Criminological literature uses both micro- and macro-level analysis. At 

the micro-level, offender social support systems have been studied with success of 

substance abusers in treatment (Cole, Logan, & Walker, 2011) and prisoner reentry 

(Hochstetler, DeLisi, & Pratt, 2010; Duwe, 2012). Studies examining the relationship 

between welfare and crime tend to be at the macro-level with the unit of analysis being 

cities or standard metropolitan statistical areas, counties, or nations (Savage, Bennett, & 

Danner, 2008; Worrall, 2009; see Worrall, 2005 for summary). Less common, multilevel 

analyses are being explored in criminological literature to further understand the complex 

relationship between welfare and crime (Orrick et al., 2011). 

 This leads to the fourth component; the actual sources of social support are more 

varied than previous studies have suggested. The impact of social support may differ by 

source, depending on whether the support is provided by formal agencies such as the 

government or the criminal justice system or by informal sources such as communities, 

families, and interpersonal relationships. This fourth component was added by Cullen 

(1994) and is not identified and studied in public health literature as a social support. 

When examining supervision officer support, studies have found that officers who utilize 

“prosocial modeling” such as problem solving, empathy, active listening, and a proper use 

of authority tend to have “clients” who have more favorable outcomes under community 

supervision (Bourgon, 2013; Trotter, 2013). According to Cole, et al (2011), drug treatment 
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programs which also link program participants to other community assistance programs 

may reduce the likely of drug relapse.  

Social Support and Criminological Theory 

 Cullen (1994) argues that many criminological theories explicitly or implicitly 

contain components of social support. The emerging literature on social support theory 

does not criticize existing theories in favor of social support theory. Instead, it suggests that 

social support theory can enhance our understanding of existing theories and promote 

supportive policy to curb criminality (Makarios & Sams 2013). This perspective touts a 

response of what we should do for offenders (supportive) not what we should do to 

offenders (punitive) (Cullen 1994; Makarios & Sams 2013). Beginning with the Chicago 

School, many criminological theories have contained a theoretical underpinning of the 

positive impact social supports can have on deviance and criminality. Below is a discussion 

of life course theories, societal reaction theories, social ecology theories, stain theories, and 

neo-classical theories, as well as therapeutic jurisprudence with a focus on adults – the 

population under study.  

Only a fraction of juvenile delinquents fail to age out of crime (Moffat 1993). As 

adults, the trajectory of criminality can be changed with focal life events. Sampson and 

Laub (1993) found that marriage, gainful employment, and having children can divert 

individuals away from criminality because of processes of informal control. Family and/or 

employment can keep former offenders from returning to crime because they are now 

accountable to other people, and do not want to lose the good opinion of others. However, 

as Cullen (1993) argues, it is not just informal controls alone that account for going 

straight. These life events contain support, and control with support results in more 
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favorable outcomes than control alone. As mentioned above, family is the primary 

mechanism of expressive support. A spouse and/or children can change the offender’s self-

identity from criminal to family member, although as others point out, the influence of a 

spouse, especially, can support either antisocial or prosocial behaviors. In the case of life-

course theory, Sampson and Laub (1993) refer to spouses that promote prosocial 

behaviors as changing life trajectories away from criminality. Gainful employment provides 

both instrumental and expressive support – instrumental support in terms of income and 

expressive in terms of changing your self-identity to that of a successful person. 

Self-control theory, which argues that life trajectories do not change over the life-

time, still shed light on the role of social support for adults. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) 

posit that single parents who lack the resources needed to properly monitor young 

children (family members, daycare, neighbors) are unable to instill self-control in children. 

Though the focus of the theory is the future deviant and sometimes criminal behaviors of 

the children, it is initially the parent(s) who lack the needed resources. Governmental 

programs, such as home healthcare interventions and early childhood educational 

programs, provide the family unit with the necessary resources to promote prosocial 

behaviors. 

When examining a theory of social support versus control theories, 

operationalization between informal social control and social support is not always clear 

(Colvin, Cullen, & Vander Ven, 2002). For example, family disruption and lack of 

participation in community organizations often represent a lack of informal control in 

criminological literature (Cullen, 1994). However, the family tends to be the primary means 

of support (Dean & Lin, 1977), and mental health literature has identified participation in 
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community organizations as an aspect of community support (Lin, Dumin, & Woelfel, 1986; 

Cullen, 1994). 

According to the tenets of social disorganization theory, communities that lack 

social supports will have higher crime rates than communities that have ample social 

supports. Under the direction of Burgess, the Chicago School conducted a myriad of studies 

to understand the “the powerful social forces that tore apart communities and families left 

youths to fend for themselves in an inhospitable environment” (Cullen, 1994, p. 528). Shaw 

and McKay’s theory of social disorganization found that the areas of Chicago located 

nearest to the central business district spawned the highest rates of juvenile delinquency. 

Indicators of social disorganization include ethically and racially heterogeneous 

populations, extreme poverty, and residential mobility. In terms of social support, 

disorganized areas lack the resources and social capital needed for community 

organization. Poor communities are unable to fund resources needed to thrive, including 

programs for youths and families. Also, since residents don’t intend to make the aptly-

called zone of transition their permanent home, there is a lack of motivation of residents to 

improve conditions. High residential mobility and heterogeneous populations combine to 

create an inability to build trusting relationships (social capital) within the community. 

Turning to neo-classical criminological theories, we find aspects of social support 

are inherent in reducing crime under routine activities theory and rational choice theory. 

According to Cohen and Felson (1979) crimes occur with the triangulation of a suitable 

target with a lack of capable guardians and a motivated offender.  Social supports can 

actually impact all three of these components. First, a suitable target must be identified. A 

target might be considered less suitable if the potential offender views the target as a 
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source of support. Second, social supports would increase the availability of capable 

guardians. This can range from social capital at the community level to the interpersonal 

relationships between the target/owner of the target and the potential offender. Finally, 

the potential offender has to be motivated to commit the crime. Motivation can be curbed 

through control coupled with support, which is more effective than control alone (Cullen 

1994).   

Under rational choice theory, individuals who feel supported by their family, 

friends, community, and governmental programs are less likely to commit crime. According 

to rational choice theory, an individual makes an assessment of risk versus gain before 

committing a crime. If the gain outweighs the risk, the rational decision would be to commit 

the crime. While this theory has been the basis for increasing the risks associated with 

punishment, social supports actually work to decrease the gain. For instance, let’s examine 

governmental programs. Governmental programs refer to government aid ranging from 

social security, disability, health insurance, food stamps, housing, educational grants, etc. 

Though not always monetary, the purpose of governmental programs is to improve the 

lives of individuals through meeting economic needs. For example, if an individual has an 

immediately need to pay rent to avoid eviction, the risk of shoplifting or burglary may be 

worth the gain of having somewhere to live for another month. The punishment of 

incarceration may not be viewed negatively in this instance as it would give the individual a 

place to live. However, governmental programs may change the risk-gain calculations. 

Living in government-subsidized housing would not only reduce or eliminate the urgent 

need for money to pay rent, it also adds the risk that if individuals are caught committing 
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criminal acts, housing loss may follow. Therefore the shift in higher risks and less gain may 

reduce an individual’s likelihood to commit crime (Cullen, 1994). 

Finally, while not a criminological theory, therapeutic jurisprudence has provided 

the framework for specialty courts across the United States, this offender-centered focus is 

equally applicable to probation and parole officers. The theoretical framework of 

therapeutic jurisprudence began in the late 1980s in response to mental health laws. 

Therapeutic jurisprudence focuses on “the relationship between the law and its agents on 

the one hand, and those individuals who become caught up in it… on the other” (McGuire, 

2000, 420). This framework suggests that an individual’s interaction with the criminal 

justice system can result in either a therapeutic or anti-therapeutic consequence. The main 

objective of therapeutic jurisprudence is to reduce recidivism through rehabilitative, 

therapeutic means (Winick, 2003). Though this ideology has primarily been utilized by 

specialty courts, including courts having the authority to order offenders into relapse 

prevention or rehabilitation programs (McGuire, 2000), the shifting role of probation and 

parole officers of the criminal justice system from surveillance and enforcement to 

treatment and support places offenders and the criminal justice system on the same side – 

a strategy designed to rehabilitate offenders into productive, contributing members of 

society.  

 In addition to the congruence of social support in existing criminological theory, 

Cullen (1994) suggests that by utilizing social supports as a means to reduce recidivism, 

policy implications put forth by criminologists would focus on rehabilitation, which reflects 

recent shifts away from the punitive policies that began in the 1970s.  
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Gaps in the Literature 

This study covers two gaps in the literature. First, this study examines what social 

support means to offenders living in communities while under supervision and moves 

beyond the scope of the existence of resources to how offenders perceive supports. Many 

previous studies define social supports in broad yet limited ways. For example, studies of 

the association between welfare and crime have mixed results (see Worrall, 2005 for 

summary). Some studies focus on the presence of organization and facilities in an area 

when defining social supports (e.g. Orrick et al., 2011). And some studies focus on 

interpersonal relationships (e.g. Hochstetler, DeLisi,, & Pratt, 2010). However, social 

supports are complex and involve more than the presence or absence of resources, 

facilities, and individuals, although the presence of these resources is, indeed, necessary.  

Second, this study provides an exploratory examination of offenders under 

community supervision post-Realignment. The changes in California corrections under 

Realignment increased the number of offenders under supervision in San Diego County 

alone by over 2000 individuals (Jenkins, 2014). It is important for researchers to 

understand not only the toll this creates on probation departments and county jails but 

also on offenders. Theory tells us that social supports can provide possible pathways for 

offenders to be successful, but we need to understand how offenders make use of these 

supports. 

Social Support in the Context of Realignment 

Realignment is important for this study for two reasons. First, because of 

realignment, California counties are required to change their role in corrections. 

Realignment specifically focuses on reintegration of offenders into the community to break 
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the cycle of criminal justice system involvement through urging county social services and 

community programs to invest in the outcomes of their (offender) community members. 

According to Lin and Petersilia (2014), San Diego County allocated more than double the 

amount of funds for additional programs and services than law enforcement, making this 

the ideal time to study social supports.  

Second, realignment has changed who is supervised at the county level. Under 

realignment, some offenders who would otherwise have been monitored at the state level 

are now being monitored at the county level. San Diego County now monitors over 3,000 

additional offenders post-Realignment, and these new offenders are more than twice as 

likely to be higher risk offenders than traditional probationers. Almost 500 low-level felony 

offenders were found guilty of nonserious, nonviolent, nonsexual offenses and are no 

longer being sentenced to state prisons. They serve their sentences locally. In addition, 

over 1600 lower level felons that have been released from prison have been supervised by 

county probation rather than state parole (Jenkins, 2014).  

Offenders under county level county supervision after Realignment can be classified 

into four categories: summary probation, traditional probation, mandatory supervision, 

and PRCS offenders.  Summary and traditional probationers were the responsibility of 

probation departments before realignment; the latter two groups were added as a result of 

the legislation. The convention of San Diego County is to refer to the officers supervising 

these four groups as supervision officers instead of probation officers.   

Summary probation. These low risk offenders are probationers on “paper.”  They 

have initial meetings with probation officers to establish summary probation, but do not 
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have regular check-ins with probation officers and other additional monitoring 

requirements that probationers may have (Jenkins et al., 2011).  

Traditional probation. These offenders are placed on probation either after 

sentencing or after some jail-time is served. They are under county community supervision. 

Realignment did not change the status of individuals who are placed on probation. As 

traditional suggests, this is the group that most people would think of as probation. 

Mandatory supervision offenders (MSOs). These offenders committed a nonviolent, 

nonserious, and nonsexual felony, and post-realignment, counties sentence these offenders 

to serve time in jails or with a split sentence between jail and community supervision.  This 

group of offenders was created under realignment (Public safety realignment, 2012).1  

Post-Release Community Supervision Offenders (PRCS). These are offenders who were 

serving prison time for a nonserious, nonviolent, nonsexual felony. These offenders may or 

may not have had nonserious, nonviolent, nonsexual felonies in their criminal history. They 

serve post-incarceration community supervision at the county level (not state parole) 

(Jenkins et al., 2011). PRCS offenders can be released from community supervision after six 

months if they do not have any violations; however, PRCS offenders must be released from 

supervision if they have no violations for 12 months. PRCS offenders can be under 

community supervision a maximum of three years (Public safety realignment, 2012).  

Present Study 

This study examines the social supports of offenders under county level community 

supervision specifically with respect to how social supports impact successful outcomes. 

Various social supports are analyzed, including family, friends, and supervision officer 

                                                           
1
 Realignment also allows sentencing to jail terms only, with no post jail probation supervision.  However, as of 

January 2015, the presumptive jail term is a split sentence. 
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support as well as community supports, broadening the scope of what social support 

encompasses. Both quantitative and qualitative data are utilized to gain a better 

understanding of the impact of social supports on offenders. 

Under social support theory, individuals with more support should be more 

successful under community supervision. For this study, success has been defined as 

abstaining from committing crimes and not being taken into custody while under the 

current supervision. A crucial component to this study is the ability to compare objective 

and subjective measure of social support. I analyze this association in testing the following 

four hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: Illegal behavior will be negatively associated with higher levels of 

contact with social supports. 

Hypothesis 2: There will be a significant inverse association with illegal behavior 

and positive perceptions of social support.  

Hypothesis 3: Being taken into custody will be negatively associated with positive 

contact with social supports. 

Hypothesis 4: There will be a significant inverse association between being taken 

into custody and positive perceptions of social support.  

 Finally, I wanted to understand how each potential source of social support 

influenced an individual’s overall perception of social support. Understanding key 

components of social support resources for individuals can help identify offenders who 

need more assistance while under community supervision. This leads into the final two 

hypotheses: 
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Hypothesis 5: Being satisfied with overall social support will be positively 

associated with contact with social supports.  

Hypothesis 6: There will be a significant positive association with overall 

satisfaction of social supports and perceptions of social supports.  

Qualitative data are presented to give context to the quantitative findings of Hypotheses 5 

and 6.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

 This study used a survey design to assess the varying sources of social support of 

offenders under community supervision along with semi-structured interviews of a subset 

of these offenders for a richer understanding of their interactions with social supports. The 

dependent dichotomous variables were admitted law-breaking behaviors, being taken into 

custody, and overall social support.  

Study Participants 

 A convenience sample was used in this study. The survey was offered to all eligible 

individuals in the waiting area at the two probation offices in San Diego County during data 

collection days from October 2013 to March 2014 (N= 399; PRCS offenders = 93; 72.9% 

response rate).2,3 Twelve survey participants agreed to be interviewed. 

Instrumentation 

 The survey is a 52-item self-administered inventory which provided demographic 

data, social support data, and criminal justice system involvement data. Five versions of the 

survey were created. The only difference between the surveys was the order of the 

questions. The order was changed to minimize the chances that any set of variables would 

be too incomplete to analyze. If participants chose to skip the last section of the survey, the 

same section would not be blank each time. (For a discussion on how missing data was 

managed, see the section “Missing Data” below.) Survey questions social supports were 

derived from existing research, as noted below. 

                                                           
2
To perform analyzes the sample size of PRCS offenders and the comparison group must have at least 64 

participants if the power level is at least 0.80 with alpha levels set at 0.05 for a medium effect size (Newton & 

Rudestam, 2001) 

3
 Six eligible participants were excluded because they did not speak English, but they were counted when 

calculating the response rate. 



 

22 
 

 The interviews were semi-structured to guide the participant to reflect on their 

experiences with different sources of social supports and their experiences while under 

community supervision. Questions were derived from the participant's survey answers. 

Examples of the types of guiding questions are in the appendix. 

Procedures 

 This study was approved by the University of California, Irvine Institutional Review 

Board. 

Survey Protocol 

 I approached individuals in the waiting room of the two probation departments. 

Upon approaching the individuals, I asked if they were under county supervision and 

explained that I was conducting a study about social supports. If they were under county 

supervision, I would ask them to complete a self-administered survey while they waited. I 

never asked participants their names during this study. I obtained verbal consent to ensure 

confidentiality. Individuals were also informed that they would receive a $5 gift card to a 

local establishment for their participation. Individuals who consented to participate were 

given a study information sheet, a clipboard, the survey, and a pen and were told to return 

the survey to me when it was completed. When participants returned their surveys, they 

received a $5 gift card. For my records of gift cards distributed, each participant had to 

provide his/her initials. The accuracy of the initials was not verified.   

 While taking the survey, some participants asked for clarification about classifying 

people as a friend, family member, fellow support group meeting member, etc. When this 

occurred, I would ask the participant to classify people in their lives in the category that 

he/she believed that fit them the most. For example, one participant said her best friend 
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was her cousin. She asked if she should include contact with this person under family or 

friend. I informed her it was up to her to decide how to classify her friend/cousin based on 

how they perceived their relationship. I did this to reduce investigator bias in the survey 

results.4 Likewise, I avoided investigator bias concerning the definition of friends by not 

indicating if fellow churchgoers, other support group members, and/or coworkers should 

be considered friends. 

Interview Protocol  

After participants completed the survey, I would explain that I was also conducting 

interviews in order to gain more in-depth information about participants’ social supports; 

that interviews would be about 30 minutes long; and that the participant would receive an 

additional $5 gift card for participation. Again, consent was verbal. Every survey 

participant was asked to complete an interview unless I did not have access to an interview 

room (which occurred about half the time) or it was the end of the day. Interviews 

occurred in a semi-private room at the probation office with the door slightly ajar.  

Ten interviews were audio recorded using a Sony IC Recorder (ICD-PX820), and two 

interviews were collected using extensive notes because the audio recorder battery died.  

Data Entry 

 An undergraduate student worked with me for one quarter to code survey data and 

transcribe interviews. I trained her during the first session on how to code the survey data. 

After she finished coding, I reviewed two of the surveys to ensure they were accurate in 

addition to checking for miscodes (entering a value that is outside of the range of values 

                                                           
4
 According to Maxfield and Babbie (2001), investigator bias occurs when researchers insert “their own beliefs” to 

the topic of inquiry which “distort[s] how research problems are defined and how research results are interpreted” 

(10). 
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that could be entered in the field). However, she primarily transcribed interviews. I 

checked 5 minutes of transcription on 3 of the interviews she transcribed to ensure 

accuracy. I did all other coding and transcription. Surveys were coded in STATA 13. The 

interviews were transcribed in Microsoft Word. 

Explanation of Research Methods 

This is an exploratory study to better understand what social supports individuals 

under community supervision utilize and why, as well as how they perceive these social 

supports. In order to understand how the presence of social supports and the perceptions 

of these social supports impact offenders, a mixed methods approach is needed. According 

to Hesse-Biber and Leavy (2011), a mixed methods approach is best when the goal of a 

study is to gain more knowledge on a topic. For the purpose of this study, the qualitative 

data narrates the quantitative data; the interviews give a voice to the statistical analyses. 

These narrative experiences, though limited to twelve participants, give context to the 

complexity of social supports and the different lived experiences of individuals under 

community supervision. 

One of the more thorough studies of social support and offenders on community 

supervision occurred in Minnesota (Duwe, 2012). Duwe (2012) analyzed data from the 

Minnesota Bureau of Criminal Apprehension, Minnesota’s prison database, and supervision 

agents. Measures of social supports included committed relationship and community 

support programming. Information about these variables was collected by the supervision 

agents; however, this operationalization assumes that being in a committed relationship is 

equivalent to receiving support from your partner and that attending a community support 

program is equivalent to feeling supported by a community support program. 
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The following example of objective and subjective social supports is from the survey 

administered in this study. The complete survey is Appendix B. The current study uses 

survey questions to gather data on both the objective nature of social supports [In the last 

30 days, have you attended NA, AA, or other support meetings? (a) Yes; I am required to 

attend meetings as part of my community supervision. (b) Yes; I voluntarily attend meetings 

even though it is not required of me. (c) No.] and the subjective [Thinking about attending 

NA, AA, or other support meetings in the last 30 days, how satisfied are you with the level 

of support you received? (a) very dissatisfied (b) dissatisfied (c) neutral/okay (d) satisfied (e) 

very satisfied]. If an interview participant attends support meetings, s/he will be asked to 

elaborate about his/her experiences at the meetings [You attend NA, AA, or other support 

meetings (as required or voluntarily). Can you tell me about your experiences in these 

meetings?].  

Dependent Variables 

 Three dependent variables were collected in the survey – self-reported law-

breaking, self-reported custody, and satisfaction with overall social support. Self-reported 

law-breaking during the current supervision is coded as dichotomous (0=no law-breaking 

behavior, 1=law-breaking behavior). Self-reported custody is coded as dichotomous and 

reflects that a person has been taken into custody during their current supervision (0= not 

taken into custody, 1 = taken into custody). Satisfaction with overall social support is coded 

as dichotomous (0 = not satisfied, 1 = satisfied). This survey question was used in Cole, 

Logan, and Walker’s (2011) study of drug treatment clients. 

Independent variables 

 PRCS. A dichotomous variable coded as 0=not a PRCS offender and 1=PRCS offender. 
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 Age. A continuous variable of the age of the individual at the time of filling out the 

survey. 

 Male. A dichotomous variable coded as female=0 and male=1. 

 Race. Three dichotomous dummy variables were created for race/ethnicity– white 

(0=not white, 1=white); Hispanic (0=not Hispanic, 1=Hispanic); and other (0=white or 

Hispanic, 1=not white or Hispanic).  

 Committed relationship. A dichotomous variable coded as 1 if the individual was 

married, in a domestic partnership, engaged, or living with a significant other. It was coded 

as 0 if the individual was single, separated, divorced, or widowed. This survey question was 

derived from the General Social Survey. 

 Unemployed. A dichotomous variable coded as 1 if the individual selected 

“unemployed, looking for a job” or “unemployed, not looking for a job.” Coded 0 if the 

individual selected any other option (working full-time, working part-time, in school, 

keeping house, retired, or disabled). This survey question was derived from the General 

Social Survey. 

 Total felony convictions. Categorical variable of the number of convictions the 

individual has had since the age of 18 (1=1, 2=2, 3=3, 4=4 or more).   

 Time under current supervision. The number of days the individual had been under 

supervision at the time of completing the survey, logged for normality.  

Social support variables  

Family/Friend/Supervision officer; objective measures. The measure of contact is a 

composite score adding the assigned number of times an individual had face-to-face 

contact with each source (family members, friends, and supervision officer) and the 
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assigned number of times an individual had contact by phone, e-mail, or letter with the 

respective source. Data were gathered using categorical measures (0=0, 1-2=1, 3-4=2, 5-

6=3, 7-8=4, 9 or more=5) for the number of times contact was made in the previous 30 

days.  This produced three variables: family contact, friend contact, and supervision officer 

contact. The survey questions used were derived from Cohen et al.’s (1985) meta-analysis 

of social supports. 

Family/Friend/Supervision officer; subjective measure. Subjective measures of 

support were gathered using a 5-category Likert scale (never, rarely, sometimes, often, 

very often). Using factor analysis, two subjective measures were created – how participants 

perceive treatment from each source of support (family members, friends, and supervision 

officer) [In the past 30 days, (1) how often did you feel that family members/friends/your 

supervision officer made too many demands on you? and (2) how often did you feel that 

family members/friends/your supervision officer were critical of you and things you did?] 

and how much participants confide in these respective sources [Based on your feelings 

today, (3) how likely are you to discuss difficult or stressful situations with family 

members/ friends/ your supervision officer? and (4) how likely are you to seek advice 

from family members/friends/your supervision officer?]. The 5-category Likert scale was 

coded as 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often, and 5 = very often. Questions 1 and 

2 were reverse coded in the data. These values were summed to produce six variables of 

subjective social supports: perceived treatment from family, confiding in family, perceived 

treatment from friends, confiding in friends, perceived treatment from supervision officer, and 

confiding in supervision officer. The survey questions used for the “confiding” variables 

were derived from Cohen et al.’s (1985) meta-analysis of social supports. The survey 
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questions used for the “perceived treatment” variables were derived from Umberson et al. 

(1996). 

Community; objective measures. Dummy coded dichotomous variables were created 

for support group attendance – required (0=not required, 1=required), voluntary (0=not 

voluntary, 1 = voluntary), and not utilized (0=participates, 1= does not participate). This 

resulted in 2 variables: required support meeting attendance and voluntary support meeting 

attendance. 

Community; subjective measures. The measure of community support was created 

using a 5-category Likert scale data for the following questions: (1) Thinking about 

attending NA, AA, or other support meetings in the last 30 days, how satisfied are you with 

the level of support you received? The 5-category Likert scale was coded as 1 = very 

dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3 = neutral, 4 = satisfied, and 5 = very satisfied. This resulted in 

the following variable: satisfied with support meeting attendance. The survey questions 

were derived from Umberson et al. (1996). 

Analysis Procedure 

The background variables are included in the analysis because they have been found 

significant in other studies related to community supervision. This includes the variables 

age, gender, committed relationship status, employment, prior convictions, and length of 

time on community supervision.  

The relationship between social supports and the dependent variables (admitted 

law-breaking behavior, being taken into custody, and overall social support) was evaluated 

using logistic regression. The dependent variables are dichotomous, and the independent 

variables are either continuous, ordinal based off Likert-scale responses, or dichotomous 
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variables that have been dummy-coded from categorical responses. Logistic regression is a 

statistical analysis that “blends… contingency tables [and] ordinary least squares (OLS) 

multiple regression analysis” (Menard, 2010, p. 1-2). Contingency tables are not suitable 

for continuous variables while OLS is not suitable for ordinal or nominal predictor 

variables. For dependent dichotomous variables, logistic regression is used to determine 

the probability that an observation would occur in either of the dichotomous categories. 

For these reasons, logistic regression is appropriate for this study. 

To determine if PRCS offenders utilized social supports differently than other 

community supervision participants, product-term interactions were evaluated between 

PRCS offenders and each social support variable. For example, the relationship between 

perceived family support and engaging in illegal behavior may depend on PRCS status. 

Interaction terms reaching p ≤ 0.05 level of significance are reported. 

Missing Data 

 The sample size for data analysis is 399; however, 65% of the surveys had at least 

one question left unanswered (45% had complete data). Only 10 out of 399 cases have less 

than 90% complete data. All but one variable have over 95% completed data; the lowest 

response rate (87%) is the length of time under supervision (see Table 3.1).  

This study utilized multiple imputation to assign values to missing data. Multiple 

imputation is a method that provides multiple estimates of the missing values (typically 

between 3 and 10) based on available data (McKnight et al, 2007). The imputed values are 

analyzed as well as a combined variance within each analysis and between each analysis 

(Schafer & Graham, 2002). This brings more precision to the analysis with regard to the 

certainty of the findings than using a single imputation. 
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Table 3.1: Non-imputed and Imputed N’s  

 Non-Imputed 

N’s 

Imputed N’s 

PRCS 368 399 

Age 397 399 

Committed relationship 397 399 

Unemployed 397 399 

Total felony convictions 396 399 

Time under current supervision 343 399 

Social Support Variables   

Family   

     Seek advice/discuss difficult situations 390 399 

Friend Contact 391 399 

     Not demanding or critical 395 399 

     Seek advice/discuss difficult situations 393 399 

Supervision Officer Contact 394 399 

     Not demanding or critical 397 399 

     Seek advice/discuss difficult situations 396 399 

Community Support   

     Required support mtg attendance 387 399 

     Voluntary support mtg attendance 387 399 

Dependent Variables   

Admitted law-breaking 383 399 

Custody 395 399 

Satisfied with Supports 398 399 

 
Table 3.2 provides a summary of the data after multiple imputation. 
 

Table 3.2: Descriptive Statistics of Variables (N=399) 

 
mean sd min max 

PRCS 0.234 0.424 0 1 

Age 35.793 11.873 18 84 

Male 0.774 0.418 0 1 

Committed relationship 0.262 0.440 0 1 

Race 
        White  0.434 0.496 0 1 

    Hispanic 0.258 0.438 0 1 

    Other 0.308 0.462 0 1 

Unemployed 0.528 0.500 0 1 

Total felony convictions 2.961 1.149 1 4 

Time under current supervision 4.985 1.958 0 9.611 

Social Support Variables 
    Family Contact 5.607 3.402 0 10 
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    Not demanding/critical 6.987 2.224 2 10 

    Seek advice/discuss difficult situations 6.443 2.282 1.964 10.815 

Friend Contact 6.293 3.514 0 10.868 

    Not demanding/critical 7.644 2.042 2 10.430 

    Seek advice/discuss difficult situations 6.427 2.205 2 10.213 

Supervision Officer Contact 1.809 1.732 0 10 

    Not demanding/critical 7.888 2.182 2 10.230 

    Seek advice/discuss difficult situations 5.196 2.237 2 10 

Community Support     

    Required support mtg attendance 0.393 0.489 0 1 

    Voluntary support mtg attendance 0.191 0.394 0 1 

         Satisfied w/ attendance (N=222) 3.671 1.070 1 5 

Dependent Variables     

Admitted law-breaking 0.431 0.496 0 1 

Custody 0.559 0.497 0 1 

Satisfied with Supports 0.427 0.495 0 1 

 
Interview Coding 

 Interviews were coded using a two-step process – initial then focused coding 

(Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2011). During the initial coding phase, interview text was divided 

into four themes: family, friends, the supervising officer, and support group meetings. Each 

section of dialog was placed within a corresponding “theme” Word document. In the 

focused coding phase, the dialog text was coded as positive, neutral, or negative depending 

on the perception of support as well as other themes that emerged (i.e. recovery, sanctions, 

isolation, blame, pride, cautiousness, uncertainty of the future, etc.). This focused coding 

allowed for patterns in the interview data to emerge (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2011). 

Illustrative quotes are used to contextualize the statistical findings for Hypotheses 5 and 6, 

reported in the next chapter. 
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Chapter 4: Results 

The relationship between social supports and the dependent variables (admitted 

law-breaking behavior, being taken into custody, and overall social support) is presented in 

this chapter. For each dependent variable, two sets of four models were evaluated (support 

from individual actors and support from the community). Support from the community 

was analyzed as a subset of the total data because 222 out of 399 participants attended 

support group meetings. For each set, Model 1 is the base model. Model 2 tests objective 

social supports – how much contact (if any) did the individual have with sources of social 

support? Model 3 tests subjective social supports – how much perceived support did the 

individual receive from each source of social support? Model 4 is a full model test that 

includes both objective and subjective measure of social support.  

Interview data is presented with the findings of the dependant variable overall 

satisfaction with social supports to contextualize the associations with various forms of 

social support.  

Admitted Law-breaking Behavior 

The results of analyses examining the association between support from individual 

actors (family, friends, and supervising officer) and admitted law-breaking behavior are 

presented in Table 4.1. In Model 1 (base), unemployment was associated with increased 

odds of engaging in illegal behavior. Not surprisingly, the longer the individual is under 

community supervision, the more likely the individual will break a law. Inversely, as the 

age of the offender increases, the odds of law-breaking behavior decrease.  
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Table 4.1: (Admitted) Law-Breaking and Social Support (Odds Ratio) (N=399) 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

PRCS 0.862 0. 818 0. 845 0. 787 

 
(0.512-1.452) (0.482-1.390) (0.484-1.474) (0.446-1.391) 

Age 0.974** 0.975* 0.977* 0.978* 

 
(0.955-0.993) (0.956-0.995) (0.957-0.997) (0.958-0.999) 

Male 1.600† 1.565 1.613 1.566 

 
(0.935-2.737) (0.907-2.698) (0.907-2.870) (0.877-2.794) 

Committed relationship 0.792 0.785 0.763 0.786 

 
(0.482-1.299) (0.476-1.294) (0.449-1.294) (0.462-1.337) 

Race 
  

  

    Hispanic 1.515 1.501 1.600 1.581 

 
(0.884-2.595) (0.868-2.596) (0.896-2.857) (0.884-2.828) 

    Other 1.304 1.303 1.266 1.277 

 
(0.793-2.146) (0.788-2.155) (0.750-2.138) (0.753-2.167) 

Unemployed 1.571* 1.462 1.476 1.351 

 
(1.004-2.456) (0.923-2.316) (0.921-2.367) (0.833-2.188) 

Total felony convictions 1.184 1.167 1.147 1.144 

 
(0.964-1.453) (0.948-1.436) (0.920-1.431) (0.916-1.428) 

Time under current supervision 1.202** 1.195** 1.238** 1.239** 

 
(1.055-1.368) (1.046-1.366) (1.072-1.431) (1.071-1.435) 

Social Support Variables 
  

  

Family Contact 
 

1.013  1.028 

  
(0.941-1.190)  (0.944-1.120) 

Friend Contact 
 

0.964  0.929 

  
(0.897-1.035)  (0.849-1.016) 

Supervision Officer Contact 
 

1.146*  1.059 

  
(1.010-1.301)  (0.921-1.219) 

Family Perceptions 
  

  

    Not demanding/critical 
  

0.905† 0.910 

   
(0.806-1.017) (0.806-1.027) 

Seek advice/discuss difficult 
situations 

  
0.937 0.934 

   
(0.837-1.050) (0.827-1.054) 

Friend Perceptions 
  

  

    Not demanding/critical 
  

0.818** 0.795** 

   
(0.723-0.926) (0.696-0.908) 

Seek advice/discuss difficult 
situations 

  
0.948 0.944 

   
(0.842-1.066) (0.870-1.136) 

Supervision Officer Perceptions 
  

  

    Not demanding/critical 
  

0.913† 0.935 

   
(0.820-1.016) (0.835-1.046) 

Seek advice/discuss difficult 
situations 

  
1.063 1.051 

   (0.953-1.186) (0.941-1.173) 

Likelihood Ratio chi-square (df) 30.77(9) 5.91(3) 34.56(6)*** 38.17(9)*** 
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Deviance (-2LL) 514.612 508.699 480.054 476.4415 

Hosmer-Lemeshow chi-square 8.95 6.376 9.706 4.504 

*** p ≤ 0.001; ** p ≤ 0.01; * p ≤ 0.05; † p ≤ 0.1:  (two-tailed); CI in parentheses. 
 

Results of the analysis examining the association between contact with individual 

actors of support individual actors and admitted law-breaking behavior are presented in 

Table 4.1, Model 2. Contrary to Hypothesis 1 (Illegal behavior will be negatively associated 

with higher levels of contact with social support.), more contact with the supervision 

officer increases the odds that individuals will break a law. However, this finding might 

reflect the fact that offenders with the greatest odds of recidivating are being (successfully) 

targeted for closer supervision officer monitoring. 

The results of analyses examining the association between the perceived support 

from individual actors and admitted law-breaking behavior are presented in Table 4.1, 

Model 3. In evaluating Hypothesis 2 (There will be a significant inverse association with 

illegal behavior and positive perceptions of social support.), the odds of law-breaking 

behavior decrease if one perceives friends as not demanding or critical of one’s behaviors. 

Next, I consider which model of law-breaking behavior resulted in the best fit for the 

data. I reported three goodness of fit values for each model – Likelihood Ratio Chi-square, 

deviance (-2 Log Likelihood), and the Hosmer-Lemeshow Chi-square (Table 4.3). The 

deviance measures the unexplained variation (the error) in logistic regression (Menard, 

2010). As the error decreases, the deviance will also decrease. The deviance decreases from 

Model 1 to Model 2 to Model 3 to Model 4. This suggests that Model 4 has the best fit based 

on deviance. However, in order to know that Model 4 is the best fit, further testing is 

needed. From deviance, the Likelihood Ratio Chi-square can be calculated if the models are 

nested, which they are.  
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Table 4.2: (Admitted) Law-Breaking and Support Group Mtg Attendance (Odds Ratio) (N=222) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

PRCS 0.617 0.605 0.597 0.586 

 (0.304-1.249) (0.297-1.235) (0.294-1.210) (0.287-1.196) 

Age 0.980 0.979† 0.981 0.980 

 (0.956-1.005) (0.955-1.004) (0.957-1.006) (0.956-1.005) 

Male 1.706 1.729 1.656 1.682 

 (0.878-3.313) (0.884-3.383) (0.851-3.224) (0.857-3.299) 

Committed relationship 0.927 0.924 0.932 0.929 

 (0.472-1.824) (0.468-1.831) (0.474-1.836) (0.471-1.835) 

Race     

    Hispanic 1.895† 1.874† 1.846† 1.833 

 (0.915-3.927) (0.901-3.895) (0.888-3.834) (0.879-3.819) 

    Other 2.104* 2.032* 2.075* 2.009* 

 (1.087-4.075) (1.042-3.962) (1.067-4.032) (1.028-3.927) 

Unemployed 1.341 1.252 1.318 1.233 

 (0.738-2.436) (0.682-2.299) (0.724-2.398) (0.670-2.268) 

Total felony convictions 0.969 0.985 0.977 0.991 

 (0.728-1.291) (0.737-1.316) (0.732-1.303) (0.740-1.327) 

Time under current supervision 1.140 1.133 1.130 1.124 

 (0.974-1.334) (0.968-1.326) (0.965-1.323) (0.960-1.316) 

Social Support Variables     

Support group mtg attendance     

     Required  1.657  1.636 

  (0.905-3.033)  (0.892-3.000) 

     Satisfaction with mtgs   0.858 0.865 

   (0.654-1.126) (0.658-1.138) 

Likelihood Ratio chi-square (df) 16.676(9) 2.754(1) 1.326(1) 3.922(2) 

Deviance (-2LL) 290.829 288.075 289.503 286.907 

Hosmer-Lemeshow chi-square 10.638 8.544 10.754 10.203 

*** p ≤ 0.001; ** p ≤ 0.01; * p ≤ 0.05; † p ≤ 0.1:  (two-tailed); CI in parentheses. 
 

The likelihood ratio chi-square is the difference between the deviance of the two 

models (Menard, 2010). If this likelihood ratio chi-square value is significant, then this 

suggests that the addition of independent variables lead the model to a better fit. Looking 

at the likelihood ratio chi-square values reported in Table 4.3, Model 2, Model 3, and Model 

4 are all statistically significant improvements over Model 1.  Next, I compared the 

likelihood ratio chi-square of Model 2 with Model 4 then Model 3 with Model 4 since both 

Model 2 and Model 3 are nested in Model 4. The improvement over Model 2 to Model 4 is 

significant at p ≤ 0.001. The improvement over Model 3 to Model 4 is not significant. This 
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suggests that the best fitting model is Model 3, which does not include the objective 

measures of contact with family members, friends, or the supervision officer. 

The results of analyses examining the association between support from community 

support group meetings and admitted law-breaking behavior are presented in Table 4.2. 

Across all four Models, the only statistically significant finding is that non-white, non-

Hispanic participants who attended support group meetings were more likely to report 

engaging in illegal behavior. Required attendance and perceptions of support of support 

group meetings were not significant. In fact, the addition of social support variables did not 

increase the goodness of fit significantly greater than Model 1. 

 I tested interaction terms to examine whether the association between social 

supports and engaging in illegal behavior would depend on PRCS offender status. No 

interaction terms were statistically significant, indicating that the associations do not 

depend on PRCS status. 

Criminal Justice Custody 

 Table 4.3 summarizes the results for being taken into custody while under 

supervision. It is important to note that this includes all reasons for being taken into 

custody, ranging from supervision violations to new offenses where case or charges were 

added to the current supervision. Admitting to law-breaking behavior, the outcome 

variable in the previous models, was added to the base model. Because law-breaking 

behavior would be sufficient cause to place an offender into custody, I wanted to ensure 

that these two variables were not measuring the same occurrence. I tested this by running 

a correlation, and being taken into custody and admitting to law-breaking behavior has a  
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correlation of 0.457. Since these variables are only moderately correlated, I continued with 

my analysis (Dancey & Reidy, 2004).   

Table 4.3: CJ Custody and Social Support (Odds Ratio) (N=399) 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

PRCS 1.936* 2.068* 1.801† 1.868† 

 
(1.066-3.516) (1.114-3.836) (0.962-3.371) (0.976-3.572) 

Age 0.986 0.984 0.985 0.984 

 
(0.965-1.008) (0.962-1.006) (0.963-1.008) (0.962-1.007) 

Male 1.459 1.440 1.390 1.371 

 
(0.814-2.613) (0.789-2.627) (0.756-2.557) (0.741-2.539) 

Committed relationship 1.095 1.111 1.143 1.149 

 
(0.630-1.903) (0.634-1.949) (0.646-2.025) (0.645-2.049) 

Race 
  

  

    Hispanic 1.852* 1.953* 1.984* 2.007* 

 
(1.001-3.423) (1.042-3.662) (1.037-3.794) (1.047-3.849) 

    Other 0.951 0.988 0.985 0.998 

 
(0.549-1.649) (0.567-1.723) (0.560-1.732) (0.567-1.758) 

Unemployed 1.925** 1.938* 1.860* 1.855* 

 
(1.178-3.148) (1.156-3.247) (1.121-3.085) (1.090-3.158) 

Total felony convictions 1.296* 1.271* 1.237† 1.238† 

 
(1.036-1.622) (1.013-1.595) (0.982-1.558) (0.981-1.563) 

Time under current supervision 1.122† 1.122 1.138† 1.137† 

 
(0.980-1.285) (0.977-1.289) (0.983-1.319) (0.978-1.321) 

Admitted law-breaking 7.497*** 7.562*** 7.667*** 7.820*** 

 
(4.460-12.603) (4.469-12.796) (4.407-13.338) (4.474-13.671) 

Social Support Variables 
  

  

Family Contact 
 

0.924†  0.939 

  
(0.853-1.001)  (0.857-1.029) 

Friend Contact 
 

1.037  1.025 

  
(0.956 -1.124)  (0.928 -1.131) 

Supervision Officer Contact 
 

1.090  0.998 

  
(0.936-1.268)  (0.851-1.171) 

Family Perceptions 
  

  

    Not demanding/critical 
  

1.124† 1.099 

   
(0.987-1.280) (0.960-1.257) 

Seek advice/discuss difficult 
situations 

  
0.959 0.991 

   
(0.851-1.080) (0.870-1.129) 

Friend Perceptions 
  

  

    Not demanding/critical 
  

0.972 0.988 

   
(0.842-1.121) (0.852-1.147) 

Seek advice/discuss difficult 
situations 

  
1.084 1.066 

   
(0.959-1.225) (0.928-1.225) 

Supervision Officer Perceptions 
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    Not demanding/critical 
  

0.821** 0.823** 

   
(0.724-0.932) (0.720-0.940) 

Seek advice/discuss difficult 
situations 

  
1.009 1.009 

   
(0.896-1.138) (0.894-1.139) 

Likelihood Ratio chi-square (df)  121.06(10) 5.09(3) 13.832(6)* 15.858(9)† 

Deviance (-2LL) 426.514 421.422 412.683 410.658 

Hosmer-Lemeshow chi-square  5.686 7.412 4.504 3.494 

*** p ≤ 0.001; ** p ≤ 0.01; * p ≤ 0.05; † p ≤ 0.1:  (two-tailed); CI in parentheses. 
 

The results of analyses examining the association between support from individual 

actors (family, friends, and supervising officer) and being taken into custody are presented 

in Table 4.3. In Model 1, PRCS status and unemployment were associated with nearly 

double the increased odds of being taken into custody. Hispanic participants were more 

likely to be taken into custody compared to white, non-Hispanic participants. Participants 

with more felony convictions were more likely to be taken into custody. However, the 

greatest predictor of being taken into custody was admitting to law-breaking behaviors 

(OR = 7.497, p ≤ 0.001). 

Results of the analysis examining the association between contact with individual 

actors of support and being taking into custody are presented in Table 4.3, Model 2. 

Contrary to Hypothesis 3 (Being taken into custody will be negatively associated with 

positive contact with social supports.), contact with individual actors is not statistically 

significantly (at p ≤ 0.05) associated with being taken into custody. However, contact with 

family is significant at p ≤ 0.1 (CI =0.853-1.001). This suggests that offenders with more 

contact with family members might be less likely to be taken into custody.   

The results of analyses examining the association between the perceived support 

from individual actors and being taken into custody are presented in Table 4.3, Model 3. In 

support of Hypothesis 4 (There will be a significant inverse association between being 
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taken into custody and positive perceptions of social support.), having greater perceptions 

that your supervising officer is not too demanding or critical of you decreases the being 

taken into custody.  

Table 4.4: CJ Custody and Support Group Mtg Attendance (Odds Ratio) (N=222) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

PRCS 1.302 1.294 1.306 1.299 

 (0.573-2.955) (0.571-2.935) (0.574-2.971) (0.572-2.953) 

Age 0.980 0.979 0.980 0.979 

 (0.953-1.007) (0.953-1.007) (0.953-1.007) (0.952-1.007) 

Male 1.716 1.737 1.722 1.744 

 (0.805-3.656) (0.814-3.704) (0.807-3.675) (0.816-3.727) 

Committed relationship 0.770 0.762 0.771 0.762 

 (0.356-1.665) (0.354-1.643) (0.356-1.666) (0.354-1.644) 

Race     

    Hispanic 0.929 0.920 0.940 0.932 

 (0.398-2.171) (0.394-2.151) (0.400-2.208) (0.396-2.192) 

    Other 0.848 0.831 0.854 0.836 

 (0.393-1.829) (0.384-1.798) (0.395-1.843) (0.386-1.813) 

Unemployed 2.415* 2.318* 2.421* 2.323* 

 (1.229-4.743) (1.172-4.585) (1.232-4.755) (1.175-4.594) 

Total felony convictions 0.956 0.966 0.954 0.964 

 (0.689-1.328) (0.695-1.331) (0.686-1.326) (0.692-1.341) 

Time under current supervision 1.110 1.105 1.112 1.107 

 (0.922-1.337) (0.917-1.331) (0.922-1.341) (0.918-1.335) 

Admitted law-breaking 8.074*** 7.874*** 8.115*** 7.916*** 

 (4.044-16.115) (3.942-15.727) (4.062-16.211) (3.961-15.822) 

Social Support Variables     

Support group mtg attendance     

     Required  1.345  1.362 

  (0.682-2.652)  (0.685-2.707) 

     Satisfied   1.036 1.041 

   (0.765-1.401) (0.769-1.410) 

Likelihood Ratio chi-square (df)  63.41(10) 0.798(1) 0.058(1) 0.870(2) 

Deviance (-2LL) 233.7067 232.909 233.649 232.836 

Hosmer-Lemeshow chi-square  8.976 4.224 8.696 4.20 

*** p ≤ 0.001; ** p ≤ 0.01; * p ≤ 0.05; † p ≤ 0.1:  (two-tailed); CI in parentheses. 
 

For goodness of fit, the likelihood ratio chi-square values reported in Table 4.4 

reveal that Model 2 appears to be no better at predicting being taken into custody than 

Model 1; however, Models 3 and 4 are a significant improvement over Model 1 (p ≤ 0.05). 

Next I checked Models 2 and 3 which are nested in Model 4. There is not significant 
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improvement between Models 2 and 4 or Models 3 and 4. This suggests that the simplest 

model with the best fit is Model 3 because it is significantly improved over Model 1 and is 

as predictive as the more complicated Model 4. 

The results of analyses examining the association between support from community 

support group meetings and being taken into custody are presented in Table 4.4. Required 

attendance and perceptions of support of support group meetings were not significant. 

Again, the addition of social support variables did not significantly improve the goodness of 

fit beyond Model 1. 

 I tested product-term interactions to examine whether the association between 

social supports and being taken into custody would depend on PRCS offender status. No 

interaction terms were statistically significant, indicating that the associations do not 

depend on PRCS status. 

Overall Satisfaction with Social Support 

The results of analyses examining the association between support from individual 

actors and overall satisfaction with social supports are presented in Table 4.5. In Model 1 

(base), show that individuals in a committed relationship have greater odds of being 

satisfied with their overall social support than individuals not in a committed relationship. 

Unemployment decreased the odds that individuals reported being satisfied with their 

overall social support compared to individuals who were employed, in school, disabled, or 

retired. All of the interview participants expressed a desire for stable income, but none of 

them had full-time work. Participant #10 said,  

I’m just anxious to start working honestly. I just want to start working to gain some 

stability emotionally and physically. And then I think honestly, once I have a job, I 
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think I’ll be fine… I’ve never had a fulltime job… I think a lot of the time when I’m 

starting to feel messed or mixed up is because I’m not doing anything… Once I get 

work then I’m accomplishing something. 

Participant #4 discussed the employment of a former cellmate.  

I mean, he's an inspiration to people… He's making like 4 grand every 2 weeks, you 

know. Just doing really good... It gives hope to people like me that things can be 

done.  

Participant #4’s former cellmate was able to help him get a job when he was released from 

prison. Employment brings on a sense of pride. 

Results of the analysis examining the association between contact with individual 

actors of support individual actors and overall satisfaction with social support are 

presented in Table 4.5, Model 2. In support of Hypothesis 5 (Being satisfied with overall 

social support will be positively associated with contact with social supports.), more 

contact with family is associated with being satisfied with overall social supports.  

The results of analyses examining the association between the perceived support 

from individual actors and overall satisfaction with social supports are presented in Table 

4.3, Model 3. Hypothesis 6 (There will be a significant positive association with overall 

satisfaction of social supports and perceptions of social supports.) is supported. Having 

perceptions that family is not demanding or critical and that family is a resource that can be 

turned to during difficult situations or for advice is associated with higher odds that 

participants are satisfied with their overall social supports.  
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Table 4.5: Overall Satisfaction with Social Support (Odds Ratio) 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

PRCS 0.855 0.822 0.032** 0.039** 

 
(0.506-1.446) (0.481-1.405) (0.002-0.437) (0.003-0.530) 

Age 1.007 1.012 1.004 1.005 

 
(0.989-1.026) (0.993-1.032) (0.984-1.025) (0.984-1.026) 

Male 1.265 1.444 1.182 1.313 

 
(0.752-2.127) (0.840-2.482) (0.669-2.087) (0.732-2.355) 

Committed relationship 2.272** 2.228** 2.145** 2.091** 

 
(1.415-3.649) (1.369-3.626) (1.291-3.566) (1.242-3.521) 

Race 
  

  

    Hispanic 0.660 0.619† 0.620 0.612 

 
(0.387-1.126) (0.356-1.067) (0.347-1.110) (0.338-1.105) 

    Other 0.790 0.732 0.730 0.680 

 
(0.482-1.294) (0.440-1.217) (0.430-1.239) (0.396-1.168) 

Unemployed 0.444*** 0.468** 0.415*** 0.466** 

 
(0.288-0.685) (0.297-0.738) (0.259-0.664) (0.286-0.760) 

Total felony convictions 1.021 1.053 1.051 1.066 

 
(0.837-1.244) (0.858-1.294) (0.849-1.302) (0.855-1.329) 

Time under current supervision 0.970 0.976 0.967 0.971 

 
(0.854-1.101) (0.856-1.113) (0.849-1.103) (0.847-1.113) 

Social Support Variables 
  

  

Family Contact 
 

1.144***  1.119* 

  
(1.063-1.231)  (1.026-1.221) 

Friend Contact 
 

0.982  1.025 

  
(0.912 -1.056)  (0.933 -1.126) 

Supervision Officer Contact 
 

0.927  0.987 

  
(0.816-1.054)  (0.853-1.143) 

Family Perceptions 
  

  

    Not demanding/critical 
  

1.171* 1.235** 

   
(1.036-1.322) (1.084-1.407) 

Seek advice/discuss difficult 
situations 

  
1.313*** 1.234** 

   
(1.165-1.479) (1.086-1.402) 

Friend Perceptions 
  

  

    Not demanding/critical 
  

0.988 0.980 

   
(0.858-1.137) (0.845-1.137) 

Seek advice/discuss difficult 
situations 

  
0.888† 0.869* 

   
(0.788-1.001) (0.758-0.996) 

Supervision Officer Perceptions 
  

  

    Not demanding/critical 
  

1.039 1.026 

   
(0.928-1.164) (0.909-1.158) 

Seek advice/discuss difficult 
situations 

  
0.940 0.952 

   
(0.844-1.046) (0.853-1.063) 

Product-term Interactionsa     
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PRCS x Perceiving friends as not 
demanding/critical   1.513** 1.484* 

   (1.101-2.082) (1.076-2.048) 

Likelihood Ratio chi-square (df)  33.566(9) 16.04(3)** 44.962(8)*** 55.276(11)*** 

Deviance (-2LL) 511.0403 495.003 466.078 455.764 

Hosmer-Lemeshow chi-square  12.376 9.344 12.084 11.226 

*** p ≤ 0.001; ** p ≤ 0.01; * p ≤ 0.05; † p ≤ 0.1:  (two-tailed); CI in parentheses. 
a Only significant product-term interactions are included. 

 
 Interviewees tended to reflect positively about their families. Participant #9, who 

was living in a residential facility said,  

As soon as I get an eight-hour pass, I’m going to go down to my brother’s and go 

have a barbecue. I mean, really the only thing to do is spend time with your family on 

your passes. That’s what I’m going to do. And my nieces and my nephews, they all 

can’t wait to see me every time. It makes me feel good. And before, I just push them 

on the back further, you know, because I have my own thing I was doing, and right 

now I’m trying to make it all about them. 

These reconnections with family were a common theme. Participant #6 recalled celebrating 

with family at a reunion and her daughter’s graduation.  

There is a whole bunch of people that have contacted me on Facebook that are 

related on my dad’s side and they---. I went to the family reunion. At one time there 

was a reunion and they had one at Texas and I wasn’t allowed to go. So that was nice 

when the judge said that she approved me to go to my daughter’s graduation. 

The product-term interaction of PRCS and perceiving friends as not 

demanding/critical is significant in Model 3, suggesting that PCRS offenders whose 

perception of friends as not demanding/critical are approximately 51% more likely to be 

satisfied with other social supports than offenders who are not PRCS. This may be related 

to the perceived stigma experienced by former prisoners, but further research would be 
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needed to confirm this. No other interaction terms were statistically significant, indicating 

that the other associations do not depend on PRCS status. 

Results of the analysis examining the association between both contact with 

individual actors of support as well as perceptions of that support and overall satisfaction 

with social support are presented in Table 4.5, Model 4. Contrary to Hypothesis 6, having 

friends as a resource that can be turned to during difficult situations or for advice is 

associated with lower odds that participants are satisfied with their overall social supports.  

The interviews can provide context for this contradiction. Many of the participants’ 

friends were also involved with the criminal justice system and this can cause temptations 

particularly for drug use. Participant #5 revealed that she can “can talk to [her close 

friends] about what's going on like court-wise or with my family now and how stressed I 

am and be supportive and whatever. Like, explain what they've been through here. We can 

share experiences...” However, she said there is an understanding between her friends that 

“if I'm using and you are not, then you shouldn't be talking to me because it's just not going 

to work like that and then, you know, it works better that way...” Participant #3 echoed this 

sentiment.  

All my friends do the same thing I do [drugs]… For the most part, they know you're 

using drugs and stuff like that... They're mostly there because like say, if you have 

money and they have money and you want to put your money together to get what 

you need. 

Participant #10, who lives in a residential program, identified some of the program 

participants as friends, but  

They're the friends I need in there... Sometimes I feel like I can [confide in them], but 
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sometimes I'll try but it just doesn't work... I want to say I don't see [these 

friendships] lasting. Not that I don't like them like that, it's just people act differently 

when they're somewhere than they do out there. 

Participant #10’s insight that he doesn’t believe his new friendships will last outside of the 

program is even more telling because he was the only participant to discuss life-long 

friendships. “Those are the people that are always going to be there... My old friend that I 

grew up with. I knew him since kindergarten...” 

For goodness of fit, the likelihood ratio chi-square values reported in Table 4.5 

reveal Models 2, 3, and 4 are a significant improvement over Model 1. Next I checked 

Models 2 and 3 which are nested in Model 4. There is significant improvement between 

Models 2 and 4 and Models 3 and 4. This suggests that Model 4 is the best fit because it is 

significantly improved over all other models. 

The results of analyses examining the association between support from community 

support group meetings and overall satisfaction with social supports are presented in Table 

4.6. Across all four Models and consistent with the findings with individual actors of 

support, unemployed participants who attended support group meetings are less likely to 

report overall satisfaction with their overall social supports, and participants in committed 

relationships are more likely to report overall satisfaction. More positive perceptions of 

support group meetings result in more overall satisfaction of social supports, although no 

differences between required versus voluntary participation in support group meetings 

was found.  
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Table 4.6: Overall Satisfaction with Social Supports and Support Group Mtg Attendance (Odds Ratio) 
(N=222) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

PRCS  0.934 0.940 1.003 1.009 

 (0.468-1.864) (0.472-1.872) (0.493-2.040) (0.496-2.052) 

Age 1.012 1.012 1.007 1.008 

 (0.988-1.037) (0.988-1.037) (0.982-1.034) (0.982-1.034) 

Male 1.071 1.072 1.209 1.209 

 (0.557-2.059) (0.557-2.03.) (0.613-2.387) (0.612-2.388) 

Committed relationship 1.968* 1.977* 2.028* 2.037* 

 (1.015-3.816) (1.019-3.837) (1.013-4.059) (1.016-4.082) 

Race     

    Hispanic 0.591 0.595 0.628 0.632 

 (0.282-1.238) (0.283-1.250) (0.288-1.373) (0.289-1.383) 

    Other 0.781 0.794 0.849 0.861 

 (0.405-1.505) (0.411-1.535) (0.429-1.680) (0.424-1.706) 

Unemployed 0.466* 0.480* 0.474* 0.484* 

 (0.260-0.837) (0.842-0.865) (0.256-0.879) (0.260-0.902) 

Total felony convictions 1.131 1.123 1.103 1.098 

 (0.848-1.507) (0.842-1.497) (0.820-1.485) (0.815-1.478) 

Time under current supervision 1.003 1.006 1.036 1.038 

 (0.113-2.814) (0.443-1.464) (0.873-1.230) (0.875-1.231) 

Social Support Variables     

Support group mtg attendance     

     Required  0.805  0.846 

  (0.443-1.464)  (0.453-1.577) 

     Satisfaction with mtgs   1.839*** 1.834*** 

   (1.368-2.471) (1.364-2.466) 

Likelihood Ratio chi-square (df) 17.83(9) 0.512(1) 18.332(1)*** 18.616(2)*** 

Deviance (-2LL) 288.882 288.37 270.55 270.266 

Hosmer-Lemeshow chi-square 9.272 7.16 10.688 8.294 

*** p ≤ 0.001; ** p ≤ 0.01; * p ≤ 0.05; † p ≤ 0.1:  (two-tailed); CI in parentheses. 
 

Interviewees expressed both positive and negative experiences with support groups. 

None of the interviewees expressed interest in the content of support group meetings. The 

interviewees that had positive experiences bonded with other group members. Participant 

#4 offered this advice when asked how he found other community resources. “Talk to your 

[support group] peers... I get most of [my resources] from my peers, from their 

experiences…” Participant #6’s only friend is a support group “coach. She takes me to 

church and... Bible study, one or the other... She's my friend. We went and played pool 
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together, went to the movies together...”  

Interviewees that didn’t bond with other support group members described the 

meetings as tedious. According to Participant #3, “I know what I’m doing and why I’m doing 

it. So, those are the people I think that need… someone to tell them… that you’re going to be 

okay…” Because of this, she only attends support group meetings that are court-mandated. 

Even Participant #4 who relies on his peer for resources said, “NA is mainly just people that 

are court-ordered to go there and they’re just there to get their stuff signed.” 

For goodness of fit, the likelihood ratio chi-square values reported in Table 4.6, 

Model 2 appears to be no better at predicting being taken into custody than Model 1; 

however, Models 3 and 4 are a significant improvement over Model 1 (p ≤ 0.001). Model 4 

is not significantly better at predicting goodness of fit over Model 3. Therefore, Model 3 is 

the best fitting model.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

 This exploratory study expands the understanding of the associations between 

social supports and successful outcomes for individuals under county community 

supervision.  Table 5.1 provides a summary of the six hypotheses and findings.  

Admitted Law-Breaking Behaviors 

The background and demographic characteristics that were associated with 

admitting to engaging in illegal behavior were age, unemployment, the length of time under 

current supervision and race. Specifically, as participants’ age increased, the odds of 

admitting to engaging in illegal behavior decreased. This is consistent with much of the 

literature in aging out of criminal and deviance behavior (Moffit, 1993). Aging out of crime 

and deviant behaviors may take place as late as the late 20s because transitions to 

adulthood are happening later in life in American culture (Massoglia & Uggen, 2010). 

Having employment was associated with being less likely to engage in illegal behavior 

while under supervision. Less than half of the participants in the current study were 

employed. During the interviews, they emphasized the connection between having a job 

and being successful. Employment has been found to change life trajectories away from 

crime and deviance (Sampson & Laub, 1993). While there is support that offenders with 

jobs have better outcomes than offenders who do not (Tripodi, Kim, & Bender, 2010), other 

studies have found that the quality of the employment is the most important determining 

factor, not merely employment alone (Currie, 1997; Wadsworth, 2006). There is a positive 

association between the length of time participants have been under supervision and 

engaging in illegal behaviors; however, from the data, it is unclear if this association is 

causal in either direction. Lastly, minority participants (compared to white participants)  
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4
9

 

Table 5.1: Summary of Hypotheses and Findings 
 Hypothesis Finding Explanation of Finding 
Hypothesis 1 Illegal behavior will be 

negatively associated with 
higher levels of contact 
with social supports.  

Contrary finding Higher levels of contact with supervising officer were positively associated with 
illegal behavior. Other sources of support were not significant. 

Hypothesis 2 There will be a significant 
inverse association with 
illegal behavior and 
positive perceptions of 
social support.  

Somewhat 
Supported 

Perceiving friends as not demanding or critical had a significant inverse 
association with illegal behavior. Other sources of support were not significant. 
 

Hypothesis 3 Being taken into custody 
will be negatively 
associated with positive 
contact with social 
supports. 

Not supported No sources of support were significant. 

Hypothesis 5 Being satisfied with overall 
social support will be 
positively associated with 
contact with social 
supports.  

Somewhat 
Supported 

Higher levels of contact with family were positively associated with illegal 
behavior. Other sources of support were not significant. 

Hypothesis 6 There will be a significant 
positive association with 
overall satisfaction of 
social supports and 
perceptions of social 
supports.  
 

Supported with 
one contrary 

finding 

Perceiving family as not demanding or critical had a significant positive 
association with overall satisfaction of social supports. Seeking advice from family 
and/or discussing difficult situations with family had a significant positive 
association with overall satisfaction of social supports. For PRCS offenders, 
perceiving friends as not demanding or critical had a significant positive 
association with overall satisfaction of social supports. For participants that 
attended support group meetings, being satisfied with the meetings had a 
significant positive association with overall satisfaction of social supports. Seeking 
advice from friends and/or discussing difficult situations with friends had a 
significant inverse association with overall satisfaction of social supports. Other 
sources of support were not significant. 
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who attended support group meetings reported nearly two times increased odds of 

engaging in illegal behavior. I will return to this finding in the next section. 

 The social support variables significantly associated with admitting to law-breaking 

behaviors were contact with supervision officers and friends not being demanding or 

critical (positively and inversely, respectively). There is positive association between 

admitting to breaking the law while under current supervision and having more contact 

with your supervising officer. Similar to the positive association between the length of time 

participants have been under supervision and engaging in illegal behaviors, the data does 

not allow for causality between admitting to breaking the law while under current 

supervision and having more contact with your supervising officer. We know that more 

high risk offenders are being monitored by the county post-Realignment, and higher risk 

offenders have more interactions with their supervising officers. While this finding does 

not support Hypothesis 1, there is evidence from other studies to explain this association.  

 Finally, as predicted in Hypothesis 2, there was an inverse association with friends 

not being demanding and critical and engaging in illegal behavior. Studies about the 

association of friends and crime yield mixed results. As highlighted by Hirschi (1969), 

strong social bonds with peers who conform to law abiding, non-delinquent behaviors 

make engaging in crime and delinquency less likely to occur; stronger bonds with 

delinquent or criminal peers makes engaging in crime and delinquency more likely. 

However, Giordano, Cernkovich, and Holland (2003) found that while some former 

offenders reported being less susceptible to peer influence after transitioning to adulthood, 

and therefore keeping some of the same friends did not result in the same negative 

influences, others actively distanced themselves criminal friends and created new 
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friendships that would be a positive influence. In addition, studies have examined the 

relationship between marriage and crime and found friends to be a mediating factor. Warr 

(1998) found married offenders desist from crime because less time is spent with criminal 

friends. Influence of friends is displaced by influences of married life. In contrast, Giordano, 

Cernkovich, and Holland (2003) found that desistence after marriage is dependent upon 

how entrenched in criminality participants were before they were married. Participants 

with high-levels of criminality before marriage did not report less contact with criminal 

friends after marriage.  

Criminal Justice Custody 

 The background characteristics of race and employment were associated with being 

taken into custody while under supervision. Hispanic participants reported over twice the 

odds of being taken into custody as white participants. It is interesting to remember that 

minority participants (compared to white participants) who attended support group 

meetings reported nearly two times increased odds of engaging in illegal behavior. 

However, it is unclear from the analyses performed in this study if participants were being 

taken into custody because of illegal behavior or supervision violations and if the illegal 

behaviors were related to drug use. Again, employment was a significant factor; therefore 

unemployed offenders were more likely to have negative outcomes (engaging in illegal 

behaviors and being taken into custody) than employed offenders. This analysis also found 

that unemployed support group meeting participants were more likely to be taken into 

custody than participants who were employed.  

 PRCS status, total felony convictions, length of time under current supervision, and 

admitting to engaging in illegal behavior while under current supervision, all variables that 
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measure some connection of the participants to the criminal justice system, were found to 

be associated with being taken into custody. PRCS offenders have slightly higher odds of 

being taken into custody than other participants. Since the vast majority of PRCS offenders 

are higher risk offenders, the fact that this association is only slightly higher is important. 

San Diego County busses all PRCS offenders from the prison to San Diego County where 

they are assessed then placed on special caseloads with supervision officers trained to 

work with high risk offenders. This specialization may explain why PRCS offenders in San 

Diego County seem to be doing as well on community supervision as other participants. 

Having more felony convictions and being on supervision for a longer amount of time are 

positively associated with being taken into custody, respectively. Not surprisingly, 

engaging in illegal behavior has, by far, the greatest association with being taken into 

custody.  

The only social support variable significantly associated with being taken into 

custody was perceiving that one’s supervision officer was not demanding or critical. 

Specifically in support of Hypothesis 4, having greater perceptions that your supervising 

officer is not demanding or critical of you decreases the odds of being taken into custody. 

Skeem, et al. (2007) found that for probationers who required mandated treatment for 

mental illness, probationers who deemed their relationship with their supervision 

officer/provider as caring and fair, built on trust, and yet “authoritative (not 

authoritarian)” had more compliance with treatment. Later studies had similar findings for 

all probationers, with or without mental illness, as well as probationers assessed as high 

risk (Kennealy, et al. . 2012; Bourgon, 2013; Trotter, 2013). 
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Overall Satisfaction with Social Supports  

The background characteristic of being in a committed relationship and 

employment were associated with being satisfied with social supports. Being in a 

committed relationship was associated with being satisfied with ones overall social 

support. Sampson and Laub (1993) found that marriage can be a turning point in a 

person’s life away from crime, assuming the partner adheres to pro-social societal norms. 

Employment, again, was found to be significant; participants who were employed were 

more likely to be satisfied with their overall social supports than unemployed participants.  

Consistent with expectations, almost all sources of social support examined were 

found to be associated with satisfaction with overall social support but not always 

positively. First, all three measurements of family support were positively associated with 

being satisfied with overall social supports - more contact with family, perceiving family as 

not demanding or critical, and seeking advice and discussing difficult situations with family. 

According to Farrell, et al. (2011), “A family will only be able to assist its members if these 

members actively engage with one another and maintain that set of bonded relationships 

over time” (230). From interview data, participants who neglected family in the past were 

actively trying to mend relationships. Family is the primary source of instrumental and 

expressive support (Dean & Lin, 1977; Farrell, et al., 2011). The association of friends and 

overall satisfaction with social supports is more complex. Having friends that can be relied 

on for advice and to discuss difficult situations with was inversely associated with being 

satisfied with overall social supports. This may be more of an indication of the quality of 

friendship participants have. Interestingly, PRCS participants who perceive friends as not 

demanding or critical are more likely to be satisfied with overall social supports, but the 
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same is not true of other participants. Lastly, greater satisfaction with support group 

meetings is associated with being satisfied with overall social supports, regardless if 

attendance is required or voluntary.   

Implications  

 I am optimistic that it is our desire to give individuals who are involved in our 

criminal justice system a chance at successfully integrating in society. We have seen 

collective action of California citizens in passing Proposition 47, which downgraded some 

nonviolent felony offenses to misdemeanors, and actions from the federal government 

declaring that the warehousing of offenders in California prisons was unconstitutional 

(Martin & Grattet, 2015). This study suggests that offenders who are employed and 

supported by family have the most favorable outcomes. 

The single greatest support offenders need to be successful is employment. 

Offenders who were unemployed were more likely to engage in illegal behaviors, more 

likely to be taken into custody, and less likely to be satisfied with their overall social 

supports. Though the importance of employment is consistent with previous studies (see 

Duwe, 2012; Currie, 2013), less than half of the offenders in this study were employed. 

Duwe (2012) also revealed that less than half of the offenders in the Minnesota 

Comprehensive Offender Reentry Plan were employed six months after release. Studies 

dating back to the 1970s recommended that employment immediately upon release 

reduces the likelihood of recidivism; however, the key was gainful, long-term employment 

(Currie, 2013). The political climate of California may be ready to embrace changes needed 

to get offenders into quality jobs. Momentum has picked up for campaigns like Ban the Box, 

and states have loosened restrictions on the type of employment ex-felons can have 
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(Alexander, 2010). Employment programs have been implemented in major cities across 

the United States; however, getting offenders into long-term employment has been a 

challenge for these programs (Currie, 2013). Continued study is critical as we move toward 

more evidence-based programs for offenders. 

 Family was the next most important source of support, although not as easy to 

address as employment. While other studies have identified the importance of family 

support (see Duwe, 2012), these studies do not address how to promote it. However, some 

innovative techniques are being tested for the families of individuals who are involved with 

the criminal justice system. Miller (2013) found that supervision officers who also 

incorporated the offenders’ parents and other close actors in the supervision plan were 

more successful at completing community supervision. For offenders who are parents, 

providing family counseling and services has been found to help to break the cycle of 

passing criminality down generationally (Farrington & Welsh, 2002). Studies have found 

family services can improve familial relationships, from early childhood education to home 

nursing programs (Eckenrode et al., 2010), by targeting low-income and at-risk 

populations. While these programs do not target offenders exclusively, the ability of these 

programs to foster family support while reducing criminality is well-documented.  

 Attending support group meetings is not enough to result in favorable outcomes. 

Instead, it is individuals who perceive supportive benefits from attending the meetings that 

are the ones who have favorable outcomes, whether the attendance is required or 

voluntary. Anglin, Prendergast, and Farabee’s (1998) meta-analysis found that overall 

there is no difference both during and after treatment between voluntary and required 

participants in drug treatment. In fact, based on interviews from this study, participants 
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indicated that it was the connections made with other participants in the support groups 

that fostered a sense of support, not the information and services received directly from 

the support group meeting staff.  

Somewhat surprising was the lack of association with supervision support and 

successful outcomes for offenders. Oftentimes, researchers and academics do not view 

supervision officers as sources of support, but this should not be the case (Cullen, 1994). 

Bourgon (2013) and Trotter (2013) found that supervision officers that used problem 

solving, empathy, active listening, and a proper use of authority tend to have “clients” who 

have more favorable outcomes under community supervision. However, it is unclear if 

participants internalize these behaviors by supervision officers as supportive. Shifting the 

continuum from surveillance toward support has been occurring on parole and probation 

departments across the country, but change is difficult. Bourgon (2013) found that parole 

officers who are trained in prosocial practices slowly slip back into surveillance-style 

monitoring over time. Continued training may be a necessary tool to ensure a supportive 

role for supervision officers.  

Finally, the major implication for researchers is to move beyond objective measures 

when studying social supports. As shown in the analyses above, objective and subjective 

measures of social support do not yield the same results. Other disciplines have been 

quicker to incorporate subjective measures into research than criminologists and 

recognize the complementary nature of both measurements. With a greater focus on 

community corrections over incarceration, research into social supports should be 

increasing, and with that, a better understanding of the complex relationships offenders’ 

have with social supports.   
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Limitations 

 Several limitations of this study should be mentioned. First, data were self-reported. 

This may lead to recall bias in which participants do not remember precisely what the 

answers to survey questions are. To help ensure the validity of survey responses, 

triangulation is used; the research uses other sources of data to confirm that survey 

responses are accurate. Examples of sources that could be used in triangulation are 

probation, police, and court records and surveys and interviews with family, friends, and 

supervising officers. However, participants in this study were anonymous and supervising 

officers were not included in this study. Therefore, these findings should be seen as 

exploratory, and more research is needed. 

 Second, no causal explanations can be made from this study. Instead, this study 

examines the social supports of offenders under a business-as-usual framework and offers 

associations between social supports and outcomes. While this study occurs in the context 

of the newly implemented Realignment, it cannot be used to compare how social supports 

changed before and after Realignment. However, even though a before-after analysis is not 

involved, understanding how offenders perceive social supports in the current situation is 

still important, especially in light of the increase of offenders under county supervision 

because of Realignment. 

Future Directions  

 As the reliance on community corrections continues to increase, the population of 

offenders seeking supportive resources within the communities will also continue to 

increase. More holistic studies of offenders’ relationships with various social supports are 

needed. These studies need to incorporate mixed methods approaches using quantitative 
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and qualitative data from offenders in order to understand how offenders make use of 

available supports or do not make use of them. In addition, studying sources of social 

support in tandem with the offenders would allow a full examination of the interactions of 

offenders and social supports and is well beyond the scope of this study.  
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Appendix C: Interview Guide 

If the respondent is engaged, married, or in a domestic partnership ask: 
 You are (engaged, married, in a domestic partnership). Can you tell me about your 

significant other? 
 
If the respondent works full-time, part-time, in school, unemployed, keeping house, or retired 
ask: 

1. You are currently (working full-time, working part-time, in school, unemployed, 
keeping house, or retired). Can you tell me about what your average day is like? 

 
If the respondent is currently on government assistance program(s) ask: 

 What role does (list government assistance program) play?  
 What would you do if you did not receive this assistance? 

 
You indicated that you are (very dissatisfied, dissatisfied, okay, satisfied, or very satisfied) 
with you current living arrangement. Can you tell me about your living arrangements? 
 
You indicated that you are (very dissatisfied, dissatisfied, okay, satisfied, or very satisfied) 
with your overall level of support today. Can you tell me about your current support? 
 
If the respondent attends NA, AA, or other support meetings ask: 

 You attend NA, AA, or other support meetings (as required or voluntarily). Can you 
tell me about these meetings? How do they make you feel? 

 
If the respondent attends church or a place of worship ask: 

 Can you tell me about your church or place of worship? 
 
If the respondent does community service or volunteer work ask: 

 Can you tell me about your community service or volunteer work? 
 
Can you tell me about your family? How do they support you? 

 
Can you tell me about your friends? How do they support you? 

 
Can you tell me about your interactions with your supervision officer? Can you walk me 
through a typical meeting? 

 
You indicated that you have been taken into custody for supervision violations. Can you tell 
me about these violations? 
 
You indicated that you believe you have been (very unsuccessful, unsuccessful, neutral, 
successful, very successful) on your current supervision. Why do you believe this? 
 
 




