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release, were rearrested more often 
than any other age group in the sam­
ple. More than three-quarters of the 
offenders In the youngest age 
groupware arrested again during 
the 27- to 29-month follow-up 
period. 

o Property offenders were more 
likely than violent offenders to be ar­
rested following their release from 
prison. 

The ROP Study 

''Jack'' began his officially-recorded 
adult criminal career at the age of 17 
with an arrest for burglary. Two and 
one-half years later he was arrested 
for unlawful use of a weapon, and 
two years after that, at the age of 22, 
he was arrested for theft. Following 
this arrest, barely a year elapsed 
before Jack was arrested again­
this time for murder and armed rob­
bery. Between the time he was ar­
rested and incarcerated on the mur­
der charge, Jack was arrested four 
more times - twice for attempted 
murder and once each for armed rob­
bery and attempted armed robbery. 
Just 16 months after completing his 
sentence for murder, Jack was ar­
rested for armed robbery, kidnap­
ping, and armed violence. He was 
subsequently convicted and is now 
serving a 40-year prison sentence. 

Criminal justice officials throughout 
the nation have singled out repeat 
offenders such as "Jack" as a top 
concem of our justice system. The 
idea that proportionally few criminals 
are responsible for much of the 
crime in our communities has gained 

This research bulletin was writ­
ten by Authority research analyst 
Roger Przybylski, with the as­
sistance of research analY'1ts 
Anmarie Aylward, Sheryl 
Knight, John Markovic, and 
Gerry Ramker. The bulletin was 
edited by Kevin P. Morison. 
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ing, the IDOC awarded muHiple incre­
ments of meritorious good time to 
certain inmates. This policy gener­
ally allowed offenders to be re~ 
leased sooner and at a faster rate 
than would be the case under prior 
or current correctional poUcies. Dur­
ing the time the policy was in effect, 
not only were more offenders re­
leased, but those who would have 
been held under normal conditions 
of their sentences were allowed to 
go free. The result is that the ROP 
sample of releasees could have in­
cluded more serious offenders than 
if the sample were drawn today. 

The ROP sample could also have 
been affected by the Inclusion of 
misdemeanants in the state's gen­
eral prison population. In July 1983, 
a change in state law required per­
sons sentenced to less than one 
yearto serve their time in local jails 
instead of state prisons. The pres­
ence of misdemeanants in the state 
prison population between April and 
June of 1983 could have resulted in 
a larger number of less-serious of­
fenders baing included in the ROP 
sample than if a similar sample were 
drawn now. 

Defining and Measuring 
Recidivism 

Recidivism has baen defined in 
many ways by many different re­
searchers, and each definition can 
produce substantially different re­
sults. The ROP study uses two defi­
nitions of recidivism: 

o Arrest after release, which refers 
to any arrest recorded on the CCH 
system after the date the offender 
was released from prison (the 1983 
release date in this case). An individ­
ual is considered an arrest recidivist 
after his or her first arrest following re­
lease from prison for the base incar­
ceration. 

o Incarceration after release, which 
includes any CCH-reported incarcer­
ation in state prison occurring after 
the 1983 prison release date. Simi­
larly, an individual is considered an 
incarceration recidivist at the date of 

Some Common Terms 

Here are definitions of some com­
mon terms used throughout the 
ROPstudy: 

Base Incarceration. The imprison­
ment from which the inmate was 
released during the three-month 
sampling period in 1983. 

Holding offense. The conviction 
charge for which the base incarcer­
ation occurred. In cases where of­
fenders were sentenced on multiple 
charges, the Illinois Department of 
Corrections determined the holding 
offense to be the one that carried 
the longest sentence (this was 
generally the most serious charge). 

Post-release recidivism (either 
arrest recidivism or Incarceration 
recidivism). Refers to all CCH­
reported €tvents (arrests and incar­
cerations) following each inmate's 
release forthe base incarceration. 
An individual is considered a reCIdi­
vist at the time of the first post-

the first incarceration after being re­
leased from prison forthe base incar­
ceration. 

Conviction after release was not 
used as a definition of recidivism in 
the ROP study because past audits 
of the CCH system have indicated 
that many arrest events on the sys­
tem lack final dispositions. Conse­
quently, the AuthOrity decided that 
conviction after release was not a reli­
able measure of recidivism in Illinois. 
(For a more complete discussion of 
missing CCH dispositions, see the 
Authority's audit reports for 1982-83 
and 1984-85.) 

Post-Release Criminal 
Activity: A 27- to 
29-Month Update 

Since her release from prison in 
June 1983, "Alice" has been ar­
rested 14 limes, mostly on charges 
of theft and shoplifting. The first of 
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release arrest or the first post­
release incarceration, depending 
on the definition. 

PrlorcrimlnaJ history. All arrests 
and incarcerations associated with 
an offender, up to and including the 
base incarceration. 

PreviOUS arrest history. Used to 
classify releasees as either violent, 
property, drug, or other offenders, 
based on their entire an'est history 
(including the holding offense). 
This classification was based on 
each offender's predominant crime 
type - the type of crime for which 
the offender was arrested most 
frequently. 

Statistical significance. For pur­
poses of the ROP study, the level 
of significance of the chi-square 
statistic. A chi-square test indicates 
whether the distribution of values 
produced by the variables under 
observation could have happened 
by chance when no relationship 
between the two variables exists. --
these arrests- for theft, reckless 
conduct, and aggravated assault­
came only two months after her re­
lease. Alice began her officially­
recorded adult criminal career at age 
23 with an arrest for theft. Shortly 
thereafter, she was arrested for pros­
titution. USing 27 different assumed 
names, Alice has been arrested .3 
total of 67 times. Her prior arrest rec­
ord includes theft (31 times), pros:­
titution and shoplifting (10 times 
each), illegal possession and use of 
credit cards (7 times), and variouS' 
other offenses. Alice was incar­
cerated in state prison twice prior to 
her 1983 release. Now, at the age 
of 38, she has the hig/lest number 
of arrests among the 539 releasees 
analyzed thus far, although she is 
not currently in an IDOC institution. 

The Authority's first ROP publication 
analyzed the criminal activity of the 
sample during the first 18 to 20 
months following their release from 
prison. This section of the current 
report updates the previous findings 



for an additional nine months, or a 
27- to 29-month follow-up period. 
This update examines both post~ 
release arrests and incarcerations. 

Post-Release Arrests 

Table 1 compares the post-release 
arrest activity of the sample after 18 
to 20 months with the arrest activity 
after 27 to 29 months. Among other 
things, this analysis found that: 

o Roughly 60 percent (324 of 
539) of the sample have r.ow re­
corded at least one post-release 
arrest. 

o Sixty-six releasees experienced 
their first post-release arrest during 
the last nine-month period. These 
offenders represent a 26 percent in­
crease in the number of offenders 
arrested since their 1983 release 
from prison. 

o The 324 offenders were respon­
sible for 775 post-release arrests 
recorded on the CCH system (see 
figure 1 for a breakdown of these 
arrests by different crime types). 
These 775 arrests represent a 
growth of 56 percent in the number 
of post-release arrests in the last 
nine months. 

TABLE 1 
Post-Release Arrest Activity 

18-20 27·29 
M.<m!ia M2nlhi 

post·Release Arrests 
No;Reatrested .••..... ·25&··· ....•••..• 3~4 
• % of Sample ... . 48°1c 600/. 
No.ArresIEvenls. • ..•.• ··.••··· •.• >496 •.•.. .... . 77'S > 
No. Arrest Counts 715 972 
·.o/~fJropertyOff;< .'$3% . ··4aO/O 
• % Violent Off. 21% 23% 
-% DrugQlf. }o/O·JO% 

Arrests per Qff90cJ§l[ .. 
RangE!/ . . ··<t-1$«1~14 
Average No. . ·2.1·· .' .. ' 2.4 

. '53%<.: >43% 
37% . '38% 

·10% '>19o/~< 

FIGURE 1 

Most Post .. Release Ar'rests Involved Property Crimes 
Breakdown of Post-Release Arrests by Type of Crime 

Property 
(53.4%) 

Total number of arrests equals 715. 

o The 775 arrests included 972 
arrest counts, or an increase of 36 
percent in the last nine months. 
(The total number of arrest counts is 
greater than the number of arrests 
because an offender could be 
charged with more than one arrest 
count for each arrest. Forexample, 
someone could be arrested for mul­
tiple counts of the same offense or 
for one count of each of many dif­
ferent offenses. These arrest 
counts have no direct correspon­
dence with actual counts filed by a 
state's attorney.) 

o Overthe last nine months, the 
proportion of arrest recidivists with 
only one post-release arrest de­
creased 10 percent. The proportion 
having two or three post-release 
arrests increased minimally (1 per­
cent), while the proportion having 

4 

Other 
(8.8%) 

Violent 
(25.5%) 

four or more post-release arrests in­
creased 9 percent. 

o In the last nine months, there 
has been little change in the break­
down of the post-release arrest 
counts by type of crime. Table 2 
shows that property crimes still ac­
count for approximately half of the 
arrest counts. 

Post-Release Inr.arcerations 

Table 3 illustrates how the post­
release incarceration activity of the 
sample changed between the 18- to 
20-month and the 27- to 29-month 
follow-up periods. (Keep in mind 
that releasees in the sample could 
be incarcerated again for either a 
new offense or a violation of their 
conditional release. Since there is 
no accurate recording on the CCH 
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TABLE 2 

Post-Release Arrest Counts 

Drug OffensGs 
Total Drug 

18-20 27·29 
MQntIm M2ntbi 

49 
(7%) 

94 
(lOOk) 

Other OffsDses 
·.~~!fufbi1~llrt./ .. ··.······· .........••....• ., ...••• ··•·····••.· .. ····21·.···· 

t~~CQiid~61··. < •.....•... ••. i •••• ·· •• f~).·:.·.i· •.•.•..• )~.·. 
Other ~.1!M. 
Total Other 131 158 

(18%) (16%) 

No Information 

Total Counts 

• Includes attempts 

4 
«1%) 

715 

17 
(2%) 

972 

system of new offenses vs. release 
violations, the Authority could not 
distinguish between the two in this 
bulletin.) 

Overthe last nine months: 

I? T~e nu~b~r of offenders expe­
nenclng their first state prison incar­
ceration following their base incarcer­
ation increased 28 percent, from 
173 to 222 offenders. (Incarcera­
tion, as defined in the ROP study, 

refers only to imprisonment In Illinois 
state correctional facilities; it ex­
cludes commitments to county jails.) 

a The highest numberof post­
release incarceration:; for anyone 
offender increased from two to tour. 

a The proportion of incarceration 
recidivists with only one post­
release incarceration decreased 15 
percent; the proportion having two 
post-release incarcerations in­
creased 12 percent. 

o Two percent of the incarceration 
recidivists had three or more post­
release incarcerations. 

Recidivism Among 
Different Subgroups 
Of Releasees 

Various groupings of offenders can 
display different behavioral tenden­
cies toward recidivism. Previous 
ROP reports, for example, found 
variations in recidivism levels among 
different age groups and among 
people with different numbers of 
prior offenses. Analyses such as 
these help identify those charac­
teristics most likely to be associated 
with recidivism. If policy makers and 
other criminal justice officials are to 
be successful in identifying serious, 
repeat offenders, they must focus 
some of their attention on these 
characteristics. 

With this idea in mind, the Authority 
examined the relationship between 
arrest recidivism and a number of 
def!1Ographic and Criminal history 
variables. Each relationship was 
tested for statistical significance 
using the chi-square statistic. A chi­
square test indicates whether the 
distribution of values produced by 
the variables being observed could 
have happened by chance when no 
relationship between the two vari­
ables actually exists. The statistical 
significance of a relationship is ex­
pressed in terms of probabilities. 
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TABLE 3 
Post·Release Incarceration Activity 

Post-Release 
locarceratlQM 
No. Reincarcerafed 
·%QfBamp~ . 
R!lnge . . .•. 

18-20 27·29 
Months Months 

173· ·222 
33%. 41% 
1-2 .. 1-4 

9$%30% 
5% 17% 

1% 
1% 

Significance at the .05 level (p<.05) 
means that the probability of the rela­
tionship being attributable to chance 
is no more than 5 in 100. In this re­
port, relationships were accepted as 
s~~tisticaIJy significant if they were sig­
nificant at the .05 level or higher. 

A second statistical measure, 
gamma, was used to test both the 
strength and direction of the relation­
ships between variables. Gamma 
values range between 0 and 1 and 
the higher the gamma (that is, the 
closarto 1), the stronger the relation­
ship. A positive or negative gamma 
indicates the direction of the relation~ 
ship. 

The chi-square and gamma statistics 
are presented in tables 4 through 8 
for all of the relationships discussed 
in this bulletin. However, unless 
otherwise noted, statistical signifi­
c~!7ce in this report refers to the sig­
nificance level of the chi-square sta­
tistic. 

Criminal History Variables 

"Carl" was arrested for his first of­
fense, a theft, at the age of 20. Over 
the next 19 years, he was impris­
oned twice and arrested 30 times­
mostly for theft (12 times), drug­
related activities (eight), the unlawful 
use of weapons (three), and a few 
other property crimes. Just four 
months after being released from 
prison in 1983, Carl was arrested 
again for burglary. He is now 52 
years old, and in the lust three years, 
has been arrested twice and impris-
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FIGURE 2 

Property Offenders and Those with Extensive Criminal Histories 
Were Most Likely to be Arrested Following Release from Prison 
Arrest Recidivism Comparisons Based on Diffel'ent Criminal History Variables 

100 Proportion Recidivating by Arrest within 27-29 Months 
(percent of total in subgroup) 
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oned three times. Carl, who is cur­
rently in state prison, is an excellent 
example of a career property crim­
ina/- an offender who has a long 
criminal history characterized by a 
high number of arrests and relatively 
few incarcerations, mainly related to 
property crimes. 

"Pete" has been arrested and impris­
oned many times, mainly for prop­
erty crimes. Since his release from 
prison in May 1983, Pete i1as been 
arrested again twice, once each for 
shoplifting and theft. The first arrest 
for shoplifting came less than one 
month after he was released from 
state prison. Pete has been incar­
cerated once since his release, but 
is not currently in an Illinois prison. 
His adult criminal history goes back 
to age 22, when he was arrested, 
and subsequently incarcerated, for 
theft. By April 1983, Pete had been 
arrested 41 times for crimes such as 
shoplifting, theft, burglary, and pos­
session of controlled substances 
and narcotic instruments. He has 
been in I/Iinois prisons nine times. 

Previous ROP analyses have found 
that certain criminal history vari­
ables - namely the number of prior 

No. of Prior Incarcerations Previous Arrest History Holding Offense 

arrests and incarcerations an of­
fender has, the type of prior arrests, 
and the type of holding offense­
are most likely to be associated with 
arrest recidivism. These analyses 
are helpful in studying releasees 
such as "Carl" and "Pete," who have 
extensive criminal histories. 

Using these criminal history vari­
ables, figure 2 shows the proportion 
of offenders within various sub­
groups of the ROP sample who 
were arrested during the follow-up 
period. Table 4 uses the chi-square 
and gamma statistics to indicate the 
level of significance between each 
of these criminal history variables, as 
well as two demographicfaclors, and 
arrest recidivism. For example, this 
table shows that age at release was 
related to rearrest at the .01 level. 
This means that the probability of 
the relationship being attributable to 
chance is no more than 1 in 100. 

Number of prior arrests. Releasees 
with a high number of prior arrests 
were more likely to be arrested again 
than those with fewer prior arrests. 
Approximately 40 percent of the 
releasees with 1 to 3 prior arrests ex­
perienced a CCH-reported arrest 
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during the 27- to 29-month follow-
up period, and this proportion grew 
steadily as the numberof prior 
arrests increased. By the end of the 
follow-up period, the percentage of 
releasees arrested again was 60 per­
cent for those with 4 to 6 prior ar­
rests, 64 percent for those with 7 to 
10 prior arrests, and 77 percent for 
offenders having 11 or more prior 
arrests (see figure 2). 

Number of prior incarcerations. Re­
leasees with different incarceration 
histories displayed varying levels of 

TABLE 4 
Relationships of Selected Criminal 
History and Demographic Variables 
To Arrest Recidivism 

No. of Prior Incar. p<.01 .36 

Holding Offense 1><.05 .21 

Race 1'<.01 .39 



arrest recidivism as wi111. Three sub­
groups were compared: releasees 
with one prior incarceration (the 
base incarceration), those with two 
prior incarcerations, and those with 
three or more. 

This analysis found that as the num­
ber of prior incarcerations increased, 
so did the proportion of offenders 
recidivating by arrest. Fifty-three per­
cent of the releasees with one prior 
incarceration were arrested again 
during the follow-up period, com­
pared with 66 percent of the offend­
ers with two prior incarcerations and 
76 percent of those with three or 
more (see figure 2). 

Previous arrest history. All releas­
ees in the ROP sample were classi­
fied by the type of criminal history 
exhibited in their previous arrests. 
Three subgroups were compared: 
property, violent, and mixedoffend­
ers (the latter includes offenders 
who did not exhibit a single ciime 
type). Drug offenders, who consti­
tuted a low number of all releasees, 
were omitted. 

The ROP data indicate there is gen­
erally a relationship between the 
type (.If prior criminal activity exhib­
ited by an offender and the Ukeli­
hood of his or her being arrested 
after release from prison. Offenders 
with a criminal history dominated by 
property crimes were far more likely 
to recidivate by arrest; 70 percent of 
these offenders were arrested 
during the 27- to 29-month follow­
uptime. Bycomparison,56 percent 
of those classified as mixed and half 
of those classified as predominantly 
violent were arrested again (see 
figure 2). 

Holding offense. Releasees were 
also classified based on their hold­
ing offense, as determined by the 
IDOC. (Holding offense refers to the 
single conviction charge, orthe 
most serious of muniple charges, for 
which the offender was sentenced 
to prison for the base incarceration.) 
The drug and othercategories were 
again so small that they were ex­
cluded from the analysiS. 

However, when releasees with prop­
erty and violent holding offenses 
were compared, the Authority found 
that those who had been held for 
property offenses were more likely 
to recidivate by arrest than those 
who had been imprisoned for violent 
offenses. Sixty-six percent of the 
releasees who had property holding 
offenses, compared with 56 percent 
of those having violent holding 
offenses, experienced a CCH­
recorded arrest-during the follow-up 
period (see figure 2). 

Demographic Variables 

Just as there are relationships be­
tween certain criminal history vari­
ables and arrest recidivism, some 
demographic factors were found to 
be related to arrest recidivism as 
well. Rgure 3 shows the proportion 
of offenders arrested during the 
follow-up period for three of these 
demographic variables: age at the 
time of release from prison, race, 
and marital status at the time of the 
base incarceration. 

Age at release. For comparative pur­
poses, the sample was divided into 

four categories based on each of­
fender's age at the time he or she 
was released from the base incarcer­
ation in 1983. The age categories 
used were 17 to 20, 21 to 25, 26 to 
30, and 31 and older. 

Among these four groups, the youn­
ge~t ones - those age 17 to 20 at 
the time of their release - recidi­
vated by arrest more often than any 
other age group. More than three­
quarters of these releasees were 
arrested during the 27- to 29-month 
follow-up period. For each of the 
three older age groups, the propor­
tion of offenders arrested again was 
much lower, and it remained fairly 
constant across age groups. Fifty­
eight percent of the 21- to 25-year­
olds, 57 percent of the 26- to 30-
year-olds, and 56 percent of those 
releasees age 31 and older were 
arrested at least once during the 
follow-up time (see figure 3). 

Race. Comparing the two major ra­
cial groups in the sample -blacks 
and whites - revealed a noticeable 
dlfference in arrest recidivism levels. 
(Only blacks and whites were in­
cluded in this comparison because 

FIGURE 3 

Certain Demographic Variables Help Identify 
Those Offenders Most Lil{ely to be Rearrested 
Arrest Recidivism Comparisons Based on DlfTerent Demugraphlc Variables 
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of the low number of people categor­
ized as being from other racial 
groups.) Black releasees recidivated 
by arrest more often than white re­
leasees, with 69 percent of the 
blacks and 50 percent of the whites 
in the sample arrested at least once 
during the 27- to 29-month follow­
up period (see figure 3). 

Marital status. Two groups of releas­
ees were compared here as well: 
those who reported being single 
when they entered prison forthe 
base incarceration and those who 
said they were married. And, once 
again, a difference in arrest recidi­
vism levels was uncovered. Nearly 
two-thirds of the single releasees, 
compared with about one-half of the 
married ones, were arrested during 
the follow-up period (see figure 3). 

Summary of Subgroup 
Comparisons 

The analysis of recidivism patterns 
among various subgroups of the 
ROP sample found that some fac­
tors are clearly related to recidivism 
by arrest. Criminal history variables 
found to be associated with arrest 
recidivism included: 

o The number of prior arrests. In­
dividuals with several prior arrests 
were arrested during the follow-up 
period more often than persons with 
relatively fewer prior arrests. The 
average number of prior arrests for 
those who did recidivate was 11, 
while the average numberforthose 
who did not was 6. 

o The number of prior Incarcer­
ations. As with prior arrests, individ­
uais with more extensive histories of 
incarceration recidivated by arrest 
more often than those with less ex­
tensive histories. While recidivists 
and non-recidivists alike tended to 
have only one prior incarceration, 48 
percent of the recidivists had two or 
more prior incarcerations, compared 
with 29 percent of the non-recidi­
vists. 

o The type of offense. Regard-

less of whether the entire arrest his­
tory or only the most recent offense 
(the holding offense) was con­
sidered, offenders who were respon­
sible for property offenses were ar­
rested again more often than of­
fenders who committed violent of­
fenses. While 70 percent of of­
fenders having a history of property 
crime - those with arrest histories 
indicating a pattern of property of­
fenses - were arrested during the 
follow-up period, 50 percent of 
those with violent offense histories 
recidivated by arrest. Similarly, 
those having a property holding of­
fense were more likely to be ar­
rested again than those with a vio­
lent holding offense (66 percent vs. 
56 percent). 

These relationships between arrest 
recidivism and various criminal his­
tory and demographic factors are 
analyzed in more detail in the re­
mainder of the bulletin. 

Prior Criminal History 
And Recidivism 

The preceeding analyses revealed 
that a number of offender character­
istics, when considered separately, 
were related to the likelihood of a 
person being arrested within the 27 
to 29 months after being released 
from prison. For example, it was 
found that those offenders with a 
high number of prior arrests or prior 
state prison incarcerations were 
more likely to be arrested again than 
those with fewer prior arrests or in­
carcerations. This finding - that .he 
volume of past criminal behavior is 
the best indicator of possible future 
criminal activity - is thus far one of 
the ROP study's most important 
conclusions. 

However, the study has also found 
that other variables, such as age, 
race, holding offense, and the type 
of previous arrest history, also ap­
pear to be related to arrest recidi­
vism. The question that must be 
answered then is this: Is the relation-
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ship between prior criminal history 
and recidivism explained by these 
other variables, or is there a direct 
relationship between the two? 

To answer this question, three impor­
tant methodological concerns re­
garding the original relationship be­
tween prior criminal history and ar­
rest recidivism were addressed: 

o Does the original relationship dis­
appear when a test (or contro~ vari­
able is introduced? When race is 
used as a third factor, for example, 
are offenders with more prior arrests 
still more likely to be arrested after 
being released from prison than 
those offenders having fewer prior 
arrests? 

o Does the Original relationship 
between prior criminal history and 
the likelihood of recidivism hold up 
across all categories of the control 
variable, or across only some? In 
other words, using race again as the 
control variable, does the relation­
ship between prior arrests and arrest 
recidivism hold up for both blacks 
and whites? 

o Is the original relationship better 
explained using a combination of 
prior criminal history and the third 
variable (for example, race)? Thatis, 
do the two factors combine to ex­
plain arrest recidivism better than 
either factor individually? 

Given this methodology, the fol­
lowing two analyses were performed 
for each control, or added, variable: 

o The relationship between the 
control variable (for example , race) 
and prior criminal history was exam­
ined first (soe tables 5 and 7 for a 
summary of the statistical signifi­
cance of these simple two-variable 
relationships). 

o Next, the effects of the third vari­
able on the relationship between 
prior criminal history and recidivism 
by arrest was analyzed (see tables 6 
and 8 for a summary of the statistical 
significance of these relationships). 

I 
'J 



Prior Arrests 

The criminal career of "William" illus­
trates the relationship between the 
number of prior arrests and arrest 
recidivism. At the age of 20, William 
started his adult criminal career with 
an arrest for theft. Over the next 
two and one-half years, he was ar­
rested 43 times, or an average of 
three offenses every two months. 
These arrests were mainly for shop­
lifting (30 times) and theft (11 times), 
but also included possession of can­
nabis and possession of controlled 
substances. William's holding of­
fense, while incarcerated by the 
IDOC, was theft. After being re­
leased from prison in June 1983, he 
was arrested eight months later for 
theft and two weeks after that for 
shoplifting. Hardly two weeks 
elapseo' before he was arrested 
again for possession of controlled 
substances and two months later for 
shoplifting. William is not currently 
incarcerated in an Illinois prison. 

Race, prior arrests, and arrest recld~ 
Ivlsm. As table 5 indicates, the two­
variable relationship between the 
number of prior arrests and race was 
significant (that is, the chi-square 
statistic was p<.01). Race was then 
introduced as a control variable, and 
the relationship between the num-
ber of prior arrests and arrest recidi­
vism was examined. Findings were 
significant for both blacks and whites 
(see table 6). In other words, as the 
number of prior arrests increased, so 
did the proportion of offenders who 
were arrested during the follow-up 
period, regardless oftheir race. 

For whites, tho proportion rear-
rested increased gradually at first, 
from 35 percent for those with 1 to 3 
prior arrests to 51 percent for those 
with 7 to 10 prior arrests. This figure 
then jumped dramatically, to 78 per­
cent, for those white releasees with 
11 or more prior arrests. For blacks, 
the proportion rearrested grew from 
48 percent forthose with 1 to 3 prior 
arrests to 71 percent for those with 4 
to 6 prior arrests. But this number 
increased only slightly, to 78 per-
cent, for black releasees with 11 or 

TABLES 
Relationships or Criminal History 
And Demographic Variables 
To Number or Prior Arrests 

m.1~:w.:~~flM9iY::;;~~:~~~~;~~::;; 7~~lll] 
Holding Offense 1><.01 .17 

::;~~,,:iUJ~a:::;::::i::;;::::::;:::::::::::;;;:~;~!::',..:<46 

Race 1><.01 .32 

more prior arrests. 

Because the proportion rearrested 
increased Significantly for both 
races, the relationship between the 
number of prior arrests and arrest 
recidivism cannot be explained by 
race alone. Still, the influence of 
race was evident in the proportional 
differences. Comparing whites and 
blacks within each level of prior ar­
rests reveaied that for all but the 
highest level, blacks were more 
likely than whites to be rearrested 
during the follow-up period. This 
trend was particularly evident among 
offenders with 4 to 10 prior arrests. 

In sum, then, race was not respon­
sible fortne relationship between 
the number of prior arrests and ar­
rest recidivism. For both whites and 
blacks, as the number of prior arrests 
increased, so did the proportion of 
releasees in the sample who were 
rearrested. That is, the o!1ginal rela­
tionship between prior arrests and 
arrest recidivism held up across the 
two racial groups. However, blacks 
with 4 to 10 prior arrests wel'e nearly 
as likely to be rearrested as any 
offender, black or white, with 11 or 
more prior arrests. 

Age at release, prior arrests, and 
arrest recidivIsm. The analysiS re­
vealed a significant relationship be­
tween age and the number of prior 
arrests (see table 5). Likewise, 
when the interaction of age at re­
lease, prior arrests, and arrest recidi­
vism was examined, the number of 
prior arrests was significantly related 
to recidivism by arrest at every age 
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TABLE 6 
Relationship of Arrest Recidivism 
And Number of Prior Arrests when 
Controlling for Selected Variables 

Control V8rt~ Chi.Sgu8!i ~ 

jm~~:~·80j~~1·0t2:·:·~:W:U·\) ::~< 

~W~~~:.~j0\j<·:·. ":/<~;Ol)'.... .«\2.8> 
Property p<.01 .40 

Race 
B.l~::,: .• ·, .••• ··i •. •••• ··;···.··(><.··.·.·j:i<\Ol:.\ ..... / •.•• :;3$ . 
White p<.01.41 

level (soe table 6). There is a very 
strong likelihood that offenders age 
31 and older who have 11 or more 
prior arrests will recidivate by arrest. 
However, it was clearthat releasees 
with 7 or more prior arrests, regard· 
less of their age, were much more 
likely to be arrested after being re­
leased from prison than those releas­
ees wit.h fewer than 7 prior arrests. 

Offenders age 26 and older were 
more likely than younger releasees 
to have 11 or more prior arrests. 
However, members of all age groups 
were lil'(ely to recidivate by arrest if 
they had 7 or more prior arrests. The 
conclusion, then, is that the original 
relationship between number of 
prior arrests and arrest recidivism 
was not affected by contrOlling for 
age, but remained strong for all age 
groups. 

Previous arrest history, prIor arrests, 
and arrest recIdivism. The number 
of prior arrests was Significantly re­
lated to the offender's previous ar-
rest history claSSification, eithervio­
lent or property (see table 5). And, 
when previous arrest history was 
used as the control variable, the 
association between the number of 
prior arrests and arrest recidivism 
remained for both violent and 
property offenders (see table 6). 



For violent offenders, the proportion 
arrested during the follow-up period 
increased gradually from 33 percent 
forthose with 1 to 3 prior arrests to 
67 percentfor those with 11 or 
more. For property offenders, the 
pattern was similar: The proportion 
rearrested climbed from 46 percent 
for those with 1 to 3 prior arrests to 
82 percent for those with 11 or 
more. 

Since the proportion of releasees 
who were rearrested increased sig­
nificantly for both violent and prop­
erty offenders, the relationship be­
tween the number of prior arrests 
and arrest recidivism cannot be ex­
plained solely by the type of pre­
vious criminal history exhibited by 
the offender. Still, for every level of 
prior arrests, property offenders 
were more likely than violent offend­
ers to be arrested during the follow­
up period. In fact, property offend­
ers with 4 to 10 prior arrests were as 
likely to be rearrested as violent of­
fenders with 11 or more prior arrests. 

In summary, the relationship be­
tween the number of prior arrests 
and recidivism by arrest remained 
significant even when a variable for 
type of previous arrest history was 
introduced. For both violent and 
property offenders, as the number 
of prior arrests increased, so did the 
proportion of releasees who were 
rearrested. Property offenders with 
4 to 10 prior arrests, however, were 
as likely to be rearrested as violent 
offenders with 11 or more prior 
arrests. 

Holding offense, prior arrests, and 
arrest recidivism. The study found a 
significant relationship between the 
number of prior arrests and the type 
of holding offense forthe offender 
(see table 5). In addition, when the 
number of prior arrests and arrest 
recidivism were examined control­
lingforthe type of holding offense, 
the relationship still remained, re­
gardless of whether the offender 
had been held for a property crime 
or a violent crime (see table 6). As 
the number of prior arrests in­
creased, so did the proportion of of-

fenders rearrested during the 27 to 
29 months following their release 
from prison, no matter what the 
holding offense was. 

For releasees with a violent holding 
offense, the proportion rearrested in­
creased from 42 percent for those 
with 1 to 3 prior arrests to 73 percent 
forthose with 11 or more. For releas­
ees with a property holding offense, 
the relationship was more consis­
tent. The proportion rearrested was 
48 percent forthose with 1 to 3 prior 
arrests; but increased to 78 percent 
for those with 11 or more prior ar­
rests. Because the proportion of re­
leasees am~sted during the follow­
up period increased significantly for 
those who had been held for both 
violent and property holding of­
fenses, the relationship between 
the number of prior arrests and ar­
rest recidivism cannot be explained 
by the type of holding offense. 

To summarize, the relationship be­
tween the number of prior arrests 
and arrest recidivism did not disap­
pear when the type of holding of­
fense was introduced as a control 
variable. For both the violent and 
property claSSifications, the propor­
tion of releasees who were rear­
rested increased as the number of 
prior arrests grew. Offenders having 
a violent holding offense and 4 to 6 
prior arrests were nearly as Ukely, 
and offenders with a property hold­
ing offense and 7 to 10 prior arrests 
were just as likely, to be I'sarre:;ted 
as any offender with 11 or more prior 
arrests. 

Conclusion. Taken as a whole, 
these analyses contribute to a better 
understanding of the relationship 
between prior arrests and arrest re­
cidivism among the ROP sample. 
The analyses show that there is a 
direct relationship between the num­
ber of prior arrests and the likelihood 
of an offender being arrested again 
after leaving prison. As the number 
of prior arrests increased, so did the 
proportion of releasees rearrested, 
regardless of the control variable 
used (see table 6 for summary statis­
tics). In fact, releasees with 11 or 
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more prior arrests consistently dis­
played very high levels of arrest re­
cidivism, regardless of the control 
variable. 

Prior Incarcerations 

The same analyses used to evaluate 
the relationship between the num­
ber of prior arrests and arrest recidi­
vism were also conducted forthe 
relationship between prior incarcer­
ationsand ar~st recidivism (see 
table 8 for summary statistics). The 
results here were strikingly similar to 
those found when the number of 
prior arrests was used. Therefore, 
the following discussion highlights 
only those findings that were not 
consistent with those for prior ar­
rests. 

Race, prior Incarcerations, and arrest 
recidivism. Unlike prior arrests, there 
was no statistically significant relation­
ship between the number of prior 
incarcerations and race (see table 7). 
Therefore, race could not be respon­
sible forthe relationship between 
the number of prior incarcerations 
and arrest recidivism. Furthermore, 
when race was used as a control vari­
able, a significant relationship be-
tween tho number of prior incarcer­
ations and arrest recidivism was dis­
covered for both blacks and whites 
(see table 8). For both races, as the 
number of prior incarcerations in­
creased, so did the proportion of re­
leasees who were arrested within 27 
to 29 months follvwing their release. 

Since the proportion of offenders 
rearrested increased significantly for 
both blacks and whites as the num-
ber of prior incarcerations became 
larger, the relationship between 
prior incarcerations and arrest recidi­
vism was not explained by race 
alone, although the influence of 
race was evident. There appears to 
be an interaction between prior incar­
cerations and race with regard to ar­
rest recidivism. Still, tile relationship 
between the number of prior incar­
cerations and arrest recidivism was 
not explained by race, nor did the 
relationship differ for blacks and 
whites. 
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Previous arrest history, prior Incar­
cerations, and arrest rfJCldlvlsm. 
Thore was no significant relationship 
betwoen the number of prior incar­
cerations an offender had and the of­
fender's previous arrest history clas­
sification, either violent or property 
(see table 7). However, when pre­
vious arrest history was introduced 
as a control variable, a significant rela­
tionship was found, but for violent 
offenders only (see table 8). 

A comparison of violent and prop­
erty offenders within different levels 
of prior incarcerations further re­
vealed the influence of arrest history 
type. Regardless of the number of 
prior incarcerations, property of­
fenders were more likely than violent 
offenders to be arrested during the 
follow-up period. This pattern was 
particularly evident for releasees 
with one or two prior incarcerations. 
In fact, property offenders with only 
one prior incarceration were nearly 
as likely to be rearrested as violent 
offenders with three or more prior 
incarcerations. 

The relationship between the 
number of prior incarcerations and 
arrest recidivism, the~, cannot be 
explained by the type of prior crim­
inal activity, but rather was depen­
dent on it. There was a relationship 
between prior incarcerations and ar­
rest recidivism for violent offenders 
only. For property offenders, no 
Significant relationship was found. 
This finding is related to the tenden­
cy for property offenders, regardless 

TABLE 7 
Relationships of Criminal History 
And Demographic Variables 
To Number of Prior Incarcerations 

~ Chl·Square ~ 
Previ()us Arrestl-lf~tOrY· ...•..... n.S; .. ... . .•••.• 2.1 

Holding Offense 

A~~Rare~ 
Race 

n.s. means not significant 

p<.01 

p.:;01· 

n.s. 

.30 

,46 

.07 

of the number of prior incarcer­
ations, to be rearrested. 

Holding offense, prior Incarcer­
ations, and arrest recidivism. A sig­
nificant relationship was found be­
tween the number of prior incarcel'­
ations and the type of holding ot­
fense (see table 7). However, when 
holding offense was introduced as 8. 

COlltrol variable, the relationship be­
tween the number of prior incarcer­
ations and arrest recidivism was 
significant only for offenders who 
had violent holding offenses. 

Comparing releasees with violent 
and property holding offenses and 
different numbers of prior incarcer­
ations further revealed the inf:uence 
of the type of holding offense. Re­
leasees with a property holding of­
fense and one prior incarceration 
were more likely to be rearrested 
than those with a violent holding 
offense and one prior incarceration. 

In summary, the relationship be­
tween the number of prior incarcer­
ations and arrest recidivism was not 
explained by the type of holding of­
fense, but was conditional upon it. 
The relationship clearly operated for 

TABLES 
Relationship of Arrest Recidivism 
And Number of Prior Incarcerations 
When Controlling for 
Selected Variables 

QQntrol Variable Chl·SQuare 
Previous Arrest History 
·YlOlerit . . . p<.05 .. . AO 
Pr~v n.s. .14 

Holding Offense 
VIOlett. 
Property 

Age at Release 
.. 17"20 

21-25 
•.. 26-30 .. 

31+ 

Race 
alack 
Whhe 

n.s. means not significant 
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·p<.05 
n.s. 

.. 11.5, . 
n.s. 

(><.65 
p<.01 

(><~05 
p<.01 

A1 
.27 

.15 
.18 
:38 
.69 

.30 

.42 

releasees with a violent nolding of­
fen~e, but not for those with a prop­
erty holding offense. Offenders 
with a property holding offense and 
only one prior incarceration were as 
likely to be rearrested as any offend­
er with two prior incarcerations. 

Conclusion. The analyses of prior 
incarcerations and arrest recidivism 
produced results similar to those 
found when prior arrests and arrest 
recidivism were examined. How­
evei, the relationship between prior 
incarcerations and arrest recidivism 
was not as clear as that of prior ar­
rests and arrest recidivism. 

Introducing race as a control variable 
revealed a significant relationship 
between the number of prior incar­
cerations and recidivism by arrest 
(see table 8). However, the intro­
duction of age at release, type of 
criminal history, and type of holding 
offense revealed conditional rela­
tionships. In other words, signifi­
cance levels and the subsequent im­
portance of prior incarcerations on 
rearrest varied with age and crime 
type. There was a significant relation­
ship between prior incarcerations 
and arrest recidivism for releasees 
o!clerthan 26, for releasees having 
an arrest history typified by violent 
crimes, and for those with a violent 
holding offense. 

Conclusion 

Three variables were found to be 
strongly related to the like~ihood of 
an offender being arrested again fol­
lowing his or her release from prison: 
the number of prior arrests, number 
of prior state prison incarcerations, 
and the type of holding offense . 

The Authority's initial analysis indi­
cated some relationship between 
arrest recidivism and: the number of 
prior arrests, the number of prior in­
carcerations, the type of holding of­
fense, the type of previous arrest 
history, race, and age at the time of 



release from prison. In the sacond­
ary analysis, the same variables were 
included in a test of the original rela­
tionship between the numberof 
prior arrests and arrest recidivism. 
This detailed analysis found that the 
relationship held up (that is, it re­
mained. statistically significant) for all 
of the control variables that were 
introduced. In other words, the rela­
tionship between prior arrests and 
arrest recidivism could not be attrib­
uted to these other variables. 

These results could be summarized 
in another way: 

o The relationship between the 
number of prior arrests and arrest 
recidivism was not explained by race 
alone. For both blacks and whites, 
the proportion of releasees arrested 
during the follow-up period in­
creased as the number of prior ar­
rests grew. 

o The relationship between the 
number of prior arrests and arrest 
recidivism was not explained when 
age was controlled for; rather, the 
relationship remained significant 
across all age groups. 

o The relationship between the 
numberof prior arrests and arrest 
recidivism remained Significant when 
the type of the offenders' previous 
arrest history was introduced as a 
control variable. For both propGrty 
and violent offenders, as the num-
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berof prior arrests increased, so did 
the proportion of offenders who 
recidivated by arrest. However, thiR 
relationship was more pronounced 
for property offenders. 

o The relationship between the 
number of prior arrests and arrest 
recidivism was not explained by the 
holding offense classification as­
signed by the IDOC. The proportion 
of releasees who were rearrested­
regardless of their holding offense 
classification - increased as the 
number of prior arrests increased. 
Again, however, this relationship 
was more apparent for property of­
fenders. 

o As a whole, the Authority's anal­
ysis showed that there was a genu­
ine relationship between the num­
ber of prior arrests and the likelihood 
of being arrested following release 
from prison. 

o Regarding prior incarcerations 
and recidivism by arrest, the intro­
dl'ction of race as a control variable 
indicated that the relationship was 
not explained by race. For both 
blacks and whites, as the number of 
prior incarcerations increased, so 
did the proportion of offenders who 
were rearrested. 

o The relationship between the 
number of prior incarcerations and 
arrest recidivism was not explained 
solely by age. 
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o The relationship between the 
number of prior incarcerations and 
arrest recidivism was not explained 
by the type of previous criminal 
activity either. Again, however, prior 
criminal activity did affect the likeli­
hood of an offender being rear­
rested. Overall, property offenders 
were more likely than violent of­
fenders to be rearrested. 
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