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" ABSTRACT

As one of a continuous series, this study presents an analysis of

" recidivism rates for individuals released from the Massachusetts

Co:rectional Institutions in the year 1377.

Maintaining the downward trend documented in previous depart-
mental recidivism research, the overall recidivism rate for the 1377
releasee population is 15%., For releases in the years 1971 through
1976, the rates were as follows: 25%, 22%, 19%, 19%, 20%, and 16%

respectively. el e

The results of this study reaffirmed prior major findings.
Individuals who participated in the Home Furlough Program and a gradu-
ated release process prior to their release (to the streets) had
significantly lower recidivism rates compared with those who did not
participate. .

New results that have emerged in the 1977 analysis included:
1) significantly lower rates in recidivism for the Concord population;
2) total prior incarcerations as a distinguishing variable between
recidivists and non-recidivists; 3] a significantly lower return rate

'for the black population of inmates as compared with whites.

In summary, this study along with prior. recidivism research,
attributes the reduction in rates to three major factors: 1) partici-
paticn in the Home Furlough Program; 2) release from a pre-ralease
center; and 3) the combined effect of the twe programs. Therafore,
we can conclude that graduated release programs along with various
reintegrative efforts, are germane to the reduction in recidivism
rates of the incarcerated.




b |

I.

II.

III.

.

vI.

VII.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction

- D.

' Research Design

Findings
A, Number of Releases
B. Recidivism Rates by Releasing Institution
c. Comparative Recidivism Raﬁés »
Security Level of Releaéing Institution
E. Recidivism Rates for Pre-Release
F. Comparative Recidivism Rates for Pre-Release
G. Recidivism Rate by Type of Release
H. Specific Category of Recidivism
I. Furlough Program Pafticipation

Variables Found to Distinguish Between Recidivists
And Non-Recidivists

Discussicon

FPootnotes

Appendix: List of Variables

Page Number

i
3

13
15
17
19

23
24
23




-]l

. INTRODUCTION

Recidivism rates have been used to measure the effectiveness of
the state}s correctional programs since the.impiementation of the
Correctional Reform Act of 1972 which:instituted pre-release centers,
the Home Furlough Program and work and educat;cn release. As part of

a continuing effort in assess;ng these programs, the Research Unit

- . has annually studied and evaluate@ recidivism retes. Through this

process, we can determine whether these progremSLare making the
positive impact intended by the Department of Correction, to
rehabilitate and relntegrate individuals back into society.

Analysis frem prior years has shown that there has been a re-

. duction in recidivism rates.l The overall trend has been downwazrd.
For releases in the year 1966, the mean recidivism rate was 30%; for
1871, 25%; for 1972, 22%; for 1973, 19%; for 1974, 13%; for 1375, 20%;
for 1376, 16%. . |

Controlling for selection factors in furlough program participation,
it has been found that participation in the program results in lower
rates of.recidivism. Moreover, participation in pre-release programs
_ prior to release &lso :esulted-in lower rates of recidivism. Finally,
the security level of the institution from which an individual is
released has a positive bearing on recidivism rates.

The oresent study represents a continued attempt to study the
zbove trends and identify any additional trenas in recidivism rates.
This study is based on the format of prior annual recidivism reports
for ccmparative purposes.

The Research Unit collected data describing the background
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1ticﬁal"institufidns in 1977.
-:The Statistics are available'fo:_MCIfs Walpole aﬁd éﬁncord {maximum
securiﬁy instituticns); MCI-Norgﬁié_(médiﬁm-secu:iéy); Foréstry
Camps and MCI-Framingham (minimum security); MéIrB?idgewater {includ-~
ing the Scutheastern Correcﬁional Center and Briﬁgewater State Hospital);
and Pre-Release Centers, Thé raw data for this report has been

pPublished as a Separata study.2

During 1977, the period of this“study, Concord was considered
maximum Security, although it has been subsequently designated a

medium Security facility,
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FINDINGS

In 1977, a total of 1138 indiviguals were released from the
Massachusetts Correctional Institutions (MCIL). Of the 1138, 969 or
-85% 'were not returned to a correctlonal lnstltutlon ‘within one year

of their relesase while 169 or 15% were r21ncarcerated within the cne

- year follow—up period. Therefore, the 1977 recidivism rate was 15%.

This is a one percent decrsase from 1976. -
Upon examination of individual institutign.recidivism rates,
?afiation ocCurs. Table I illustrates the differential rates of
institutional releases. | -
TABLE I

RECIDIVISM RATES BY RELEASING INSTITUTION, 138377

NUMBER OF PERCENT OF | RECIDIVISM

INSTITUTION - RELEASES TOTAL POPULATIOCN RATE
Walpole 118 ( 10 25%
Concoxrd | 252 ( 22) : 18%
Norfolk . | 76 IR ) . 133
Framingham-Men ' 1 | ( ¢} | 0%
Framingham-Women 107 | ( 9) . 233
" Forestry Camps 57 ( 5) 14%
SECC | : 44 ( 4 | 20%
Pre~Release Centers 473 { 421 - 8%
*Other . | - 10 _ (1 22%
TOTAL 1138 (100) 15%

*Gther includes RDC's @ (Reception Diagnostic Centers), Lemuel Shattuck
Hospital and Bridgewater State Hospital, also Medfield Priscn Project.




"An overall downward tréﬂd in annual recidivism réEes remains out-
standing for the years 1966-1977. However, comparison of individual
institution rates show considerable;yariation. |

Recidivism rates for the Forestry Cémps {(Monroe, Warwick, Plymouth)
-have iﬁcreased This increase lS not statlstlcally s;gnlzlcant be-
cause of the relatively small samnle s;ze (N=57).

The Southeastern Correctional Center (SECC) which began operaticn
in 1876 is classified as a medium security instiiution. Their increase
in recidivism rate is not statistically significant. At this time,
it is difficult to determine reasons for their increase. Further
studies will better analyze the réte of recidivism for SECC using

1976 as the base year for comparison. Table II presents comparative

recidivism rates of individual institutions for 1966-1977.




YEAR

1966
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976

1977

% classified as a medium institution, the Southeastern Correction

CONCORD

30%
28%
27%
26%
27%
_26%

25%

. 18%

in 1976.

WALPOLE

33

27%

21y

21%

22%

27%

T 24%

25%
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TABLE 1T

COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES FOR YEARS 1966-1977

NORFOLK

28%

1%

15%
14%

19%

12%

22%

15%

FRAMINGHAM

32%

L -29%

18%

17%

12%

18%

19%

23%

PRE-RELEASE

12%

12%

14%

9%

8%

FORESTRY

27%
143
11%
142
7%
15%
5%

14%

S.E.C.C.*

TOTAL

12%

20%

al Center (SECC) began

30%
25%
22%
19%
19%
20%
16%

15%

operation
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Of noted interest is the reduced recidivism rate for the Concord
raleases. There exists a sfatistically significant difference in the
recidivism rate for 1377 when compared to 1276. (22——-.9...5,d.f.=l,p &K.058).
Upon examination of:this initial finding, we found that there was a

difference between the 1976 and-1377 Concord populaticns. Further

 investigation revealed that this difference was outstanding when the

age of the population was isolated. The statisticél test of gig-
nificance, (chi sgquare) showed that the difference occurred specifically
between ages: 21-22; 22-23; and 23-24 years old., The direction of this
difference in age is moving downward.

In 1977, there was an administrative move directed td-kéeping
the C_oné:ord population at a young age, whereas the oldest offender would
be 23 yeais. .This move proved to have seemingly a positive effect =
a reducticn in'thelrecidivism rate from 1376's 25% to 1377's 18%.
The implication is, as the older, more experienced inmates were moved
cut of Concord, the recidiyism rate dropped. A closer follow-up is
necessafy tolrevéal the change in profile of the Concord immate

contrasted to previous years.
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Security Level of Releasing'fhétitutions:

Mhe security level of the institﬁtionﬁfrom which an individual
is released plays an impbrtant_role on his or her post-release be-
 havior. Iﬁ has been shown that graduated release fro@ an institution
" of lesser security aids in preventing the incidence of recidivism,
‘{Mershen, 1975, 1976). Adminis%rators havé come to accept this fact
and are increasing placements in pré—rglease'centg;s. The proportion
of releasess from pre~release centasrs has.increasbd over the years.
In 1975, 224 or 28% of releases were from a pre-release center. For
1976 and 1377, the proportions were respectively: 365 or 40% and
473 or 42%. The department is also expanding medium secu;ity insti-
+utions to accomodate more beds. The Scutheastern Correctional Center
and Gardner are exémples of this. |

It is clear to see from Table III, that the lower the security
level of the i&stitution an individual experiences pricr to his or her
release to the strests, the iess a chance of them recidivating. On
the other hand, the moré_security placed on an individual prior to his
or her releése to the street; the higher their chances of recidivating.
~ Therefore, the reintegrative process via the de-escalating levels of

security proves to be an effective measure in curbing recidivistic

behavior.
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 TABLE IIL

INSTITUTIONAL SECURITY LEVEL OF RELEASE*

L NUMBER = PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM RATE

Pre~Release Centers 473 ( 41) 8%
Minimum Security 165 ( 15) . 18%

- Medium Security ' 120 ( 11) 18%
' Maximum Security 370 ( 33) 21%
TOTAL 1128 (100) ‘ 15%

NOTE: *rhis table does not include the Reception Diagnostic Canters
(RDC's) Lemuel Shattuck Hospital and Bridgewater State Hospital,
or Medfield Prison Project.

Individual pre-release centers' recidivism rates vary'consider-
ably froem 0% to 25%. As noted in the 13875 recidivism report (Mershon,

1978) some of the variation is a result of the small sample size of

individual centers. The selection process made by the classification

boards as to where an inmate spends the final part of his incarceration

before being paroled is dependent on the suitability of the inmate to

adjust to that environment as well as available space.
Prior research has also demonstrated that the variaticn in

recidivism rates of individual pre~release centers is a function of

_the risk potential of the population upon which that particular center

draws.3 Table IV illustrates individual rates for pre-rselease centers.

Of notable interest is the 0% recidivism rate for: Lancaster Pre-Release,

‘Boston Offenders Services Project (BOSP}, METAC and Park Drive.
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"TABLE IV

' 'RECIDIVISM RATES FOR SPECIFIC PRE-RELEASE CENTERS, 19377

' BERCENT OF /
D , - NUMBER OF TOTAL PRE- RECIDIVISM
e L INSTITUTION. RELEASES " RELEASE POPULATION RATE
Park Drive 10 . ( 2y 0%
BOSP | 14 . | { 3) 0%
METAC 17 | ¢ 4 0%
- Lancaster 37 ( 8) 0%
577 House | 57 ' L 12) T s
Drug Houses - 21 { 4) _ 5%
Boston State 64 ( 14) . ' 5%

. | Teﬁpcrary Housing Project 34 ( 7) 6%
Charloﬁte Hoﬁse . 15 ' L 3) 7%
Coolidge House ' 15 - : ¢ 3 7%
Shirley 87 _ { 14) 123
Brooke House ‘ 3 (N 133
South Middlesex | 24 | ( 5 133

| Norfolk Pre-Release 19 7 { 4) | 16%
699 House 48 : ¢ 10) 25%

TOTAL - 473 (100) - 8%
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. Comparison of pre-release centers' recidivism rates for the.

T: years 1973-1977 revealed fluctuation. Agaiﬁ, much of this is due -

to the relatively small sample sizes of individual pre-release

.. centers. Park Drive is a new center which began operation in 1877.

The comparative recidivism rates of individual pre-release

‘centers are shown in Tabhle V.




1973

1914

115

1976

1917
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TAOLE ¥V

COMPARATIVE RECIDIVIEM RATES FOR PRE-RELEASE CENTERS FOR. YEARS 1973-1976

: CUAR- TEMPO-
NOSTOM © PARK  EOTTE  COOLIDGE  DROOKE  RARY 699 DRUG
SHIRLEY STATE © DRIVE HOUSE  JIOUSE NOUSE  NOUSING NOUSE  NOUSE
184 81 - - - - - - -
21h ™ - 148 e 1 S - -
1m n - os in an 100 3™ lom
oy 2 n - as 1Y 101 n P31 1Y 29
1 5% n ™ n 1 64 254 5%

noSP

15%

o

NORFOLK

SOUTI! TOTAL
577 MIDDLE LhH- PRE- PRE-
HETMC HOUSE SEX CASTER RELEASE RELEASE

- - - - - 12

- - - - - 12%

- - - - - 144
10 113 0% (3 [} 9%
o " in oL 16y s
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.~ 'Recidivism Rate by Type of Release: e
Two categories of release are used iﬁ ﬁhe Research Unit's coding:
1) parole release and 2) discharge (expiration of sentence). In 1977,
‘the recidivism rate for parclees was 15% and 12% for dischargees.
This finding is not unexpected due to: 1) parolees can be returned for
a technical infraction-of the conditions of parcle where dischargees
cannot and, 2) parolees are under closer supervision than dischargees

so that law-breaking activity may be more readily detected.

]
]
]
]




HALPOLE

H v M
Pan.:le 92 { 76) _“21;
Discharge 26 | 22}:15
TOTAL 118 {100} -25

~14-

ThBLE Vi

TYPE OF RELEASE, 1377

rRE RELEASE

CONCORD HGREOLK SECC FRAMINGHAM FORESTRY
H o+ 8R H 3 R H VM E v BB N B oy om
T 230 { 91) 19 63 (83) 14 37 {084 i2 59 (58 26 56 ( 98) 14 4312 (91 9
2¢( 9 5 13 (17} 15 7416) 14 49 { 46) 20 1¢( 20 0 nit o9 2
252 (100) 18 76 1100} 15 44 (100) 21 108 {100} 23 57 (100) 14 473 {100) @

OTIER
N\ ER

16N 13
3(3m ¢©

10 {100} 22

FOUAL

N1

276 { RG)
162 ( 14}

1138 (100}

12

15
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Specific Category of Recidivism For Releases in 1977:

Three types of categories were used to determine recidivists.

-the -following reaans: 1} a technical infraction of his or her
parole condition (i.é., failure to complete a particular program,

'ffailﬁre.to maintain employment, failure to keep in co@tact with
parole officer, etec.); 2) é new arrest in association with a parole.
fiolation; 3) a new court commitment.

Of the 1138 releasas, 169 were reincarcerated. Forty-four of
these recidivists were returned for a technical infraction of their
.parclé conditions; seventy-four hadrnew arfests; and fifty-one were
returned on a new court commitment.

Consistent with 1976 findings, a smaller amount of individuals

' were returned for a technical infraction of their parole conditions
{48%), and a'largér amount for new arrests (7%). (It should be noted
that a new arrest dogs not'necessarily mean a new commitment.) Table

VII summarizes these findings.

i'”jAn*individual"waS“reincarcerated.andmthusulabelled recidivist. £OX i et
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Non Recidiviste:

Recidivists:
rarole Vioclation
Technical .

.

Parole Violation
MNew Arrest :

New Court
Commitment

TOTAL

WALPOLE
H

89 { 75)

g( N

12 (10}

2 ( 0

118 {1090}

TABLE V11

RECIDIVISM BREAKDOWN FOR 1977 RELEASES DY CATEGORY OF RETURN

CONMCORD
W3
207 ( 82)

70 3

25 ( 10}

13 ( 5

252 (100}

FRAMING-

HORFOLK FORESTRY JIAM WOMEN

FRAMING-
naM MEN

i ¢ hTR
65 ( B6) 49 { B6} 8z { 17}

s (. 3 (9 8 ( 7}

2 {2 4 7 ¢ 3

405 1 (D M1y

76 (100} 57 (100} 107 (100)

~16~

o

1 (100}

o ( 0}

1 (100)

PRE-
RELENSE SECC OTIER TOTAL
R % & s N ¥ TE 3

433 { 92) 35 ( 80) 9 [ 76} 969 { 85)

g ( 2) 3t 222y a1

26 { 5) 24 H o 0 ML TN

6 (1) 4 9 0L 0 SL( 4

4731 (100} 44 (100) 1o {100)1138 (100}
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Furlough Program Participation:

woewsmseot - O thes 1138 inmates. released. from. the Massachusetts Correctional .- . ... <

Institutions, 546 or 48% didlﬁot recéive a furleugh éribr to their
release and had a recidivism rate of 23%. The remaining 532 inmates
T.or 52%'did receive one or more furlcughs during incarceration gﬁd
their fespective recidivism rate was 7%.

It is clear to see that individuals who experiencéd furloughs
prior to their release had significantly iower rétes.of recidivism
than ﬁhose who did not.(X2=61.28, df=1,ps .001). Past documentation
along with thé present finding has shown that furloughs make a posi-
tive impact dﬁring an"indi#idual's incarceration peried and is posi-
tively correlated to a low rate of recidivism.‘4 o |

The recidivism rate broken down by participation in the furlough

program is shown below in Table VIII.

TABLE VIII

RECIDIVISM RATE BROKEN DCOWN BY PARTICIPATION IN FURLOUGH PROGRAM

NUMBER PERCENT - RECIDIVISM RATE
Did not receive a furlough = 546 (.48) 23%
Received a furlough 502 © ° { 52) | 7%
TCTAL ' 1138 {100Q) | 15%

Wnhen the furlough variébie is broken decwn by specific releasing
institution, the genefalization regarding the effectiveness of the fur-
lough program is again reaffirmed. Within each institution,.the re-
cidivism rate of individuals participating in the furlough program is
lower than those who did not participate. Table IX illustrates this

finding.




Recidivism Rate
of Individual
NOT receiving a
furlough prior to

il ralease

Recidivism Rate of
Individuals who re-~
ceived a furlough
prior to release

| Recidivism Rate

Total Population

Bl TIE

WALPOLE

CFURLOUGH PARTICIPATION U LNULVIUUALLS WOLDL LYV 2N & VA e

CONCORD
N RR N RR

Bl 323 167 21%
37 8% 85 12%-
118 25%

252. 18%

COMPARED WITH THOSE WHO DID NOT, 1977

NORFOLK

N RR

56 18%

20 5%

76 15%

25 8%

44 20%

PRE~

FRAMINGHAM - FORESTRY RELEASE OTHER
N R N R N R N RR
80  26% 12 25% 124 19% 8 28%
28 14% 45 11% 349 4% 2 0%
108 57 14% 473 8% 10 22%

23%

TOTAL
N RR

546 23%

592 7%

1138 15%
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VARIABLES FOUND TO DISTINGUISH BETWEEN RECIDIVISTS AND NON-RECIDIV

Analys;s next proceeded in an attempt to jdentify specific ve

....bles. found. to. dlstlngulsh between rec1d1v1$ts and non-rec1d1v1sts,

S,

on the.various background 1nformatlon collected on the 1977 relea=
population. Ecch variable was dichotomized tc.determlne the bhest
- for high and low recidivism risk categories. Those variables whic
produced & statistically significant difference fx%>3.8) between !
and low recidivism risk groups wWere chosen as distinguishing vari
for this discussion. Five categories of variables were chosen:
I. Furlough History |

(1) Number of furloughs
(2) Number of successful furlcughs

II. Total Prior Incarcerations
IIX. 'Institution Released From
Iv. Age at First Arrest

v. . Race (White vs. Black)

mhe variable furlough history has consistently showed up as
important element in an inmate's period of incarceraticn since 1
Tndividuals whe experienced furloughs prior to their release had
significantly loﬁer rate of recidivism than individuals who neve
received & furlough. Specifically. individuals who never recaiv
furlough recidivated at a rate of 23% compared with those who e
one or more; their rate was +3. Along the same line, individua.

experienced one Cr more successful furloughs maintained a low r

recidivism.
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incarcérations had a rate of l0s, Analysis yields Support to the
Statement that an individyal Serving his fipsgt incarceratign is a

low recidivisgm risk.

at a higher rate than indiviguaig 17 years ©ld or mors 3= the time of
their Ffirss arrest, Specifically, the récidivism rate of zan individna

sixteen or less was 1%% ang for those seventeenror mcere, their rate

was 11%.  Prior Studies have shown, "the younger the offender is, the

higher the recidivism risk", (1974, LeClairy ., Analysis of 1977 data
Substantiateg this. The age of an individual.at first arrest is

getting Younger, Consequently, the younger cffender is'recidivating

'at a& higher rate than the older one,
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The finéi'distinguishing variable was race. This particular
variable is a new éﬁérgence as a significant indicator of recidivisn
iR departmental research. o _ -
Black lnmates ware féund to have.a siéﬁ;flcantly lower rate of}
- recidivism when comparsd with whites. The reﬁllelsm rate for blac)
was 11% contrasted to 17% for whites. When we controlled for insti-
tution of release, the real difference was assoclated with a non-pre
release institutien. (X2=5.8,d.f.=l,p¢L.05). For blacks committed
to Walpole and subsequently releésed from Walpole, Norfolk and Fore:
Camps, the significant difference occurred. When released from a o
releasa institution, black fates were still lower than whites, howé
the difference was not statistically significant. Table X document
black recidivism rates compared with white's rates accordiné +o ims
of release. '

TABLE X

RECIDIVISM RATES OF BLACKS COMPARED WITH WHITES

NON PRE-
. RELEASE : PRE~-RELEASE TOTAL
BN 3 RR N 3 RR N 3
Black 194 ( 29) 14% 169 ( 36) g 363 ( 32)
White 446 ( 67) 22% 284 ( 6Q) 9% 730 ( 64)
Other 25 { 4) 16% 200 ( 4) 5% 45 { 4)
TOTAL 665 (100) 19% 473 (100) 8% 1138 (10Q)

In summation, Table XI presents the distinguishing variables ¢

recidivism risk potential.




VARLABLE

Number of Furlouéhs

Number of Successful

Furloughs

Total Prioxr
cerations

"Institution

From

Race

Incat-

Released

Age at First Arrést
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TABLE XI

RECIDIVISM RISK POTENTIAL BY DISTINGUISHING VARIABLES

LOW RISK
CATEGORY

One or More

- One or More

None
Pre-Release

17 or More

Blacks

RECIDI-
VISM RATE

7%

7%
10%
8%

11%
11%

HIGH RISK

RECIDI-
_CATEGORY VISM RATE
None 23%
None - 23%
One or More 19%
Non-pre-release  19%
16 or Less 19%
Whites

17%

MAXIMUM
GHI SQUARE

61.28

58.80
20.55
19.90

14.33
7.34
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DISCUSSICON.
Despite existing controversy and dubious attitudes of professiocnals,

the public, etec., regarding the inability to rehabilitate or reintegrate

~ﬁ¢wcriminals,precidivism,ratesainﬂthe,Massachusetts.DepaztmentAof%gqrrectign_; e

" have evidenced that it is possible. The concerted efforts of the Depart-

ment of Correction to move inmates through the system in a de-~escalating

' process of institutional security and increased commensurate privileges

{upon assessment of the inmate by the Classification Beard) , have proved

to be significantly effective. The 1977 recidivism rate of 13%, a per-

~cent decrease from 1976, consistent with the overall downward trend, re-

affi%mé this finding. With res?ect to furloughs and pre-release, the
impact on recidivism has been doqumented with selection factors controlled
for by base expectancy cutccmg.s

Analyses of this recidivism report has showﬁ that: (1) ﬁhe graduated
move from maximum to medium and subseguent release from a pre~release
center, had sigqificantly reduced the inci&énce of racidivism for inmétes
exposed to this meovement; (2) individuals who participated in the Home
Furlough Program prior to their ﬁelease, had lower recidivism rates whén
compared with individualsrwho had no privilege of the furlough program;
{3) the combined effec? of inmates invclved in the Home Furlough Prégram
and release from a ére-release center, prior to their release to.the
streets, yielded substantial suppcft to the effectiveness of this type
of "reintegration" technique.

additional findings uncoﬁered through analysis of this report
which may be the development of futﬁre trends are: 1) the age of the
incarcérated offender (at first arrest) becoming younger, 16-17 years
0ld; 2) a decreasing :ecidivism rate for Concord releases; 3) a de-
crease 1ln the récidivism rate of blacks as compared to whites. Further

investigation is needed to discern the status of these new possible trends.
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APPENDIX T




VARIABLES

COMMITMENT VARIABLES

:”1;

2.
3.
.4.
5.

6.

7.

~8.

Inst;tutlon ot Or;glnal Ccmm&tment
Number of Jail Credits

Age at Commi tment f

Present Offense (most serious chafge)

Numbér of Charges Involved in Present Oifense
Type cf Sentence |

Minimum Sentence

fawimum Sentance

ap

PﬁRSONAL BACXGROUND CHARACTERISTICS VARIABLES

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
S.

Race

Marital Status

Milité:y Service.

Last Civilian Address

Emergency Addressese

Occupational Field

Length of Zmployment at Most Skilled Pos ition
Lpngest Time Employed at.Any Cne Job ,,

Type cf Educatién

Last Grade Completed

Eistory of Drug Use

A ry P
P e T T P e 4



i
{
i
?
3
H
i

w2 7=

CRIMINAL HISTORY VARIABLES

1.
2.

3- ot

-4,

1ls.

L 17.

18-

Age at

Ace at

Age .at’

"Pirst Drug arpgesph i

First Arrest

First Drunk Arrest

ST PTI

Total Number cf-Couft Appearances

Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number

Number

‘Number

Number

'Number

Age at

pf Court Appearances for Person Offenses
oL Court Appearances for Property Offenses
of Ccurt.Ap§earancés for sex Cffenses

of Court Appearan;es for Narcotic Offenses
ef Court Appéarances for Drurkenness Offenses
of Court Appearances for Escape Ofifenses
of Juvenile Comritments

of House of Correction Comn*-ments

of Priecr =tahe or ?eaeral Cormi tments

©f Juvenile Paroles I

of édult Paroles

of Juvenile Pareole Violations

©f Adult Parcle Vielations

Release




. a-l‘ WA
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D. °  FURLOUGH VARIABLES o | - —
1. Total Number of Furioughs | |
2. mTotal Number of Successful Furlough Outcomes
4. .Total Nﬁmber of Laﬁé;Over FTurloughs | ‘
5. Tetal Numbef of Esca;e Furlough Outcomes
6. Total Number of Arrest Furlough Ouﬁcomes
7. sPecific_Insfitution Granting Furlouch.
8. Men+ths Served Before Receiving First Furlouéh
9. Nonths Served Before First Furlough Iscape

E. RECIDIVISM VARIABLES

1. Category of Return
2. New Arrests
3. Types‘of Parcle Viclations
- 4, Dispcsition of New Arrasts‘
5. Date Returned to Custody

§. Date Parcle Warrant Issued




