252

: - An Analysis of Recidivism Rates
- Among Residents Released From )
" Massachusetts Correctional Imstitutions”
During the Years 1978 and 1979

Daniel P. leClair, Ph.D,
Deputy Director of Research

' Massachusetts Department of Correction

Michael V. Fair
Commissioner

March, 1983

Publication: 13187-39-250-4-83-C.R.

Approved by Johmn J. Manfqn, State Purchasing Agent




 ABSTRACT

This study presents'an'analysis of recidivism rates for
individuals released from Massachusetts correctlonal 1nst1tutlons

in the years 1978 and_1979. The purpose of theAstudy 1s to

provide an overview of the rec1d1v15m.data and to make comparisons'

‘between the current findings and trends discerned in prior reci-

divism resea;ch. The data show that a recent historicai trend of
an overalt teduction in recidivism rates since the year 1971
remainea consistent.for'the 1978 cohort but was reversed in the
1979 cohort. The'1979 data.represent fhe first statistically
significant increase.in recidivism rates in the nine year period.
Consisteht with past.studies, the data shoﬁ a positive relation-

ship between furlough part;c;patlon and lower rates of rec1d1v1sm,

“and a posmtlve relatlonshlp between prerelease partlclpatlon and

rates of rec1d1v1sm. This was true for both the 1978 and the
1979 populations. The data also show an association of lower
recidivism rates for releases from -lower secusity institutiens
and higher recidivism;rates for releases from higher security
institutions. The finding fits into a preV1ously discerned
pattern and is consistent in both,cohorts.

A section of the report explores a variety of possible ex=-
planatiens for the significant increase in the recidivism‘rate for
the 19797releases‘ However, the data revealed that none of these
explanations are correct. It is suggested, therefore, that there
is a need for-futu:e researcﬁ on this interesting and important

policy qUestibn.




A final sectlon of the study focuses on the 1dent1f1catlon

- of specmflc variables found to dlstlngulsh between individuals
who recidivate and those who do-hot;_ The flndlngs generally

fit into prlor studles Wthh have isolated varlables such as
marltal status, educatiqn,'employment-history, age, type of
'offeese and_eriminal_ceieer pettern as the principle predictors
of recidivism. Additienally, furlough participation and success-
ful completion of prerelease placements, a in the past, were the

strongest predlctors of non-rec1d1v15m.
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An Analysis of Recidivism Rates Among Residents Released From |
Massachusetts Correctional Institutions During the Years 1978 and 1979

The Massachusetts Department of'Cérfection‘s RESEarég.Division'routinely
collecﬁs and publishes on an.anﬁual baéis data on rates of récidivism. In these
reports a series of desdrip;ive variables on ail individuals released from‘ﬁassa—
chusetts Correctioﬁél Institutions is correlated with rates of recidivism.
Comparisons between current findings and trends discerned in prior studies‘are
made, Additionally,'comparisonslbetWEen speéific correctional institutions of

varying éecurity levels and comparisons between varying modes of correctional
programming are also made. The state correctional institutioms include maﬁimum,
mediuﬁ and minimum security facilities as well as state run prerelease centers
and sﬂh-Contracted'priwétely opérated'halfwaf'housesH Data  currently available
and included in this.répért_afe.for’the'popﬁlation'of releases in the years 1978
and 1979,

T:aditionally,récidivism-stﬁdies aie published as yearly release cohorts.
Howeyer, because & s;riking and significant increase in the rate of reciﬁivism
qccurfed between 1978 and 1973, there was felt to be a value in including both
cohorts in a_singla'repbrt.

Tﬁus, the purpose of the present report is to proviﬁe an overview of reci-
diyism data derived‘from:an analysis of prison releaSes]iﬁ the years 1978 and 1979

| as well as ;o‘éxploré possilile explanations for the rise in recidivism detected

in the 1979 release cohort,
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- Overview of 'Prior Recidivism Data:

Annual statistical monltorlng of rec1d1v1sm data since the year 1971 has
led to the detectioq of a number of 51gn1f1cant trends octurring within the
Massachusetts correctlonal system, Domlnant among these trends was the
occurrance of a systematic redﬁcti;n'in the tecidivism rates from 1971 through
to 1977. For example, in the Yea;" .1971 the recidivism rate for'the combined |
populatién of state‘pfispn'reléases wag 25%; in 1973 it had dropped to 19%;
and in 1976 it had éropped.td'IGZ. By 1977, the récidivism rate was 15%.

A second majaf'treﬁd concerned the home furlough program in thg Massa-

cliuserts cortectional system, a program begun and expanded subsequent to the year.

. 1971, Recidivisn studies demonstrated that inmate participation in the furlough

program may be an important wvariable in accognting for the?sysfematic reduction
in Iecidivism‘ratesfoc¢urringiin'MassachuSEtts; The data révealed that those
individuals.wﬁn‘had experienced a furlough prior to release from prison had
significanfly lower rates of:recidivism than did individuals who had not ex-.
perienced a furlough prior to release. When selection factors were controlled,
the relationship remained positive,  This trend continued in a consistent.
pattern for‘the five successive years for Which_dgta were available.

Recidivism:studies ﬁave also revealed that participation in prerelease
p:ogramé prior to community release leads to reduced rates of reci&iyism.{Again,
when selection factors were controlled the relationship remained constant.

A final documented trend that has emerged from the recidivism studies
fOCusesfon'thg'pfocess-of'graduated'movement among iInstitutions in descending level
of security and size. Analyses revealed that individuals released from prison

directly from medium or minimum security institutions (Including prerelease centers
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and halfwa? houses) had siggifi;antly lower rates of recidivism than do indifi%-
duals released directly from a maximum securitf institution.

When follow-up périods Were extended from one to five jears, the above
findings with respect to furioughs, pferelease centérs, é#d securitj level of |

o _ : PR _ - .

rgleasing'igstitution remained co'nstaut_.l

The major fiudings of fhe research were collectively interpreted és tenﬁa—
tive evidence of a positive effect of the reintegrative community based correc-
ticnal programﬁing.' That is, correctioqal programs operating in the Massachusetts
system which are geargdAto maintain, to establish, or to reestablish general
societal links.such.asAfaﬁily; economic,'political; and social roles may be
associated with a suhse§uent-reduétion in recidivism. :Also associated with the
reduction in.fecidivismuis the graduated societal reintroduction of the offendef..
This is accomplished through -a series of movements amgng'inétitutions in des?
;ending levels of sacurity aﬁd size along with,tﬁé awarding of increased incre-
ments-oficdmmunity*confacts thrqugh;pafticipation'in furioughs, education
.rélease,‘and.wnfk’releasé p:ograms;

‘The present report is part of a cantinuing effort at monitoring the develop;
ment of thé'above mentione& frends;‘ It represents the most recent recidivism

data on the Massachusetts correctional system.

1. - .
For data on the five year studies see the following two.reports: LeClair,
Daniel P,, "Rates of Recidivism: A Five Year Follow-Up", Massachusetts De-
partment. of Correction, Report No. 232, October, 1981; and LeClair, Daniel P.,
"Varying Time Criteria in Recidivism Follow-Up Studies: A Test of the Cross-
Over Effects Phenomenon', Massachusetts Department of Correction Report No.
249, February, 1983. .
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Method

Definltlon of Recldlwlsm A recidivist- was defined as any suhject who was re~— .

turned to a state or federal correctional 1nst1tut10n, to a county house of

correction, or to a jail for a period of 30 days or more during the period‘of 

- follow-up.

Follow~Up Period:- Tha;follcw;ﬁp‘period'Was_one year from the data of each.

subject's release to¢' the community.

Variahles Collected:  For the apalysis that follows in this report, four cate-

_ gories‘of-variablés-wete collected: (1) current offense commitment variables;:

(2) personal background characteristics variables::(B)Acriminal history variables;

and (4) recidivism wvariables, . Datatwés collected‘frum'the'files of the Depart—

ment of Correctlon, the Board of’ Parole, ‘and the Board of Probat:\.on.2

Base Expectancy Rates At several important junctures in the analysis, it is

necessary to conduct a . test for‘possible_differences in the recidivism risk poten~—
tials of two populations.  Such a test‘is,important when comparing the 1978 cohort

with the 1979 cohort, as well as when comparing sub-populations within these co-

horts. BRase Expectancy'tables“are used in the study for this purpose. The table

chosen was developed and wvalidated on a population of releases from Massachusetts

Cortectional Tnstitutfons in the year 1975.° From the table, Expected Rates of

"Recidivism are derived and the chi square test is used to determine whether any

. differences found hetween populations are statistically significant. Thus, a

base line for such. comparisons is provided.

zFor'the specific breakdown of the varizhles collected and their corresponding
recidivism :ates'see’the'following~Massachu$ettS'Department of Correction pub-
lications: -Williams, Lawrence T., Statistical Tsibles Describing the Bdckground
‘Characteristics and Reé¢idivism Rates of Releases from Massachnsetts Correctional
Institutions for Réleéases in 1978 "and 1979, Publication Numbers 210 and 235.

3For'a copy of the specific Base Expectancy Table, a description of the method of

. construction, and listing of the variables utilized, see: Metzler and Wittenberg

(December, 1978), "The Development of Validated Base Expectancy Tzbles", Massa-
chusetts Department of Correction Publication Number 160.
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The report contains four seétions.bf.findings. The first section contains
the general overview of the-recidiviém analysis.of the ﬁurreut data— the 1978
‘and theA1379 releases, Tha-second section prov1des an ana1y31s of the relatlon—
ship of past rec1d1v1sm research.and the flndlngs of the current data. The
third section contaims an explorat1on of the possible reasons for the recenf_
Increase in the recidivism rate in 1979, ' The final sectioﬁ cqntains an overview
of specific variables. in thé_current'data-found to be predictive of recidivism,

-and compares . those variables to p;iof recidivism research.
A, Genmeral Qverview:’ . - | .

In the.yéa: 1978.there were l;llé individuals released.from state correctional
institutidn33 of the 1,118 individuals, 936 Wére not returned to custody ﬁithin
one year of?release; .The remaining 182 were reincarcerated for ag-least 30 days
within one year of their release, Thus, the overall recidivism rate with a one

_ yéar follow-up period was J6Z. This rate of 16% is relativel? low and fits into
a consistent pattern of reduced recidivism rates over the past eight years. Table_l'
summarizes this trend.

In thefyear 1979 there were 1,053 individuals released from correctionsl in~
stitutions. In terms of a one year follow up, 277 of those individﬁals We:e_ré—
incarcefate& for at least 30 days. Thus the overali recidivism rate was 267.

This rate is significantly higher than the rate in recent years. It compares
with an ave;age rate of_lﬁ% over the past eight years for whidh recidivism rates

have been calculated. 'Taﬁle,l provides a summary of the recidivism rates for

releases In the past nine years. As evident from the table, the recidivism rate

for the 1979 releases is the highest rate in the nine year period.
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- . Table 1

' Comparativé Rates of Recidivism For Releases From
State Prisons During the Years 1971 Through 1979

Year of Release ' Number of Releases Recidivism Rate

1971 S 1107 3 25%
1972 11s0 | 228
1973 R 966 | 19w
1974 S o 911 "'_'_ 19
1975 - o . 806 - B 20%.
1976 S 925 16%
1977 o - 1138 o 15%
1978 | S 1118 © les

1979 1053 o 268
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Consistent with prior recidivism research findings, analysis revealed that.

the recidivism rates varied con31derably among 1nd1v1dual releasing 1nst1tutions.

- For example, in the year 1978 recidivism rates for 1nd1v1dual institutions’ ranged

from a low of GZ (Forestry Camps) to a3 high.of 27% (MCI—Concord)

Slmilarly, rates

for releases in the year 1979 ranged from-a 1ow of OZ (Bay]State) to-a.high of 43%

(MCI-Concord). These figures are summarized below in Table IT.

Recidivism Rate by'Releaéing Institution

Table II

1978 Recidivism

1979 Recidivism

-

Institution N (%) RR N { %) RR
MCI-Concord 199 (18 27% 158 ( 15) 433
MCI-Norfolk 121 ( 11) 23% 124 (12)  31%
Southeastern Correctional_Center' -39 ( 3y 23% 46 { 4) 337
MCI-Walpole _ 136  ( 12) 2% 134 (13)  31%
Northeastern Correctiona1$Center_ 53 4  5) 15% . 61. ( 6) 207
MCI-Framingham ) 114 ( 10) . 14% 118 (11) 332
Bay State Correctional Center - - - 2 ( O 0%
Prerelease 408 (37) 9% 365 (35 167
" Forestry 35° (3 6% 42 ¢ &) 12%
TOTAL RELEASES 1118% . (100) 167 1053%%  (100) 26z

For this table the total sum for each of the institutioms will equal 1,105 rather

than 1,118 as reflected in the totzal colum. The totzl columm includes 6 individuals
released from the RDC (Reception Diagnostic Center) and 7 individuals from Bridgewater.

®%

released from the RDC. (Receptlon Diagnostic Center).

- For this table the total sum for each of the institutions will equal 1050 rather
than 1053 as reflected in the total columm. The total column includes 3 1nd1v1duals
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In general, recidivism ratés tgnd te be related to the.securitf rating of:
'the releasing institution. That is,.higher recldivism rates occur for individuais
released directly from maximum and medium securltytlnstltutions and lower recidivism
rates occur for indiv1duals released from mluimum security institutions and pre—

release centers. These_figures are summarized below in Table III.

Table IIT

'Security Level of Releaéing-lnstitution by Recidivism Rate

‘1978 Recidivism 1979 Recidivism

C : _ Recidivism _ Rec1d1v1sm
Security Level Number Percent Rate Number Percent Rate
Maximm Security 42 (13 - 202 137 (13) 31%
Medium Security . 480  ( 43) 222 449 ( 43) 36%
Minimm Security 88 ( 8 11% - 105 ( 10) 16%
Prerelease ' 408  ( 36) 9% 362 (34 - 16%
TOTAL 1118 (100) .  16% 1053 (100) 267

In the Massachusetﬁs criminal justice system, the courts make direct commitments
solely to three institutions. Women are committed to MCI-Framingham, and men are
comnitted to either MCI-Concord or MCI-Walpole.. In the case of men sentenced to
MCI—Concord, there is no minimum sentence and the maximum sentence is set by the
_judge. The Parole Board detérmineS‘the-parole eligibility date according to the
maximun seatence and the prior incarceration recqfd of the inmage.

In the case of men sentenced to MCI-Walpole, the judge must fix both a.
minimum and a maximum term“(except for life sentences and sentences for habitual

offenders). The minimum must not he for less than two and a half years, the
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maximum not more than that establlshed hy statute,

Inmates are not committed directly‘by\the courts-to MCI—Norfolk. -South=
eastern Correctional Center, Northeastern Correctional Center, Forestry Campse.
or prereléase ceﬁﬁe:s.- Instead they are recelved on transfer from the higher :
securlty comnltment 1nstitut10ns-after havlng been carefully screened as eligible :
and ‘suitable for a lowe: security status. R

The releasee samples were analyzed in terms ot‘differential-reeidiviem rates
according to institution.of original commitment. For the 1978 cohbtt,“lZS women
had been orlglnally-commltted to MEI—Framlngham._ Tﬁey had a rec1d1vism rate of
14%, A total of 541 men’ ﬁad been’ originally commltted to MCI-Concord and had a-
rec1d1v1sm rate.of 19%Z. A total of 392 men had_been otlglnelly committed to
MCI-Walpole and had a recidivism rate of 15%. Additionally, a total of 60 indi-
" viduals had origtnally—Been’committed.outside the state jurisdiction from eounty'
houses’ of eorreetien;andrhad.ﬁeen?transferred'into the(etatefSystem; These in-
diyiduals had a combineelreciﬁivism.rete of 3%.__The.relatively_high.recidivism.
rete:for:the HCIFConcord'cemmitments is conSistent-with'past research.,

A summary of these statistics is provided in Table IV below:

Takle IV

Recidivism Rate by Committing Institution, 1978 Cohort -

Institution . o . Number Percent Recidivism Rate
MCI-Framfngham 125 11) 14
MCI-Concord B - 541 . (48) 19z
MCI-Walpole ' 392 o (3%) D15y
County Houses of Correction’ 60. o ' C 5} 3z

TOTAL | 1118 . (100} © 16
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The data for the 1979 cohort, summarized below in Table V, follows a similar
pattern though rates for the individual commitment institutions are all higher

than the 1978 cohort.

Table V

Recidivism Rate by Committing Institutionm, 1979 Cohort

Tnstitution . Number Percent Recidivism Rate
MCI~Framingham | 123 (1) ' 312
MCI-Concord - | 516 - - (49) 31%
MCI-Walpole - . - 416 " 40) 19%
TOTAL 1053 (100) 28

7Notewn:tby when comparing the 1978 and 1979 relgasée cohorts is the fact
that the increase in the recidivism rate in 1979 was significant only for the
Concord and Framingham commitments. .in contrast, the recidivism rate for Walpole

commitments increased at a smaller proportion and the difference was not statis-—

tically significant,
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Table VI

Comparative Recidivism Rates by Commitment
Institution, 1978 and 1979 Cohorts

Commitment Recidivism . - Recidivism Statistical

- Institution. : Rate, 1978 'Rate, 1979 : ~ 8ignificance

Walpole | 157 - 19% . Not Significant (P<.05)

Concord o S 19% _ 31% Statistically Significant
_ . ®<.001) .

Framingham . . 14% 31Z. . Statistically Significant

: _ g _ : (®< .001)

TOTAL o 1e 267 - Statistically Significant

: : . o - (p<.001)

 It.£$ interesting to look at the recidivism rate differentizl for individual
populations.in terms of the variable, institution of release. That is, indivi-
Jduéls‘in‘the,separate commitment-populationéh(Concord, Walpole, and Framingham)
move durlng thelr stay it prlson among a series of other institutioms of varylng
levels of size and,securlty. Thus the institution of commitment -and-the institu-
tion of release are not ﬁsually the same. Analysis, therefore, next focused on '
the relationship of these differeutiél movement patterns to tﬁefrecidiviém rate,
Tables VII through IX below summarize the data in this area.

Generally, the most interesting pattern that emerges is from the data for
MCI-Concord commitments. Eaﬂier in this paper it was pointed out that the
iﬁc?ease in recidivism for the 1979 releases was disproportionately attributable
. to the.MCIrhoncord commitments. Heré,_the data.further reveal that a dispro-
portionate number of the recidivists are the Concord commitments that are su@*'

sequently released from maximum and medium security institutions.
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Table VII

Recidivism Rate of Walpole Commitments by, Institution of Release

Releasing o - __ 1978 Releases 1979 Releases
Institution : X N {Z) BER N (%) RR
'Walpole .o 110 (28) 222 - 105 { 25) 30%
Concord - ‘_ Co 1z (03 33 14 (3 50%
Norfolk 51 (13) 2642 - 5L - (12) = 24%
Southeastern Correctional o ' o

Center _ ' .25 ( 6) 202 20 ( 5) 15%
Bridgewater - ‘ _ 3 1 L4)4 1 { 02
Framingham 1 (v oz 2. (1. 502
Forestry Camps 200 ( 5) 52 2 (& 132
Northeastern Correctional N B _ | - o
"Center ' ' _ .6 ¢ L) 0% 12 ( 3) 25%
Bay State Correctional Center - - - 2. (1 o0z
State Prerelease Centers 113 ( 29) 47 13 ( 32) 8%
Contract Prerelease Centers 50 . ( 13) 14% 54 (13 17%

TOTAL S Y31 @o0) 157 416 (100)  19%

Summary Data: Recidivism by Releasing Ipnstitution's Security Level

1978 Releases 1979 Releases
Recidivism Recidivism
: : Number . Rate Number Rate
Maximum Security 1o . 22Z 105 T 30% 4
Medium Security 92 237 88 : 26%
Minimum Security 26 _ 472 38 16%
Prerelease Centers 163 7% 185 11%
TOTAL - 391 157 416 197
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Table VIII

Recidivism Rates of Concord_Comhitments by Institution of Release

Releasing - 1978 Releases L 1979 Releases
Institution N (%) RR N (_Z ) RR
Walpole - 26 (5. 15z 28 ( 5)  39%
Concord 187 (35 - 26% 144 ( 28) 427
Norfolk - 76 o (14) 222 76  (15) = 34%
Southeastern Correctibnal : | : - :

Center 12 (- 2) 33% 26 { 5 467
Bridgewater 6 { 17% C- _ - - _
Framingham (1. 0% -8 ( 2)  25%
Forestry Camps _ 15, ( _3) - TE 22 - ( &) 18%
Northeastern Correctional | o _ | L '

Center ' ' 47 ¢ 9) - 177 49 ( 10) 18%
State Prerelease Cénters 113 ( 21) 1% 107 (21) - 19%
Contract Prerelease Centers 58 (11) 172 56 {11y 25%
TOTAL - o sa1 0) . 19% ‘516 (100)  31%

(10

Summary Data: Recidivism by Releasing Institution's Security Level

1978 Releases

1979 Releases

Maximum Security
Medium Security
Minimum Security
Prerelease Centers

TOTAL

'Nhﬁber

26

282

62

171

541

Recidivism Recidivis
Rate Number Rate
15% 28 ' 39%
25% 254 _ 40%
15% 71 _ 18%
122 163 : 21%
19% 516 , 31%

i
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Table IX
Recidivism Rates of Framingham Compitments
.By Institution of Release

Releasing ' . 1978 Releases | "~ '1979 Releases

Imstitetion . ... .. N _~“C%Z) . R . .. N _ _(Cz) R
Framingham . - 112 | (90} 147 lll _( a2} 32%
- Charlotte Hb#ée 11 C 21 9% 5 (&) 407
Brooke Eouse 2 (1 0z 5 ¢ &  ox
TOTAL 128 gony L1z 1: (100) - 312

B. The Relationship Between the 1978ﬁ1979-Data.and Prior Recidivism Trends:

As noted earlier in this reporf,'prior recidivism'fesearch.has idéntifiéd
four major'trends occurring within the Massachusetts correcfional system. ‘These
trends include: (1) a systematic reduction in recidivism rates; (2) an association
wi;h_furiqugh.participatioﬂ and reduced‘recidivism; (3) an association-with |
.pferelease:partiéipation'and reduced recidivism; and (4) an association of lower |
security institution at reieaSe'and-reduced recidivism. Analyses nextrmoved to
a review, of the 1978-1979 data in terms of their relationShips to these tremnds.
| While thg'ﬂata'for‘thﬁfreléasee cohort in the year 1978 cleafly fit within
the recent historical downward trend of reduced recidivism rates, the data_forltﬁe
releases COhDrf in tha'year.1979 clearly do not. In fact, the recidivism rate of
267 for the 1979 :eleases'unfavqrably.compares with: an average rate of 16% over
the past efght years for which recidivism rates have been calculated (See Table I,
on page 6 of this report). Moreover, the recidivism rate for prison ;eleases in the

“year 1979 is the highest in the nine year period and'the_only yvear for which
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Ehere was é statistically significant increase in recidivism.

The data shbwrthat the positive relationship between furlough participation
and iower ;ates'of.recidivism held for both thé 1978 and the 1979 releasee cohorts.
for the 1979 data, despite the7drématic_increése in the recidivism rate; iﬁdividuals_
féleased from prison not having ﬁafticipated in the fﬁrlough'progrém had.more than
‘double the recidivism rate of individuals who had participated in the furlough

program. These data are summarized in Table X below.

Table X

Recidivism Rate Differentials by
Furlough Program Participation

1578 Cohort 1979 Cohort
. : Recidivism : Recidivism
Category Number Percent _ Rate Number Percent Rate
Furlough Participants 5347 . ( 49) - 8% : 567 ( 44) ' 14%
Non-Participants 571 (51) 247 586 ( 56) 36%
TOTAL 1118 (160) 16% 1053 (1006) . 26%

It is'interesting to note-that the 1979 releasee cohort fepresents an increase
in the proportion of individuals released from prison without having participated
in the furlough program. In fact, the 1979 releasee cohort represents the lowest
1evél of furlough participation since the inception of the progfam in 1972. Table
XI below summarizes this data. At a later point in this paper, the reduction in
the level of fu;lough particiéation for the 1979 cohort will be explored as a

possible explanation for the increased recidivism rate that occurred that year.
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Table XI
Yearly_Recidivism Rate Différentiéls by Furlo@gh Program Participation, 197; Through 1979
: Recidivism
R : : Recidiviem Rate "Recidivism Rate for
Year of _ Total Number Percentage Furloughed For TFurlough Rate for Total
'Release _ of Releases Before Released _ _Participants ‘ Noanarticipantg Population
Cae7ix 107 e -
1972 % 1550 | BV - - “ - o
1973 %66 e e o 197
- 1974 e T D A - 31% 197
1975 . s6 s uw 0% 202
1976 o es s 9% o 257 16%
1977 1138 - 502 R e | 23 15%
978 1118 N 49 _' o 8% o uzy 16

1979 1053 BT o 147 . 3% - | 26%

* Furlough program not operational for these years.
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.Similar to the case for furlough trends, the data on prerelease releases
were also consistent witﬁ:priof'recidivism trends, TFor Both the 1978 and the
. 1979 releésee cbhotts, individuals released from'prerelease éenters.had a statis-
tically sxgnlficant 1ower rate of recldlvlsm than otﬁer releaszes.- Again, the
- increase in recldiv1sm that . occurred for the 1979 cohort did not ‘contradict the '
trend.-.Despite the'higher recidivism rate, those released from prerelease pro=-
) grams sﬁill had significantly 10wérlreéidivism rates than their cbunterparts not

released from these programs. These results are summarized in Table XII below.

Table XII

~ Recidivisam Rate Differential by
Prerelease Program Participationm

- 1978 Cohort - 1979 Cohort
. Releasing . Recidivism' . Recidivism
Institution Number Percent Rate Number  Percent Rate
Prerelease 408  ( 36) 9% 365  ( 35) ez
‘Non-Prerelease . - 710 (64  21% 688  ( 65) 322

TOTAL . 1118 (00) | 16% 1053 (100) 26%
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Again,.it is noteworthy that similar to the case of furlough participation,
the data reveal a-drﬁp iﬁ the.proportidn'of releaées in 1979 who had completed
their term of incarceratioﬁ in a prerelease center. Whgreas in the 1978 cohort
36% of the population was released directl& fr&m a'prereleag; center,.in the
1979 cohort 35% were éo released. This represents a rather small decrease aﬁd
is fhgrefore probably not assogiated with the rise in recidivism for the 1979
cohort. Nevertheless, this fariable as a possible'factor when interrelated with
other factors will be further explored later in this report.

Tahle XIII helow sumhariées the relationship between recidivism rates and
£he proportion of the population releaséd from prerelease cénters over the past

nine years. Two things are revealed through this data. First, there is an

association between the propertion of the population released through prerelease .

centefs aﬁd the rate of recidivism. That is, the higher the proportiocn of
.prereleasé releases the iuwer the recidivism rate. Secdndly, in recent vears
there has been a gradual decline in the proportion of releases being released
from prerelease centers.

With respect to the fourth trend, an association of lower;récidivism rates
for releases from lower security institutions, both the 1978 and 1979 data
fit the historical pattern. That is, releases from.miniﬁum security institutions
and prerélease.centers had lower recidivism rates; releases from maximum and
mediuﬁ security had higher rates. This material has been previously reported in
this report (;ee page 8, and Tahle III above) and thus the reader is directed to

the former discussion for further details.

.
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~ Table XIII

Yearly Comparison of Recidiviem Rates
By Praralease Participation

* Figures not availabie for sub—sémples in this year.

Percent of ' Recidiviem _ o
: : . Population Rate! Recidivism Recidivism
. Year of Number of Released Pre- - Prerelease Rate: Rate: Total
Releas es :Releases release Centers - Participants Non-Participants Releases
1971 1107 .o RRR— 25% 259
1972 1550 R T "_ R — 22%
1973 Cee6 wx T 20% 19%
1974 911 o a5y S 12% 21% 19%
1975 806 - o8 g 22% 20%
1976 f 925 C a0z 9% 21% 16%
1977 1138 - 421 | _sz' 19% 15%
1978 1118 - : '-362 l IR 9% 21% 16%
1979 03 %1 320 26%
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C. Review of Possible Factors Associated with. the Increased Recidivism Rate:
At this stage in tﬁeJAnaIYSis an attempt was made to explore a variety of
possible expianaticns fo:'the_significant rise in recidivism rate of the 1979

releasee cohort. Among some bf'pha'pgséiblé'EXPIanations were the following:

QY A higher’fisk.populatioﬁ ma& be passing thxough.tﬁg correctional.system.
@) A policyfchange may have occurred in the parole releasing processf
That is, highet risks may have been released on parole.’
(3) A policy change may have occurred in the parole revocation process.
That is, it is possible that a stricter revocétion policy may have been insti-
tuted thus leading to more technicél violations or more revocations in general.
(4) A change in the level of participation in the rein:egr;tion'model.
That is, it may be possible that a change in the level of pértiéipation in the
fuiloﬁgh Program or in prerelease progréms or in the movement to lower security

status prior to release may be assoclated with the increased recidivism rate.

In order to test the first category, that a higher risk population was
passing tﬁiqugh;theiCQrfectionél system, base expectancy tables were used to

access the comparative risk potentials of each of the two releases cohorts.

Thps an Expeétéd Récidivism Rate was calculated for the 1978 aﬁd for the 1979 --.
re;easéerpopuiations. A comparison between the two rates wbuld constitute a test
whether or not a change had occurred in the risk level of the two populations.

If the:expected recidivism rates for the two populations were similar it would
be concluded that the rise inﬁrecidivism was not due to an increased risk popu-
lation. However, if the expected fecidivism rate for the 1979 cohort was signi-~

ficantly higher than the expected rate for the 1978 cchort, it would be concluded

that the rise in recidivism was due to an increased risk populationm.
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The Base Expectanﬁy analysis;determined that the two populations exhibited
expected'regidivisﬁ rates that Weré.virtuaiIYEidentical. Calhulétions revealed
an expected recidivism rate df'23;8% for the 1978 release#i and an ex?ected‘re-
cidivism rate:éf723;92 for’thﬁle?Q‘releaSes; The difference is not'statisti—
cally significant and tﬁere.is therefore no evidence of q,differentiai-risk level
between the two populations.

Not-only'are the Base:Expectaﬁcy.results highly-coﬁclusive but there is also
additional evidenég clearly in support of the'rejectioq‘of'tha'notibn'of'differen-
tial :isknlevei between the two'pcpﬁlations.. Prior recidivism research has iso-
lated 2 .series of variablesiknowﬁlﬁo'ba associated with_differéntial recidivism
risk potential., :-Yacluded in this series’are variables such as marital étafus,
educatinn; employment;gage,'énd érimina1 caree:'pattern. As summarized in Appen—
dix T of this report,:théflﬁ?& and the 1979 cohorts display no differences in the _
risk levels of the two populations with respect to these magor‘variables. Thus,
there is clear evidence that the'fisk.levels-of'thé'twu'populationa'are remarkably
‘similar and that,‘theréfbre;Itﬁa'rise in recidivism cannot be explained by a
change in the risk level df'tha popu1ation of releases in 1979,

'Thelsgcond proposed explanatioﬁ for the rise in the recidivism rate in 1979,
a possible policy change in the parole relessing process,'waé explored from the
vantage points of two different observationé. The first observation was échieved
through the utilizafion of Base Expectancy Tables.wheréby expected recidivism
rates were constructed for the éubsamples of parolees in the 1978 and the 1979 co~-
borts. That is,.individuals,who had not been paroled from prison but who had in-
'_ stead received a general discharge were excluded from the analysis. A4 comparison
_wWag then made between the risk potential of individuals parecled from prison in
. 1978 (the year with: the lower recidivism rate) énd those paroled in 1979 (the
- year with the higher recidiviem rate), The ex;mination of the expected rates was

the test for a possible chénge occurring in the parole releasing process.
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The second observation used in testing the "change in parole poiiéy ex-
planation" under review was to geparate the parole and discharge populations
into Sub—Samples'and.detérmine,hﬁetﬁer'or'not:an increase occurred for hoth

sub-samples, That is;'ifAtﬁéiincrEaSE:in recidivism is to Beﬁéxplained'by’a
"chénge in.thefparolé.réleasing procéss;'oné wouid expect that the recidivism
rate for'tﬁgfdischargees’wculd nqt'increase in a 1ike{ma;;er;

Iﬁﬁ.ﬁase.Expedtancy ana1?si§.determined.that the expected recidivism rate

.for'theftwo'Samplesﬂwere«vi;tuallf~identical. Individuals released on parole

in 1978 Bad a combined expgcted'recidivism,rate;of 20.6%; individuals released
ou_parélé in 1979 had an expéctedkrecidivism.rate:of 20.9%.  Because of the fact
that there. is no signifiéant diffgrente between'theSe.two'populatiéns, it

cannot .be concluded that parolé.fe1Easeuﬁcli§y'is‘a factor for the increaéed
recidivism rate in 1979,

In térms'offthﬁQSeéond obServation;jthe comparison of the recidivism rate
of:paroléES'in'JQJB'and 1979 with_thelfecidiVism rate of dischargees in théée
years revealed that recidivism incréa&ed.prOPOrtionally for'both.paroiées and
dischargees,  This is further grounds for rejecting the notion of parole rélease
policy as an explanation for the rise:in recidivism. The dat;'are summarized -
in Table XIV Belowsi® | | .

| - Table v

Differential Recidivism Rates by Type of Release

1978 Cohort ~ 1979 Cohort

: Recidivism : Recidivism
.Category.. . Number Percent . . Rate . . . . Number. Fercemt . . Rate. .. . .
Parole 971 = (87) C1sx 922 ( 88) 27%
Discharge. 147  ( 13) 6% 131 (12) 20%

~ TOTAL $ 1118 .(100) - 16% 1053 {100) - 26%
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The third proposed explanation - a stricter parole re#ocatipn‘procéss ~ was
also rejected on’tﬁeibasi#-of‘somé.of'tEEJﬁaterialAderived'abové,' Because the
increase in the'recidivism'rate‘applied'both:té'tﬁe'paroléeS‘as.wéll'as to the
dischafgees; a policy change ‘In paroié.revocétion’procéss doeé”not'ﬁcrk as an ex—
planation. That is,‘stfictexffevbcation'prOCESSes'cannot_éxplaiﬁ wﬁy an equal
increasé in thefrecidivism'rate:bc¢ufred'in the‘non;parolée:population;

fﬁe'foufth;propdséd'explanatidn'foctéed on the question of whether of not a
change may have occurred in.tﬁe,leﬁel'of partitipation in tha'rein:egration model
prior to feleaée.ffom'prison:and,.if S0, whetﬁgr or not such a change is associated
Witﬁ.higherllevelS'of"recidivism. Clearly in the year 1979 a greater number of
inmates{weresreleased‘frém'prison'withéut having participated'in the furlqugh.pro—
' gram when compared to  previous years (for a discussion of this issue "and suppor-
tive data; see.page“ls of this report). It is also evident . that a reduction has
occurred in;tha.proportién of individuals released from priéon through prerelease
ceuteﬁs and -halfway houses than was the case in prior years (for a discussion of
this issue see,pages 15 and 18 of'fhis,reﬁort).- However, despite such factors it
mist be poiﬁtéd'out that recidivism rates increaéed for both furlough participants
as well as non—participants;iand“that recidivism rates increased for'gégg.releases
from prerEIease centers'and releases from other institﬁtions. Similarly, when
looking at differeﬁtial.releaSe according to security level of institution of
releasa% récidivism rates increased for all security levels.

Iﬁ is thereforé necessary to reject the reduction in participation in re-
integration’#;ogramming as a primary.explanation for the increased recidivism
rate., Though an indirect assoclation may still be at play explaining at least
some.portion-of the increased rates, the analysis could uncover no such evidence.
For a summary ovérview of the data relating to reintegration participation and

recidivism rates see Table XV below.
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Tabie XV

Differential Participation in Reintegration Model

and Rates of Recidivism

. 1978 Cohdrt

]

1979 Cohort

.Category _ ' - N (%) BRrR N (%) RR
A. Recidivisﬁ Rate Differentials by
Furlough Program Participation:
Furlough Participants _ . 547  ( 49) 8% 467 ( 44) 14%
Non-Participants 571 (51)  24% 586 ( 56)  36%
B. Recidivism Rate Differential by
Prerelease Program Participation:
Prerelease - 408 ( 36) 9% 365 ( 35) 16%
Non-Prerelease = 710 (64 21% 688 ( 65) 322
C. Security Level of Releasing
Institution by Recidivism Rate:
Maximum Security o 142 ( 13) 20% 137 (13 317
Medium Security - 480 C 43) 22% 449 ( 43) 367
Minimm Security B 88 ( 8 11% 105 ( 10)  16%
Prerelease | 408  ( 36) 9% 362 (.34) 16%
TOTAL = | - 1118 (100)  16% (100)  26%

1053
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It is necessary-t0'rejéct'eaCEQQf'theifour proﬁéséd'explanations fof the
rigse in tﬁg‘recldlv1sm rate In the year 1979. .Tﬁﬂ'data_simply-do not support
any of these contentlons. At lease three fgrthef'poséible.éxplanations remain
' But are heyond the'saoPéfand daté of:the‘éreséntmsfudy. A first.remaining
explanation is that the reduction in tﬁeICQurt Backlog'acﬁieved during the late
.'1970'S was a contriﬁuting factor, Faster handling of court caSES'wﬁﬁld increase
the possibility of a conviction as .well as éhorten'tha'period'of.tiﬁe between
the committing ﬁf'an offense and subsequent return to priscn. The quicker the
-_return to prlson the greater the’ p0531bi11ty that an 1nd1v1dual would fall 1nto
the 12 month:follow—up period used in the'detErminatiou'of'a recidivist. |

A seccnd remainlng ;xplanatlon wnuld .be 2 change in the economic structure
of the larger soc1ety. Recession and related unemployment could be a signifi-
cant explanation for the increased'recidivistic‘behavior of the prison releasee.

A final factor, related to the economlc situation dlscussed zbove but wider
in scope,-nay‘be.a general change in the Outside.support systems avallable to
the retiwrning immate, To the extent that outside societal institutions —
educational5-political, economic, religious, social, etc. - are less sympathetic

to the returning_inmate, we might expect recidivism to increase. Clearly, fur-

ther research is required im all three of the zbove mentioned areas.
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D. Overview of Specific Variahles Associated with High and Low Recidivism Rates:

This final .section on findings focuses on the identification of specific

variables found to distinguish Between individuals who reéidivate and those who

do not.  Prior recidivism research on the Mezssachusetts system has generallyf-

determined nine categories of variables found to distinguish betweén the inci-

dence of .recidiyism and non-recidivisnm (See complete bibliography at end of

this report). These categories’ are summarized in the following outline:’

I.

IT.
IIT,

IV.

YL

VII.

. VIII,

Marital Status

- Military History -

Education’

Employment History -

. Known History of Drug Use
_ Criminal Career Pattern

(1) Number of Prior Court Appearances’

(2) Prior History of Property Offenses

(3} Prior Juvenile Incarcerations -
{4) Prior Adult Incarcerations

.(5) Age at First Arrest

(6). Age at Present Incarceration
{7) Age at Release

. Type of Offense

Furlough Participation

Release from Lower Security Status




H
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Indiyiduals who were married at the time of incarceration had siénificantly _
lower régidivisﬁ rateS‘gheﬂ'faleased than those not married. Individuals who had
previouSly-servéd'in thé.armedJservices'had significaﬁtly’iégéﬁ;recidivisﬁ rates
ﬁﬁén those who had nbt'experieﬁcedeiiiﬁary service. In terms of tha'variable;
Educafionél Axtaiﬁmenf, it waszouﬁd that those individuals who had completed at
ieast‘1Q'gradeg'of'formal.e&ﬁcation‘exﬁibited‘;ggég recidivism'rateé. Indivi-
duals who had worked at any one job for loﬁger than one year prior to their incar—
.ceration had dispropdftionately~;Qﬁgg'rates of'recidivism'thaﬁ individuals who had
not held a jéb'for‘at.leaét'one.yéér, Whgtﬁer'or not an individual had a known
hist#ry-of‘d:ﬁg use.influeﬁtedithe'rate'bf'recidivism. A known history of drug
use was associated Witﬁ:higﬁérﬁrecidiwism rates.

Theftg;egbryvcriminal caraer;pattern segmsd‘to reveal the strongest indi-
cator of high and 1ow,;egidivism riska Those individuals deeply embedded in a
criginal careei.consistently had the highest ratés of recidivism, This was
measured bynseveﬁ Subfca;egﬁries. First, individuals who had 1onge¥ records as -
measured'by:prior'court appearances were higher recidivists. Second, individuals
whose prior court records contained a larger number of property offenses had
higher rates of recidivism. Third, those individuals who bégan their criminal
_careers as—iuveniles'and had juvenile comnitments had higher recidivism rates. -
?oﬁrth;'tha'fact that an individual had‘previously serﬁed one or more prior state
or federal'incarceratibns increased thé chances of recidivating. Three final in-
dicators of the crimimal career pattern were associated with the age variable ~
age at first arrest, age at incafcération, and age at release., Those individuals

 who began their officially recorded criminal careers at the age of 16 or younger




~28~.

had a ﬁigﬁér'recidiyismifate;thah those who ﬁégan!théir criminal careers after
the age of'17.. Those Indiyiduals incarcerated ahove the age of 20 and thoSg
released'above thé'age of 27 had éignificantly'}éégé!recidivism'rates; When'all.
_measures of eriminal career are.added together it becomes ev1dent that the 1ength_
'and serlousness of criminal career’ clearly delineate a hlgh.rlsk recid1v1sm
potential, The ¥ariable, Age at Time of Incarceratlon, clearly points to_the
fact that the younger career offender is the higher recidivism risk.

For the category, Type of Offense, the data fevealed that individuals
o;iginaliy~committedifor‘ngrdér I; Murder II; Manslaughter, or Rape had the lower -
recidivism risk potential, .Propértyfoffgnders, drug violation offenders; and
offenders-sentenéed for escaping from a pfevious sentence had the higher recidi-
vism risk. potential.

Tﬁg'last'two'éategbries; ﬁhose.containing thﬁ'furloughApafticipation and
security~level'ofﬂreiéaSe,variables; Qoiﬁt to the'ﬁrends discussed'eaflier in this
report and néed*not'beirelatedlhere. Furthermore, the full presentaﬁioﬁ of data
from which this discussion'is derived are produced in the appendix of the_rePort;

It should be pointed out here that two variables not discﬁgéed abové but
significant in.distinguishipg high and low recidiviem risk'potential appeared in
the 1979 cohort.: Thése,include sex and:commitment institution. For the 1979
-recidivism cobort high recidivism risk was édditionally associated with female
comﬁitments-and with commitments to MCI-Concord. Commitments to MCI-Walpcle had
significantiy~1owér rates, Since the dramatic increase in recidivism firs; occurred
with the 1979 releasee cohort this relationship gains additional significance. That
_ is, it becomes'iﬁportant to focﬁs 6n:a possible association between the rise in

recidiviem in general with the specific change in the recidivism rate for female




offenders and the change in the recidivism rate for Concord commitments. This -
is an important area for further research. The data supporting the change in

the sex and commitment variables for. the 1979 cohort are presented below in
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‘Table XVI.
 Table XVI
Trend Changes in Differential Recidivism for
Sex and Coumitment Institution Variables
1978 Cohort. 1979 Cohort
Recidivism Rate- Recidivism Rate
Sex
 Male 17% 26%
‘Female 142 - 327
- TOTAL 167 267
Commitment Institution
Walpole 15% - 19%
Concord 1% 31%Z
Framingham 14% 32%
TOTAL 167 26%
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Ihé'presént stﬁdy~conéist3‘of‘an analysis 6f'r%tes'of'recidivisﬁ for all
Iindividuals reléaSed‘frdﬁfMassacﬁﬁSetts‘ state correctional imstitutions. The
‘specific popﬁlation'upon:wﬁiéh;the'analysis wés;éoﬁ&ucted‘conSisted of all
releases from thesé institutions during the years 1978 and 1979. The follow-up
period was one year, |

The purpose of the study is to prﬁvide.an overview*of the recidivism data,
to make comparisons.between the' cutrent findings and trends discerned in prior
recidivism studies, and to explore pdssible explanatibns-for a recent rise in
the~recidiﬁiSm'rate;first'associaﬁéd'withfthé‘1979.cohnrt.'

The data show that the historical trend ofran overall reduction in recidivism
since the year 1971 reﬁained cthistent for the 1978 cohort ﬁut reversed itself
.with.the11972‘cohbrt. The 1979 data represeﬁt the first étatistically significant
Increase in recidivism;fates.iﬁ the nine year period. The data show that the
positive.relaﬁionéhip,hetween'furlqugﬁ.participation'and lower rates of recidivigm_
held for bofh.thé'lQYS and the 1979 cohorts. Similarly, the data on prerelease
participatioﬁ'andArecidivisﬁ rates were also consistent with prior recidivism
studieé; and this was true for hoth.ﬁhé‘1978 and the 1979 populations. It is
important to note that thefsignificant_associatioﬁ of furloughs and prerelease
centers with recidivism has held even though there was a general rise in recidi-
vism. That_is,'despité the across~the-hoard incfease in recidivism rates for
furlqugh-participantS'and prerelease participants, as well as non—parficipants,
those participating in the furlough program and those ending their term of prisom
in preréieése.éenters s&till had significantly lower recidivism rates than their

counterparts not participating in these programs.
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With respect to the association of lower recidivism rates with releases from
iower security ingtitutiéns, both cohorts fit the historical pattern. That is,
releases from minimum secu:ity institutioné and prerelease centers had lower
recidivism rates; reléases from maximm and medium security'institutions had higher
rates. Again, despite the overall ing;ease.in recidi&ism in 1979, the pattern |
remained; |

A section of,fhe report gﬁplores a variety of possible explanations for the
significant increase in the recidivism rate for the 1979 releaseé. Four maig
explanations were pursued: (1) the possibility.of a higher recidivism risk popu-.
lation currently passing through,thé_correctional system; (2) a possible_policy
change in-the parcle releasing process; (3) a péssible policy change in the parole
revocation process; and (4) a change in the level of participation in correctioms’
reintegration model. The analysis revealed. that it is necessary to reject each of the
proposed explanationS'forvthe risé in recidivism. The data simply do not support
any of thése contentions. |

It is suggested'that there is a need for future research on this interesting -~

- and important policy question. ‘A remaining possible explanation is that the

reduction in court backiog achieved during the late 1970's may be a contributing
factor. Additionally; it is sﬁggested_tﬁat recent e;onomic changes in the
outside society and poessible changes in socizl support systems available to the
feturning inméte may also be factors. Theée areas, bgyond the scope and data of
the present study, require future research.

A final seétion of the analysis focuses on the identification of specific
variables foumd to distinguish between individuals who rec¢idivate and those who
do not. The findings generally fit into-priof historical patterns which have

isolated variables such as marital status, education, employment history, age,
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type of offense, and criminal career pattern as the principle‘prediﬁtors of
recidiyism, Ad@itionally, furlough participation and successful compietion of
_prereleaSE.piaceménts;53§ in the'paSt;twere.the.strqngest'predictors of non~
.recidiyism, ' . ." .‘ B I

Two'ﬁariabléé;'howévér;‘notiidentified'in prior studies were fouﬁd.to be
associéted'witﬁ;higher'recidivism'in the 1979 coﬁbrt;' fheSe were sex and
comnitment institution, For the 1979 recifdivism cohort high recidivism risk
was associated with female ccmmi;ﬁents and with commitments to MCI-Concord.
CommitmentS‘tO'MCI*Walﬁole'haa significantly lower rates. It was pointed out in
the analysis that since the significant increase in the recidivism rate first
océurredeirh;thgT1972 cohort this finding gains additional im#ortance. That
is, it éppears that ‘the explanation for the increase in recidivism may be re~
lated to the change in recidivism for-femaleg'énd for Concord commitments.
Future researcELSﬁotld}focus'on this point.

These findings may be of value to the current policy and decision-making
processes of ‘the correctional appar#tus in Massachusetts. The dgtermined
sustained effectiveness of the "Reintegration Model", demonstrated consistenﬁly
for its ten years of‘operation, is compelling. <Clearly this finding deserves
a place in the decision-making processes. Similarly, the recent detection of
the'siénificant'increase in the recidivism rate is both interesting and impor-
tant in view of policy and decision-making. Further researcﬁ,'currenﬁly planned
.in the Department, must focus on system changes in the court networks, in the
economy, and in the general societyrgupport systems as possible explanations.
Changes in the pracessing éf'female.CQmmitments and Concord commitments must

also be explored.
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Appendix

Variables Associated With
Differential Recidivism Rates

1978 Cohort : 1979 Cohort .
: Recidivism R e Recidivism

Variable ¥umber Percent Rate ' Number Percent Rate
1. Sex

Male | | 992 ( 89)  17% . 932 (89  26%

Femzle T 126 ( 11) 167% 121 . ( 11) 327
2. Race

White 729 ( 65) 162 692 ( 66) 25%

Non~White _ 389 (35 - 16z _ 361 - ( 34) 3072
3. Marital Status - .

Married ' ) 218  ( 20) 107 204 ( 19) 16%

. Otherwise 900 C 80) 18% 849 { 81) 29%

4, Military Service - - 7

None 917  ( 82) 17% 875 ( 83) 28%

Sone - 201 {£18) 11% 178 (17) 20%
5. Time on Job of Longest

Durstion '

Less Than 12 Months 527 (47 22% 524  ( 50)  .28%

12 Months or More '+ 591 ( 53) 1172 529 ( 50) 25%
6. Last Grade Completed

9th Grade or Less 531 ( 48) 19% . 495  ( 47) 31%

10th Grade or More 587 (52) 147 ' 558 ( 53) 23%
7. Known History of Drug Use

None - . 491 ( 44) 13% 440 { 42) 24%

Some _ 627 ( 56) - 19% 613 ( 58) 28%

TOTAL - SAMPLE 1118 (100) 167 1053 (100) 26%
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Appendix

Variables Associated With
‘Differential Recidivism Rates

1978 Cohort - 1979 Cohort
_ : _ : : . Recidivism = _ Recidivism

Variablg ' Number Percent Rate ' Number Percent Rate
8. Number of Court Appeérances _

16 or Less 842 (75 137 800  ( 76) 25%

17 or More © 276 { 25) 27% 253 ( 24) 32%
9. Prior Couft Appearances

for Property Offenses

6 or Less T 698 (62) 137 651 ( 62) - 22%

7 or More ) 420 (. 38) 22% - 402 ( 38) 33%

10. Prior Juvenile Incarcerations

None _ . 330 { 74) 12% 782 . ( 74) 23%
Some : . 288 (26  27% 7 _ 271 ( 26) 357
. " o

11. Prior House of Correction :

‘Incdrcerations

None ' 688  ( 61) 147 628  ( 60) 26%

Some . _ - 430 ¢ 39 21% 425 ( 40) 26%
12. Prior State or Federal |

Tncarcerations

None . ' - B47 { 76) 15% 781 ( 74) 26%

Some 271 { 24) 21% . 272 { 26) 29%

13. Age at First Arrest

16 or Less 624  ( 56) 207 603 ( 57) 329
17 or More | 594 ( 44) 11% 450 ( 43) 19%

TOTAL SAMPLE 1118 (100) 167 1053 (100) 26%
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Appén&ix

Variables Associated With

1978 Cohort

1979 Cohort

: Recidivism Recidivism

Varigble Number Percent Rate _ Number Pergent Rate _
14. "Age at Incarceration

{Present Dffense)

19 or Less S 198 ( 18) 21% 166 ( 16) 45%

20 or More 920 { 82) 115% 887 - { 84) 237

- 15. Age at Release |
26 or Less . . 856 ( 59) 20% . 586 { 56) 32%
27 or More 462 ( 41) 11% 467  ( 44) 19%
- 16. Type of Offense' |

Person 635 ( 57) 17% 623 { 59) 27%

Sex 83 (7} 18% 80 ( 8 19%

Property - 239 { 21) 18% 220 ( 21 29%

Drug . 105 (9 ©11% 73 (D 16%

Cther 56 ( 5} 13z 57 ( 5) 28%
17. Committing Institution'

Walpole 391 (35)  15% 416 ( 39)  19%

Concord 541 ( 48) 19% 516 ( 49) 31%

Framingham -125 (.11) 14% 121 ( 12) - 327

Othar 61 ( &) 3% - - -
18. Numﬁer of Furloughs

Some Furloughs 547  ( 49) 8% 467 ( 4b) 143

No Furloughs 571 { 51) 247 586 { 36) 36%
TOTAL SAMPLE ‘1118 (100) 16% 1053 (100) 26%
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' Appendix

. Variables Associated With
Differential Recidivism Rates

1978 Cohort 1979 Cohort
: S . ' o Recidivism . Recidivism
_Variable _ Number Percent  Rate : Number Percent Rate
19, Security of Releasing
Institution _
Maximum T149 { 13) . 20% 138 ( 13) 30%
Madium - o _ 473 { 42) 22% 446 ( 42) 36%
Minimum o : 88 (¢ 8  11% 103 ( 10) L 17%

Prerelease 408 (37 . 9% 366  ( 35) 16%

TOTAL SAMPLE =~ 1118 (100) 16% 1053 (100) 26%




