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Questions?: Pamela Stafford at pam@askpri.org.
For more  information about the PRIME For Life program and evaluations of 
its effectiveness, please visit  us at www.primeforlife.org
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(Note: ORs reflect comparison of Cohort 1 to 2)

Recidivism During Subsequent Three Years
(N = 9,796)

Cohort 1 (9/1/1999 - 8/31/2000); AAP or WIP

Cohort 2 (9/1/2002 - 8/31/2003); PFL
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External Recidivism Evaluations

Completed PRIME For Life

Did not participate in PRIME For Life

Participated, did not complete

STUDY 4: PFL VERSUS AN ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMSTUDIES 1-3: PFL COMPLETERS VERSUS NONCOMPLETERS
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