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CHAPTER I 
THE ESCAPE PROBLEM 

Seldom are applied researchers in a position to appreciate the pol:1tical con­
text in which their work is produced. Even less frequ~nt1y are thE~y encouraged 
to write about it. Agencies are not particularly fond of squanderhg their 
limited research capabilities on trivial concerns or simply satisfying someone' s 
intellectual curiosity. The California Department of Corrections is generally 
recognized as one of the most experienced, if not the most sophisticated, pro­
ducers and users of correctional research. Large scale projects are undertaken 
to answer pressing problems, sometimes of an internal policy nature but often 
involving the Department's relationships to the external administrative envi­
ronment, particularly with organizations which have some control over budgets 
and basic agency policy. More often these control agencies actively participate 
in defining programs, policies, or situations as "pressing problems". The . 
problem of escapes represents one such example. 

I 

The California Department of Corrections' concern over escapes is long standing 
and not without good reason. Thousands of state prisoners enjoy the amenities 
of minimum custody housing. At one time the Department operated 37 conservation 
camps. Minimum custody means more escapes. The traditional escape rate from 
such facHiti~s in California had been 1;tbout five p'ercent. The periodic increase 

,of interest in escapes was usually associated with some spectacular crime com­
mitted by an escapee. 

During the 1960's' a routine data system on escapees was set up, and annual 
statistics produced. In addition, several brief studies were undertaken. By 
1969 a conside~rable amount of raw data had accumulated, especially on escapes 

- from, consel"Vation camp,s. A proposal was made to the' Departmental Research 
, Advisory Committee to pull this material togerb,er and integrate it into the 
existing literature~, After some deliberation the Committee discouraged the 
proposal. The Committee felt that while the camp escape rate (6.49 percent) 
was slightly higher than the previous two years it was well within tolerable 
limits and that other programs and policies had greater research priority. 

The following summer the Department came 11nder heavy attack for its policies 
cbncerning the Temporary Community Release (TCR) and Work Furlough Programs. 
The criticism broadened from escapes whil£~ on TOR to include first absconders 

~ from work furlough, then escapes from the California Institution for Hen, and­
finally escapes from all facilities. The growing chorus was joined by-several 
legislators and newspapers. One local Ontario newspaper kep~ a running account 
of escapes accompanied by a series of critical editorials and feature stories. 
Escapes had increased during 1971, but not dramatically. The camp rate stood 
at 7.97 percent. (Table 1). The problem at the California Institution for Men 
was actually somewhat more serious than it appears in Table 1. Drast:i.c changes 

'were made in Ha.y of 1972 following a rash of escapes during the first five 
months; these changes kept the institution rate for t~e full year from equaling 
the camp esc.ape rate. 

From about November of 1971 through 1972 considerable political pressure was 
brought to bear from a variety of sources. The Secretary of the Human Relations 
Agency, to whom the Director of Corrections reports, got directly involved. 

-1-



The Depattment of Corrections was to reduce escapes or else. One possible 
solution given serious consideration at this time was the closing of som~ or 
all of the minimum custody facilities. Around April 1972 the Superintendent 
of the California Institution for Men was told to either reduce escapes or 
close the institution. This was a realistic alternative, for two years of 
aggressive programs and policies directed at population reduction had left 
the Department with several thousand empty cells, more than enough to accomo­
date all the inmates in minimum custody housing. The closing of several medium 
custody institutions was being p;1.anned. 

Table 1 

* Annual Rate of Escapes from California Department of Corrections 
1969 through 1972, by Type of Facility 

Type of Facility 1969 1970 1971 

California Institution for Men 1.28 3.18 3.81 
California Institution for Women 0.41 0.89 4.67 
California Rehabilitation Center 0.31 

(addicts under civil commitment) 
0.71 0.81 

All Conservation Camps 6.49 5.08 7.97 
All Mens Institutions Combined 0.47 0.66 0.95 

*Rate per 100 ayerage daily population. 
Source: Administrative Statistics, Resec:i:rch Division, "Escapes From 

Department of Corrections 1960-1972", and "Numb~r of Escapes from 
Institutions and Camps, 1949-1971", staff ~eports, February 1972 
and February 1973. 

1972 

4.30 
2.99 
2.14 

l3.76 
1.52 

Out of this background the current escape st:udy emerged. A task force was 
appointed in July 1972 to coordinate the research efforts. This time prior 
approval from the Departmental Research Advisory Committee was not required 
for the study.' The time for the study had come. The second half 'of 1972 was 
spent designing the study and collecting the data. The decision was made to 
use the data as they became available to help solve some of the immediate 
escape problems; this had the effect of delaying the final report. The goal 
of the project was to develop the material in such a way that it could be 
readily incorporated into the ongoing programming and classification procedure~. 
The reader is left to decide the extent to which this was feasible. 

Method 

The original sample consisted of all inmates who escaped from the custody of 
the California Department of Corrections from January 1, 1971, through June 30, 
1972. These included escapes from Work Furlough, Temporary Community Release, 
and the institutions for narcotic addicts under c,ivil commitment as well as 
escapes from correctional institutions (including the California Institution 
for Women) and conservation camps. A control gl!:'OUp of equal size was selected 
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by taking the inmate immediately above the escapee in,the prison identifi­
cation number sequence who was at the facility from which the escape occurred~ 
as of June 30, 1972. The identification numbers are assigned in the order 
of arrival in the prison system, and this procedure served somewhat to 
equalize time in prison. Each escapee was thus matched with a non-escapee 
at the same facility who was committed at about the same time. Through these 
procedures a combined total of 1,696 escapees and tlon-escapees ~o)'as selected. 

Information was collected on a two-part data form. The first 15 items focused 
on background characteristics at the time of c~mmitm~nt and were taken from 
data files kept on offenders by th~ Administrative Statistics Section of the 
CDC Research Division. The second part consisted of 13 items centering on 
events since the inmate was received. This information is kept in the inmate's 
central file which moves with the inmate to his current institution of residence. 

The first 15 items on each inmate in the study were completed, and the insti­
tutions where the inmates were currently held were located. The partially 
completed forms were then grouped by location of central :iles. E~c~ group 
of forms was then assigned to a member of the central off~ce class~f~cation 
staff for completion. The staff found, however, that by the time they arrived 
at the location indicated many of the files, along with the inmates, had been 
transferred. In addition, some of the forms were completed improperly and had 
to be redone. In either case, a new search of records was made, a~d a more 
current location indicated. It was decided that three such attempts at com­
pleting the forms would be made after which the case would be dropped. 

This procedure yielded a total usable s~mple size of 1,494 escapees and cont:ols 
from the 1 696 names (88 percent of the total) originally selected. Forty-s1X 
cases were'discarded because the forms contained obviolls errors. Another 25 
cases pro~ed to be duplicates, where the inmate had escaped twice during the 
study period. In such cases only data on the first escape were inc~uded. 
Thirty-one cases were eliminated which were from miscellaneous ~thn~c groups. 
This was done because race was a major focus of the study, and J.t was felt 
that these 31 cases would unduly complicate the presentation of the data. The 
remaining 102 cases were lost when the files could not be located on the third 
attempt. 

The focus of the study was on adult male escapees. Absconders from furlough 
and women escapees were erroneously included in the original 1,696 names selected. 
Only the first half of the data form was completed on these cases (78 women and 
202 furloughees). It was felt, however, that study of both o.f thes: groups was 
warranted on the basis of the fact that no other literature was ava~lable on 
their escape behavior. 
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CHAPTER II 
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND ESCAPES FROM MINIMUM CUSTODY 

The analysis of data presented in this chapter turned out to be more complex 
than expected. As the study developed, several concerns surfaced which required 
that the data be handled in a more complicated manner. 

The data discussed in this section represent inmates from three conservation 
systems and a large minimum security institution. This selection of programs 
poses two major problems. First, the different facilities are scattered from 
the Oregon to the Me~ican border. Some are located on major transportation 
routes and others are miles from a major highway. 

Second during the period covered by this study three different types of clas-, . 
sification systems or programming were in effect among the programs surveyetl. 
The central and southern conservation systems received their population either 
as new commitments from one of the two reception-guidance centers or as trans­
fers from medium security institutions where the inmate had already served 
part of his sentence. The northern conservation center, during this period~ 
also served as the processing facility for parole violators and relied on this 
group for most of its camp population. The minimum institution, while also 
containing selected long term inmates, was used primarily as a pre-release 
center for those being paroled to Southern California. The average stay at 
that institution was about seven months. Thus, three rather different sets 
of criteria were being used for the assignment of inmates to the programs 
focused on in this study. 

It .was originally felt that these populations could be combined for purposes 
of analYSis, but differences in inmate profiles emerged which placed limits on 
the extent to which this could be done. The data, therefore, are analyzed 
separately, where the differences in profile might be misleading. 

The second area of concern which developed was the high degree of intercorre­
lation among background variables. A simple shopping list of predictive vari­
ables was definitely not in order, as so many appeared to be simply correlated 
with some third variable. To complicate the picture the two variables most 
strongly related to escaping (race and escape history) were items around which 
many of the others clustered. It was imperative, therefore, that these two 
variables be held constant when considering other factors. For this reason 
race and escape history are discussed first and at some length and followed 
by a consideration of other variables dealt with by means of a partial corre­
lation approach. 

Race 

One of the most consistent findings of escape studies is the relatively low 
escape rate of inmates from minority groups, especially Blacks. In an early 
study in Louisiana (Loving, Stockwell, and Dobbins, 1959) explained that data 
were only collected on White inmates because so few Blacks had escaped in that 
state. Morgan (1967), attempting to replicate the above study in South Carolina, 
restricted his study group to Whites. This was presumably done for the same 
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reason, although no mention is made of the comparative escape rates of Blacks 
and Whites. Levine (1962) reports that 91 percent of the escapees from the 
Illinois State Training School for Boys were white, while they constituted 
only 55 percent of the school's population. A recent study of adult felon 
escapes in the state of Washington (Smith, 1971) found Whites to represent 
85 percent of the escapes compared to 58 percent of the prisou population. 
Conversely Blacks constitute 30 percent of the inmates but only five percent 
of those escaping. Loving, et a1. (1959), 1;&£(.:r in their study to a Federal 
Bureau of Prisons report indicating that less than one percent of the escapees 
in 1953 and two percent in 1954 were Black while they constituted 27 percerl.t 
of the federal prison population. 

Several authors simply ignore the issue. Lubeck and Empey (1968)~ for example, 
while applying the most sophisticated analytical techniques to the investiga­
tion of the problem of escapes thus far, do not deal with the matter of race. 
Although no study has found non-Whites to escape more frequently, Morrow (1969) 
reports no significant difference in escape rates of psych:i.atric patients of 
different races. Morrow's results are difficult to evaluate, however, as no 
distribution is given of the ethnic groups in the population, and the small 
sample size (40 escapees) creates problems in testing for statistical signifi­
cance. 

In an extensive-study of escapes during 1959 and 1960 from California conser­
vation camps (Shain, Bennett, Knickelbein, and Ryan, 1961), 86 percent were 
fottnd to be White, while Whites represented 57 percent of the adult felons in 
the control group. By contrast, Blacks made up 31 percent of the non-escapees 
but contributed only four percent of the escapes. Mexican-Americans were about 
equally represented in both groups with ten percent of the escapees and 11 per­
cent of the control group. During 1968 and 1969 es~apes from the camps located 
in Southern California consisted of 71 percent \~ite, ten percent Black, and 
19 percent Mexican-American. During the period January 1971 through June 197~ 
the total group escaping from the California Department of Corrections' facil­
ities was composed of 72 percent White, ten percent Black, 17 percent Mexican­
American, and one percent Other inmates (California Department of Corrections, 
1972). The ethnic distribution of the Department's population at the time was 
52 percent White, 30 percent Black, 17 percent Mexican-American, and one per­
cent Other. 

Hacker (1967), studying escapes from the California Institution for Men from 
May 1965 through April 1967, reported 85 percent of the escapees were White, 
while 57 percent of the institution's population were of this ethnicity. 
Thirty percent of the population but only two percent of those who escaped 
were Black~ and Mexican-Americans were again proportionally represented with 
12 percent of the population and 13 percent of the escapes. 

Thus, the weight of the evidence indicates that Whites represent a considerably 
greater escape risk than Blacks, with Mexican-Americans (data are only available 
from California studies on this group) escaping with roughly the same frequency 
as they are found in the institutional population. Variations in these differ­
ences in escape ra.tes are evident, however. The longitudinal data from California 
also suggest that the differences are getting smaller. In comparison to a low 
of four percent Black escapes from camp in 1959 and 1960, the figure for the 
first six months of 1972 was 13 percent. While the current rate is still only 
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about one-third of their proportion' of the camp population, it represents a 
three-fold increase in the past ten years. 

A number of hypotheses have been advanced to explain the difference between 
Whites and Blacks in escaping behavior. The low rate of Black escapes in 
Louisiana (Loving, et al., 1959) was felt to be due, at least in part, to 'their 
lack of geographic mobility, long residence in that state, 'and strong family 
ties in that area. Levine (1962) points 'out, however, that; low rates also 
exist in Illinois, where these characteristics are not typical of the Black 
population. Levine's point applies equally to California where the Black pop­
ulation is not distinguished from the White population by stronger family ties 
or longer residence in the state. 

A second hypothesis suggested is that the low socio-economic position of 
Blacks in our society makes the level of material deprivation of prison life 
much less for Black$ than Whites, thus tending to minimize the pains of incar­
ceration. This is Eixpressed in the popular notion that many inmates (and 
especially members of min.ority groups in progressive correctional systems) 
never had it so good. Thus, for deprived minorities little motDTation exists 
for escaping. There are at least two problems with this argument. Mexi~an­
Americans occupy a s:tmilarly low econ.omic position in California, yet escape,'. 
proportionally to thEdr numbers. It is also difficult to explain in terms of 
this hypothesis why the rate of Black escapes in California, where inmates 
have a high material existence, appears. to be greater t'han in sl,mthern states. 

A third hypothesis ari~ues that ·the geographic location of correctional -facil­
ities, in remote. areaH and away from concentrations of inner city minority 
groups, has made avoiding apprehension very difficult f.or Black inmates. The 
low rate of Black. escapes would thus reflect the reality of easy detection in 
largely White areas. Related to this possible explanation is the unwelcome 
feeling Blacks have traditionally had when alone in unfamiliar White neigh-
borhoods. . 

Data in the current study offer some evidence on this issue. To test the 
"geographic" hypothesis the information in Table 2 was organized around five 
different locations. El3capes from conservation camps are grouped into those 
in. Northern, Central, ar,ld Southern California. Also examined separately are 
absconders from Work Furlough Programs and escapes from the California Insti­
tution for Men at Chino. 

There appears to be no consistent relationship between geography and Mexican­
American escapes, although camps in Southern California had an unusually 
high rate. Mexican-Amer:LI:ans constituted 30 percent of the escapes from 
these facilities compared, to 17 percent of the control group. FO.r the other 
facilities, the rate was representative. Blacks show a steady trend of in­
creasing escapes as' the location is closer to Black populations. From a low 
of four percent and five percent in northern and central camps, the rate 
jumps to 11 percent in Southern California camps, where. several camps and 
work projects are in the vicinities of San Bernardino, San Diego, and Los 
Angeles. Ten minutes from a large Black population in Pomona, 21 percent of 
the escapees from the California Institution for Men were Black. Work Fur­
loughPrograms would seem to be relevant to this hypothesis, since they are 
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Table 2 

Ethnic Distribution of Escapees and Control Group, 
by Location of the Escape 

Location of the Escape 

Northern California Camps 
White 
Mexican-American 
Black 

Total 

Central California Camps 
l-lliite 
Mexican-American 
Black 

Total 

Southern California Camps 
White .. 
Mexican-American 
Black 

Total 

California Institution for Men 
White 
Mexican-American 
Black 

Total 

Total, Camps and California 
Institution for Men 
White 
Mexican-American 
Black 

Total 

Work Furlough 
White 
Mexican-American 
Black 

Total 

Escapees Control 
r-~N~u-m~b'e-r~~IP~e-r-c-e-i-1t--~-O-"-~N~u-m~b-e-r-'lr=p-e-r-c-en-t 

57 
13 

3 

73 

47 
6 
3 

56 

31 
16 

6 

53 

55 
11 
17 

83 

190 
46 
29 

265 

42 
9 

14 

65 

78 
18 

4 

100 

84 
11 

5 

100 

59 
30 
11 

100 

66 
13 
21 

100 

72 
17 
11 

100 

65 
14 
21 

100 

46 
16 
33 

95 

37 
14 
25 

76 

36 
12 
23 

71 

44 
10 
31 

85 

163 
52 

112 

327 

48 
17 
35 

100 

49 
18 
33 

100 

51 
17 
32 

100 

52 
12 
36 

100 

50 
16 
34 

100 

63 
11 
26 

100* 

)I:
The figures represent the ethnic distribution of all work furloughees as of 
December 1971. 
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designed for those inmates paroling to the area and are purposely balanced 
to reflect the ethnic distribution of the region. With 26 percent of work 
furloughees being Black, 20 percent of the absconders from that program in 
our sample were of this ethnicity. 

Geography, then, would seem to offer a partial explanation of the low rate 
of Black escapes but not a complete one. In no comparison did the rate equal 
the proportion in the correctional population. It can further be argued that 
failure to return to a work furlough facility is a different type of behavior 
from actually escaping from custody. Additional explanations must be sought. 
Investigations might be done with profit in two areas, classification proce­
dures and interpersonal differences. 

Smith (1971) has suggested that the low Black escape rate in Washington may 
be related to fewer being given the minimum security opportunity. Blacks make 
up 18 percent of the population at the Washington State Penitentiary but only 
nine percent in the honor camps. In California, however, the camp population 
parallels the institution population. This equal distribution is maintained 
by an aggressive policy relating to the assignment of ethnic groups to the 
various programs. Since Blacks generally represent a lower escape risk than 
Whites, the results of this determination to equalize populations could be 
the less critical screening of White candidates for minimum custody programs. 

Escape History 

There is-a curious lack of attention in the literature on escapes to the most 
obvious variable, .escape history. In discussing absconders from English 
training schools, Gunasekara (1963) analyzes chronic absconders in terms of 
other factors but provides no data on escape history. Smith (1971) hints at 
a possible reason for this inattention. After noting that 12 percent of the 
escapees in Washington had prior escapes from that jurisdiction compared to 
three percent of the controls he goes on to explain that "Data for escape 
records from other states, jails, and juvenile institutions were not complete 
(po 26)." Reasonably complete data on escape history are available in Cali­
fornia and have been a focus of study. 

The Shain report (1961) found that 38 percent of the escapees from camp in 
1959 and 1960 had a history of escape compared to 14 percent of the control 
group who didn't escape. For the California Department of Corrections as a 
whole 25 percent of the adult male inmates had a record of prior escape as 
of December 31, 1972. Of the escapees during 1971 and through June of 1972, 
44 percent had a history of prior escape. Data from the California InstitJ~ 
tion for Men on the 1965 through 1967 escape group (Hacker, 1967) list 27 
percent of the escapees as having escape histories compared to eight percent 
of the institutional population. 

In order to throw light on the effects of prior escape history independent 
of race and location, Table 3 presents data for the var.ious ethnic group 
and place of escape combinations. The relationship between prior escapes and 
current escapes is seen to hold up over all comparisons except for Blacks. 
This is due to the small number of Blacks in the study who either had an 
escape history or escaped during this time period. Of the 14 Blacks in the 
study with escape histories, four (less than one-third) are found in the 

. escape group • 
. ~ , 
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Table 3 

Prior Escape History of Escapees and Control Group, by Location and Race (in percentages) 

Location, Whi1:e Mexican-American Black Total 
Escape History Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls 

Northern , 
California CamEs 

•. , 

No Prior Escape 60% 78% 31% 75% (3) 88% 56% 81% 
Some Prior Escape 40 22 69 25 . - 12 44 19 
Total Number (57) (46) (13) (16) (3) (33) (73) (95) 

Central 
California CamEs 

No Prior Escape 64% 78% (4) 79% (3) 92% 66% 83% 
Some Prior Escape 36 22 (2) 21 - 8 34 17 
Total Number (47) (37) (6) (14) (3) (25) (56) (76) 

Southern . 
California CamEs. 

No Prior E/?cape 58% 78% 63% 75% (4) 91% 60% 82% 
Some Prior Escape 42 22 37 25 (2) 9 40 18 
Total Number (31) (36) (16) (12) (6) (23) (53) (7l) 

California Insti-
tution for Men 

No Prior Escape 60% 86% 45% 80% 88% 94% 64% 88% 
Some Prior Escape 40 14 55 20 12 6 36 12 
Total Number (55) (44) (11) (10) (17) (31) (83) (85) 

Total 

No Prior Escape 61% 80% 50% 77% 86% 91% 62% 83% 
Some Prior Escape 39 20 50 23 1"4 9 38 17 
Total Number (190) (163) (46) (52) (29) (112) (265) (327) 



Overall 38 percent of the escapees had escape histories compared to 17 per­
cent of the control group. Half of the Mexican-Americans who escaped had a 
prior escape. In most comparisons escapees were more likely to have an escape 
record by about 20 percent. The northern camps had the highest percentage of 
escapees with escape records (42 percent). The differences between facilities 
are not great enough, however, to suggest regional differences in the relation­
ship of escape history. 

The importance of a ptior history of escape dictates a more thorough analysis 
of this factor. Past escape behavior may also be viewed in terms of frequency, 
time, and situation. In Table 4 the number of prior escapes is examined. A 
major problem with the camp population can be seen in the high proportion with 
multiple escapes in their background. Of the 182 camp escapees in this study 
15 percent had two or more previous escapes. Of the 30 ~amp men in the study 
with multiple escapes 23 were in the current escape group. The greater risk 
of mUltiple prior escapes is less evident in the institution data, however. 
This suggests that the importance of previous escape experience may be greater 
in remote areas where escaping could be more involved, if not more difficult. 
This suggestion is also supported by the slightly higher percentage of insti­
tutional escapees with no escape history. The relationship could also be an 
expression of the age difference between the camp and in~titution population. 

Number of 

Table 4 

Number of Prior Es.capes for Escapees and Control Group, 
by Location (in percentages) 

California 
Conservation Camps Institution for Men Total 

Prior Escapes Escapees I ,Controls Escapees I Controls· Escapees I Controls 

None 60% 81% 64% 88% 61% 83% 
One 25 16 25 7 25 14 
Two or More 15 3 11 5 14 3 

Total Number (182) (242) (83) (95) (265) (327) 

The type of prior escape is .the second important factor. An escapee from a 
medium custody prison certainly differs from a juvenile walkaway. It is com­
monly argued that prior juvenile escapes should be considered less important, 
since they are often more ~asily accomplished, punished less ,severely, and 
likely to have happened y~ars before. In Table 5, the data indicate that adult 
escape histories were somewhat more .typical than juvenile. However, among the 
camp population juveriile esca.pe histories were as important as adult escapes. 
While 33 of the camp escapees had juvenile excapes, this was true for 17 of 
the controls. The relative importance of juvenile escapes is difficult to 
evaluate for the institut~onal population, since only 13 men had such records. 

No dramatic differences are evident in the type of facility from which the 
previous escape occurred (Table 5). ~o~pitals, jails, and institutions are 
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about equally represented with no type of facility which can be clearly 
ignored. Although the numbers are small, it is interesting that the Ga~p 
escapees were not distinguished by prior escapes ~rom state'camps. 

Table 5 

Type of Facility of Prior Escape for Escapees 
and Control Group, by Location 

CONSERVATION CAMPS 
Type of Facility Adult Escapes Juvenile Escapes Total 

~scapeesrControls Escapees I Controls Escapees I Centrols 

Hospital 5 3 - - 5 3 
County Camp 5 2 2 

, 
- 7 2 

State Camp 2 2 2 2 4 4 
Jail, Juvenile Hall 9 5 7 2 16 7 
Institution 6 2 12 3 18 5 
Any Attempted 2 2 - - 2 2 
Other 3 5 1 - 4 5 
No Information 7 5 9 10 16 15 

Total 39 26 33 17 72 43 

CAT: f<' IRN"A I\jlj' UTION FOR MEN 
Adult Escapes Juvenile Escapes Total 

EscapeeslControls EscapeeslControls Esca£eeslControls 

Hospital 3 1 - - 3 1 
County Camp 2 - I - 3 -
State Camp 3 - - - 3 -
Jail, Juvenile Hall 6 3 2 I 8 4 
Institution 4 1 1 4 5 5 
Any Attempted - - - - - -
Other 3 - - - 3 -
No Information 2 - 3 - 5 -

Total 23 5 7 5 30 10 

I . 

The amount ,of time sinc,e the last escape is another important matter. It is 
usually felt that the longer the time since the prior escape the less important 
it is for classification purposes. Often the rule of thumb is five to ten 
years. In Table 6, the amount of time elapsing from the prior subjects' last 
escape is grouped into five year periods. The data are presented this way fpr 
convenience, but in arraying the figures there were no natural groupings which 
clearly distinguished controls from escapees. The major difference between 
escapees and controls appears to occur with prior escapes occurring over 15 
years before. For the total study group, 39 percent of the controls had-escapes 
that distant in the past compared to only 13 percent of the escapees. Since 
the age of the inmate and the years since last escape are obviously ~elated 
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(it would be difficult for someone in their twenties to have escaped 15 years 
ago), part of this difference is probably due to the chronological age factor. 
This factor may account for the less dramatic difference seen in the camp 
population with its narrow range of ages. \there are only slight advantages 
for the control group in terms of time elapsing since last escape until the 
sixteenth year. 

Years Since 

Table 6 

Number of Years Since Last Escape of Escapees 
and Control Group, by Location (in percentages) 

California 
Conservation Camns Institution for Men Total 

Last Escape Escapees/Controls EscapeeslControls Escapees I Controls 

o - 5 Years 20% 21% 31% - 23% 17% 
6 - 10 Years 43 26 31 30% 40 27 

11 - 15 Years 23 16 27 20 24 17 
16 or More Years 14 37 11 50 13 39 

':rotal Number (65) (38) (26) (10) (91) (48) 

Median Years 9 11.5 8 18 9 12 

No information was 'available on seven escapees and five controls from the 
conservation camps and four escapees from the California Institution for Men. 

It was originally thought that the escapees most distant in time would tend 
to be of the juvenile type, but this was not the case. The data revealed 
that those wi~h juvenile escape histories tended to be younger inmates thus 
negating the usefulness of this distinction.. Regardless of why it is, the 
higher rate for those with escapes within the last 15 years might be worth 
bearing in mind for classification purposes. . 

Those studies which have examined the relationship of age to escaping find 
escapees generally to be a younger group of inmates. The average age of 
escapees in the Louisiana study by Loving, et al. (1959), was 29.3 compared 
to 32.3 for non-escapees. Morgan (1967) found significantly more escapes 
in South Carolina to be under 25 years of age. In Morrow's study (1969), 
70 percent of the psychiatric patients who escaped were under 25 years of 
age compared to only 41 percent of the control group. 

The age difference in California does not appear as great. This may be due 
in part to the small proportion of the prison population under 25 years of 
age, about 20 percent. Using the age of 30 as the dividing line, Hacker 
(1967) found that 67 percent of the California Institution for Men escapees 
in 1965 through April 1967 were below this age compared to 56 percent of 
the general population. In the 1959 and 1960 (Shain, et a1., 1961) camp 
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escape group 42 percent were under 30 with only 20 percent of the controls 
in this age group. Ten years later 52 percent of the escapees from camp 
were under 30 compared to 45 percent of the resident camp population (Cali­
fornia Department of Corrections, 1972). 

The analysis of age as a factor in escapes was p1erformed separately in this 
study for the conservation camps and the institution. The reason for this 
is the greater age spread at the institution, which also contains a senior 
citizens unit. The results are presented in Table 7 with race and escape 
history held constant. The age of 32 was selected as the dividing line, 
because it approximates the median age of inmates in the Department. 

In all comparisons a younger age appears to make an independent contribution 
to escape behavior. The difference in the camp group was less~ as would be 
expected, because of the narrower age range. While 28 percent of camp escapees 
were over 32 years of age, 41 percent of the control group was over this mark. 
Age seems more predictive where there is a prior escape history, with 68 per­
cent of the escapees in this category being under 33 years old. In contrast, 
age seems to have little value for predicting White camp escapes where no 
prior escape was recorded. Only a five percent difference exists between 
escapes and controls in this group. Again with Blacks, there are too few 
escapes to reveal any relationship. 

Greater differences can be noted in the institution sample. The older inmates 
were 30 percent more likely to be found in the non-escape group with substan- , 
ti.al differences in each category. Unlike the situation for camps, the age 
dj_fference also appears to pertain to Whites without prior escapes. Seventy­
one percent of the control group with no prior escapes were over 32 years of 
age compared to 45 percent of the escapees. The reason age seems more impor­
tant for the institution subjects is probably because of the greater number 
of inmates in the o~der age group. 

The age data were arrayed to see if there was an age level at which escapes 
dramatically decreased. There was not; the decline in the escape rate was ' 
gradual over many years with no clear cuttin~·point. 

Criminal Background , '. 

Another common finding is that escapees tend to have more extensive criminal 
baekgrounds. In the case 'of juvenile runaways, Gunasekara (i963) found 75 ' 
percent of the persistent abscondersfrom :British training schools "were also 
"persistent thieves" compared to 52 percent of the non-absconders. Hith run­
aways in Illinois (Levine, 1962) 54 percent were "returnees" compared to,40 
percent of the non~absconding delinquents. Lubeck and Empey (1968), in study­
ing juvenile absconders from two California schools, constructed several com­
plex indices. They report: 

"When the ten best predictor variables for each program are re-grouped 
inte their four original content categories--personality characteris­
tics, peer influence, offense history, and background factors-- the 
offense ~3cales, as a group, appear to have the highest explanatory 
value. Ihey account for'4l percent of all explain~d variance for the 
total institution and 50' percent for the mediatory institution. This 
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Age 

Under 32 Yrs. 

32 Yrs. & Over 

Total Number 

Under 32 Yrs. 

32 Yrs. & Over 

Total Number 

Table 7 

Age of Escapees and Control Group, by Location, Race and Prior Escape History 
(in percentages) 

ALL r.()N~HRvxrT()N r.AMP~ 

White Mexican-American Black 
, 

Total 
No Prior Some Prior No Prior Some Prior No Prior Some Prior No Prior Some Prior 
Escapes Escapes Escapes Escapes Escapes Escapes Escapes Escapes 

E'" I Cn E I C E I C E I C E I C E I C E I C E J C 

73% 68% 64% 39% 72% 53% 76% 60% 90% 56% (2) (5) 75% 61% 68% 48% 

27 32 36 61 28 47 24 40 10 44 - (3) 25 39 32 52 

(82) (93) (53) (26) (18) (32) (17) (10) (10) (73) (2) (8) (110) (198) (72) (44) 
I 

CALIFORNIA INSTITUTION FOR MEN 
White Mexican-American Tn lC'k Tn :::l1 

No Prior Some Prior No Prior Some Prior No Prior Some Prior No Prior Some Prior 
Escapes Escapes Escapes Escapes Escapes Escapes Escapes EscaR.es 

E I C E I C E I C E I C E I C E I C E I C E I C 
", 

48% 26% 59% - (4) (2) (5) (1) 60% 34% - - 55% 29% 60% 10% 

52 7'4 41 (6) (1) (6) (1) (1) 40 66 (2) (2) 45 71 40 90 

(33) (38) (22) (6) (5) (8) (6) (2) (15) (29) (2) (2) (53) (75) (30) (10) 

*E = Escapes, C = Controls 

a, 

-
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finding is significant in light of the fact that these measures 
of past offense behavior, rather than measures of personality, 
peer influences, or background, are the most powerful explanatory 
factors." 

Loving, et al. (1959), found White adult escapees in Louisiana to be charac­
terized by two clust~~rs of variables referred to as "Transient CriminalitylJ 
and "Early Criminal History". In replicating the study in South Carolina, 
however, Morgan (1967) did not find type of offense or prior commitment to 
the state penitentiary to be statistically significant in distinguishing 
escapees from a control group. However, criminal background was again sig­
nificant in the Washington study (Smith, 1971). Both type of of.tense and 
type of admission were significant at the .001 level, ,~sing a chi square 
test. Parole violators and readmissions made up 46 percent of the escapes 
and 30 percent of the controls, while property offenders constituted 79 
percent of the escapees but only 58 percent of the controls. Similar results 
were obtained by Morrow (1969) in studying psychiatric patients. Four pre­
vious felonies were recorded for 39 percent of the escapees, but this was 
true of only 16 percent of the other patients. The most distinguishing fea­
ture of the escapees was their admission as a transfer from an adult correc­
tional facility rather than through one of the numerous other ways into the 
hospital. Among escapees from California Conservation Camps in 1959 and 
1960 (Shain, et al., 1961), 47 percent were parole violators compared to 30 
percent of the control group. Apart from parole violations, 72 percent of 
the escapees and 58 percent of the controls had served at least one prior 
prison term. It is usually assumed that crimes against persons are more 
situational and spontaneous and thus do not suggest the same level of com­
mitment to a criminal life style as property crimes. In the same study 94 
percent of the escapees were sentenced for property crimes (including robbery) 
compared to 68 percent of the non-escapees. 

Efforts to isolate the particular commitment offense having the highest 
escape rate in California have not been very successful. Results usually 
alternate between robbery and burglary. Forgery is sometimes high, sometimes 
low. The difficulty in finding "the" offense reflects the high degree of 
intercorrelation of offense with other variables. Auto theft, once thought 
to be highJ .. y related to escape, is also characteristic of the youthful age 
group. Burglary is now intertwined with narcotic addiction, forgery with 
alcoholism, and robbery with race. Therefore, the grosser category of prop­
erty crimes was used in this analysis as an indicator of criminality. 

In Table 8 it can be seen that in all but one comparison property crimes are 
found disproportionately in the escape group. Among those with no prior 
escapes, 72 percent of the camp escapees were committed for property crimes 
compared to 57 percent of the controls. In the institutional sample of inmates 
with no ,escape history, 56 percent of the controls were sentenced for property 
crimes, and 83 percent of the escapees were in this category. 

Another indicator of criminality is the type of term being served relative 
to parole. Presumably those returned as parole violators would be more crim­
inally oriented than those serving out their original term. The relationship 
between type of admission and escaping, as seen in Table 9, is not very strong. 
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Table 8 

0 ens~ T pe of Escapees and Control Group, by Location y and Escape History (in percentages) 

CONSERVATION CAHPS CALIFORNIA INSTITUTION FOR MEN 
OEfense Type No Escape Uistcry Some Escape History No Escape History Some Escape Histo~ 

Escapees I Controls Esca~ees I Controls Esca~ees -' Controls Escapees ~ Controls 

Property Crimes 72% 57% 72% 59% 83% 56% 60% 80% 
All Other 28 43 28 41 17 44 40 20 

'l'otal Number (110) (198) (72) (44) (53) (75) (30) (10) 

Table 9 

Type of Admission of Escapees an i Escape History and Age (in percentages) d Control Group by Locat on, , 

CONSERVATION eMIl'S 
Type of No Escape Uistory Some Esca1 e History 

Admission 32 Years or Less 33 Years ,QI. Mora 32~ ..or.. Less 33 Y",ar,. nl" More 
Escl!2.ees I Controls Esc~eesl Controls Esc~p~es 1 Controls Escapees 1 Controls 

Odginlli Term 68% 81% 46% 64% 55% '62% 39% 61% 
Technical Parole 
Violator 7 10 4 :3 14 5 17 9 

New Felony 
Parole Violator 25 9 50 18 31 33 44 30 

Total Number (82) (121) (28) (77) (49) (21) (23) (23) 

CALIFORNIA INSTITUTION FOR HEN 
No Escape History Some Escaf, e History_ 

32 Years or Less 33 Years or Hore 32 Years or Less 33 Years or Hore 
Esca~ees J Controls Esc~ees I Controls Escaoees I Controls ·Escapees I Controls 

Original Term 66% . 100% 63% 70% 78% - 50% (4) 
Technical Parole 
Violator 17 - 12 l,.9 11 - 25 -

New felony 
Parple Violator. 17 - 25 11 11 (1) - 25 (5) 

Total Number (29) (22) (24) (53) (18) (1) (12) (9) 
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Those serving their original terms appear to have a lower rate in the camp 
population, with differences of seven percent to 22 percent across age groups. 
The most noticeable feature in the camp population is the high escape rate of 
parole violators with new felony convictions and no prior escape record. Half 
of the escapees in this category who were over 32 years of age had new convic­
tions compared to 18 percent of the controls. One-fourth of the young escapees 
with no escape history had new felony convictions. . 

Technical parole violators had a low rate if no escape history was evident, 
but this was reversed when some prior escape had occurred. Technical violators 
in the institutional setting, however, did as poorly as violators with new 
felony convictions. In addition, the better performace of original commit­
ments is not present for those in the institution with a prior escape history. 

The most adequate measure of prior criminal involvement utilized in the cur­
rent study is probably prior incarcerations. This variable was divided into 
"no prior sentences served", "served a jailor juvenile term only", &::d "served 
one or more- prior prison terms". The results are presented i11 Table 10 with 
location, age, and escape his.tQry held constant. In all comparisons where 
th~re are epough cases to examine, ~ore serious records of prior incarceration 

"are associated.with higher escape rates. The lowest rates are recorded for 
those who have never served a prjor sentence, with those serving only a j~il 
or juvenile tern bei]:lg second. In each comparison, the percentage of those 
who had servec;l a pr:j.or prison term,in the escape group was significantly 
greater than the percentage in the control group. 

In the institution population with no prior escape history, 86 percent of the 
younger non-escape group had served no more than a jailor juvenile term while 
this was true of only 58 percent of the escape group. The lowest rate appears 
to be those Caltlp men 'w~th no prior terms served. 

'.l'able 10 

Type of PriOr In~~rcer~tion of Escapees and Control Group, by Escape History and Age (in percentages) 

-CONSERVATION CAMPS Type of Prior ' No Esc~e History Some Escape History Incarceration 32 Years of Less 33 Years or More 32 Years or Less 33 Years or More Escapees] . Controls Esc~ees J. Controls Esc~eesl Controls Escapees· i Controls .-

4% 14% 3% 14% - 5% - 4% 
None 

4% 9 
Jail or Juven~le 54 70 11 33 .. 55% 57 Prior Prison 41 16 ' 86 , 53 45 38 96 87 

- - - -No Inform!ltion 1 - - -
Total Number (82) o.~l) (28) (77) (49) (21) (23) (23) 

,- . , , . 
CALIFORNIA INSTITUTION FOR HEN '< -- ,~. 

"No "Escape History Some Escape History 32 Years or Less 33 Years or More 32 Years or Less 33 Years or More Esc~ees 1. Controls Escapees ,I Controls Escapees J Controls Escapees 1 Controls 
3% 9% 8% 9% - - - -

None 
Jail or J~venile 55 77 21 26 56% - 17% (1) P.rior Prison 35 14 71 59 44 (1) 83 (8) No Information .7 - .- 6 - - - -
Total Number (29) (22) (24) (53) (18) (1) (12) (9) .' 

-17-

. , 



Summary and Conclusions 

The literature on escapes gives consideration to several factors not analyzed 
in this study. Some, such as farm versus non-farm occupations or urban 
versus rural background (Loving, et al., 1959) did not seem relevant to the 
California system. Pursuing others appeared to be of dubious value. Morrow 
(1969), for example, found first born sons to escape more often. Intelli­
gence level also' has been systematically studied in relation to escaping. 
Cochran (1948) found escapees to have inferior intelligence. Morrow (1969), 
Levine (1962), and Loving, et al. (1959) found no significant relationship, 
while Morgan (1967) and Shain, et al. (1961) found escapees to be above aver­
age in intelligence. Since none of these studies systematically controlled 
for other important variables, it is likely that these ambiguous findings 
result from correlations with other variables. Similar problems exist in 
determining the relationship between alcohol or drug usage and escaping. 

In this study the method selected for holding certain variables constant was 
through partialing tables, this because of some rather complicated method­
ological problems. Given the sample size and the strength of the four vari­
ables considered, additional divisions of the data would make further analysis 
impossible under this procedure. With these four variables firmly established, 
however, a different method (control through base rates) was employed in later 
chapters, and other items are analyzed through the use of this method. 

Consistent with prior studies, race was found to have a strong relationship 
to escape behavior. Blacks escaped about one-third as often as they appear 
in the population, Mexican-Americans about the same a~ their percentage in 
the population, while Whites were about one and one-half ~imes as likely to 
escape as their numbers in the general population would indicate. The Black 
escape rate increased considerably, however, in faci1iti~s located in Southern 
California, and an unusually high rate of Mexican-American escapes was expe­
rienced from conservation camps in that region. 

A more consistent relationship viaS found between previous escapes and current 
escape behavior. Inmates with an escape history were twice as likely to be 
found among the escapees as their percentage in the population would indicate. 
This was true for all facilities. The risk was further increased if. more 
than one prior escape had been recorded. The low rate of Black escapes from 
camp, however, compromises the usefulness of escape history for classifying 
that group. Even with escape histories they were less of a risk than the 
other two groups. No relationship was evident between the type of prior 
escape and the current escape. The type of facility or whether it was a 
juvenile or adult escape didn't appear to make any difference. A prior escape 
was less important if it occurred 15 years or more earlier, but this time 
variable was highly related to age, another important factor. 

Escapees were more often in the younger age group. There was no magic age" 
however. at which escapes no longer occurred. The decline was gradual. 
Escapees tended to have ·more extensive criminal backgrounds' than non-escapees. 
This was true when age, J,ocation, and escape history were held constant. More 
escapees were found to be property offenders" to have served prior prison 
terms, and/or to have been returned to prison for parole violation. The lowest 
escape risks were th()s,~ who had served no prior sentences, including jailor 
Juvenile. 
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CHAPTER III 
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND INSTITUTIONAL ESCAPES 

Escapes from medium custody institutions represent a somewhat different pro­
blem. Movement is more closely controlled even for inmates classified as 
minimum security, and the lower rates attest to the increased difficulty of 
escaping. A surprisingly large number of inmates at secure institutions are 
classified as minimum custody. As of December 1971, 32 percent had minimum 
security assignments. The great bulk of the escapes come from this group 
rather than from inmates penetrating the secure institutional perimeters. 
Most occur from work details outside the gun towers. The purpose of this 
chapter is to compare systematically the characteristics of escapees from 
medium custody facilities with those of escapees from minimum security 
settings. 

Race 

Almost identical results were obtained in comparing escape rates of various 
races from institutions and minimum custody facilities (Table 11). Whites 
again represent one and one-half times as many escapes as controls, Mexican­
Americans are equally represented, and Black escapes occur about one-third 
as often as they appear in .the population. Whites constituted 76 percent of 
the escapes from institutions and 49 percent of the control group. The com­
parable figures for minimum custody facilities are 72 percent and 50 percent. 

Table 11 

Ethnic.;. Distribution of Institutional Esaapees and Control Group 

Race Number Percentage 
Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls 

White 176 186 76 49 

Mexican-American 29 77 13 20 
. 
Black 25 119 11 31 

Total 230 382 100 100 

Escape History 

Table 12 shows the relationship of escape history independent of race. For 
each ethnic group those with prior escapes have a higher escape rate by about 
20 per'cent. AE? ,would be expected~ a higher proportion of the institutional 
population had escape histories. Seventy-five percent of the institution con­
trol group 'had no escape history compared to 83 percent of the control group 
for mir..imum security facilities. Because of the greater numbers with escape" 
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Itistory, more institution escapees are in this category. Half the escapees 
had an escape history, while this was true of more than half of the White 
and Mexican-American escapes. Again, there are few Blacks with escape his­
tories arid fewer with current escapes. 

Table 12 

Escape History of Institutional Escapees and Control Group, by Race (in p ercentages) 

Total Escape History Controls Controls Escapees I Controls 

No Prior Escape 46% 71% 52% 66% 64% 87% 49% 

Some Prior Escapes 54 29 48 34 36 13 51 

Total NUmber (176) (186) (29) (77) (25) (119) (230) 

The escape risk of those with escape histories is approximately twice as 
great as of those without; but, unlike the camp escapee group, multiple 
prior escapes don't appear to appreciably increase this risk. Those with 
one, two, and three or more escapes constitute about twice as great a per­
centage of the escape group as the controls (Table 13). 

Table 13 

Number of Prior Escapes for Institutional Escapees 
and Control Group (in percentages) 

Number of I Prior Escapes Escapees Controls Total 

None 48% 75% 65% 

One 31 15 21 

Two 11 6 8 

Three or More 10 4 6 

Total Number (230) (382) (612) 

Escape histories of institutional inmates tend to be of more recent origin. 
The escape group also had .more escape histories less than six years in age, 
with the control group having more escapes in the 11 to 15 year category 
(Table 14). 
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Table 14 

Number of Years Since Last Escape of Institutional Escapees 
and Control Group (in percentages) 

Years Since I Last Escape Escapees Controls Total 

0 - 5 Years 47% 35% 42% 

6 - 10 Years 22 21 21 

11 - 15 Years 5 13 8 

16+ Years 20 19 20 

No Information 6 12 9 

Total Number (118) (96) (214) 

Again, the type of facility from which the prior escape occurred seemed to 
make little difference. In contrast to the case with the camp subjects, fewer 
of the escapes were of the juvenile type, and they appear less important 
Crable 15). 

Table 15 

Type of Facility of Prior Escape for Institutional Escapees 
and Control Group 

Juvenile Escapes Total Adult Escapes 
Type of Facility. Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls EscapeesTControl~ 

Hospital 5 5 - - 5 5 

County Camp 5 8 - 1 5 9 

State Camp 14 3 3 2 17 5 

Jailor Juvenile Hall 21 14 2 2 23 16 

Institution 38 n 5 11 43 32 

Any Attempted 5 2 2 - 7 2 

Other 4 3 - 1 4 4 

No Information 9 14 5 9 14 23 
. 
Total Number (101) (70) (17) (26) (118) (96) 

'0 
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Table 16 

Age of Institutional Escapees and Control Group, 
by Race and Prior Escape History (in percentages) 

ALI RACES 
Age No Escape History Some Escape History Total 

Esc~eeslControls Escapees I Controls Esc~eeslControls 

Under 32 Years 59% 57% 56% 58% 57% 57% 

33 Years & OVer' 41 43 44 42 43 43 

Total Number (112) (286) (118) (96) (230) (382) 

WHITE ONLY 
No Esc~e History Some Escape History Total 
Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls 

Under 32 Years 58% 50% 59% 52% 59% 51% 

33 Years & OVer 42 50 41 48 41 49 

Total Number (81) (132) (95) (54) (176) (186) 

MEXICAN-AMERICAN ONLY 
No Esc~e History . SOIlle Esca~e Histo1:"y_ Total 
Esc~eeslControls Escapees I Controls Esca~eeslControls 

Under 32 Years 67% 59% 57% 69% 62% 62% 

33 Years & OVer. 33 41 43 31 38 38 

Total Number (15) (51) (14) (26) (29) (77) 

BLACK ONLY 
No Escape History Some Escape History Total 
Esc~eeslControls Escapees I Controls Esc~eeslControls 

Under 32 Years 56% 64% (2) 63% 44% 64% 

33 Years & OVer 44 36 (7) 37 56 36 

Total Number (16) (103) (9) (16) , (25) (119) 
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In contrast to the situation with the camp sampie, age does not discriminate 
between institutional escapees and the control group (Table 16). Those under 
33 years of age made up 57 percent of the escap~es and 57 percent of the con­
trols. There are some variations within et.hnic groups which are nullified 
when they are combined. 

Criminal Background 

A higher percentage of institutional escapees were convicted of property 
crimes (Table 17). This was true of 76 percent of the escapees but only 
51 percent of the controls. ' This was also true of each racial group. For 
example~ 14 of the 16 Black escapees were committed for property offenses. 
This relationship is somewhat stronger than in the sample of camp escapes. 

Table 17 

Offense Type of Institutional Escapees and Control Group, 
by Escape History (in percentages) 

No Escape History Some Escape History Total 
Type of Offense -Escapees I Controls Esc8Qees I Controls EscapeeslControls 

Property Crime 73% 47% 78% 61% 76% 51~~ 

All Other 27 53 22 39 24 49 ., 

Total Number (112) (286) (118) (96) (230) (382) 

Inmates serving their original term have a lower escape rate than parole 
violators (Table 18). This relationship is present across age groups and 
when an escape history is recorded, although it is very weak among older 
inmates with prior escapes. As with the camp' sample, the strongest relation­
ship appears among older inmates with no prior escapes. Half of those who 
escaped in this category had been returned to prison with a new felony con­
viction, compared to 26 percent of the non-escapees. Among the younger inmates, 
those serving their original term were 15 percent less likely to be found among 
,the escapee's. When all categories are combined, parole violators with new 
felonies are 27 percent of the escapees and 19 percent of the controls, t·ech­
nical violators make up 20 percent of the escapees and 11 percent of the con­
t'rols, and original commitments constitute 53 percent of the escapees but 70 
percent of the control group. 

The third measure of criminal background is history of prior incarceration. 
In the control group, ten percent had had no p'r.evious incarceration compared to 
four percent of the escapees. One or more prior prison terms was served by 55 
percent of the escapees and 40 percent of the non-escapees. The relationship 
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Type of 
Admission 

Original Term 

Technical 
Parole Violator 

New Felony 
Parole Violator 

Total Number 

Table 1:8 

Type of Admissio~ of Institutional Escapees and Control Group, 
by Escape History and Age (in percentages) 

No Escaoe Histo~_ Some Esca~e History 
32 Years or Less 33 Years~ Mor. 32 Years or less 23 Years or Nore 

Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls Escapes I Controls 

68% 83% 30% 56% 67;' 82% 39% 43% 

21 7 20 18 15 4 23 17 

11 10 50 26 18 14 38 40 

(66) (162) (46) (124) (66) (56) (52) (40) 

appears much weaker, however, when escape history and age are taken into con­
sideration (Table 19). The major difference is found among older inmates 
with no escape history. Forty-six percent of the non-escapees had served no 
more than a jail term compared to 15 percent of the older men with no escape 
histories who escaped. The figures for the same group in the camp men are 
almost identical. 

Table 19 

,Type of Prior Incarceration of Institutional Escapees and Control Group, 
by Escape History and Age (in percentages) 

No Escape History Some Escape History 
Type of Prior 32 Years or Less 33 Years or More 32 Years or Less 33 Years or More 
Incarceration Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls' Esca ees I Controls 

None 10% 12% 2% 13% - - -
Jailor Juvenile -(-,7 70 13 33 62% 59% 8% 

Prior Prison 23 18 85 54 38 41 92 

Total Number (66) (162) (46) (124) (66) (56) (52) 

Summary and Conclusions 

The background characteristics that are significantly descriptive of insti­
tudonal escapees are surprisingly similar to those of escapees from minimum 
s:curity facilities. Race is an equally strong predictor in both settings, 
w~th Blacks representing only 11 percent of the escapes from each type. 
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Escape history is 'slightly more strongly related to escaping from an insti­
tution, and prior escapes were of a more recent nature in the institutional 
sample. Unlike the case with the camp sample, multiple prior escapes don't 
significantly increase the power of prediction. Again there is no type of 
facility from which a prior escape occurred which can be readily discounted, 
although the great majority of prior escapes were from an adult facility. 

Age was strongly related to escaping from the California Institution for 
Men, moderately in the camp sample, and not related to escaping from a medium 
custody institution. The reason for this seems to be that the strength of 
the other variables was such as to nullify any advantage for the older group. 

Property offenders are found disproportionately among the escapees from all 
settings, as are parole violators. This relationship weakens, however, when 
a history of escaping is present. The general relationship with prior sen­
tencesserved is not evident in the institution sample, but the low escape 
rate of older men with no escape hist{iries who have served little time is 
present. 
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CHAPTER IV 
INSTITUTIONAL CAREERS AND ESCAPE BEHAVIOR 

T~e concern up to this point has been with basic inmate characteristics as 
they relate to escape behavior. No attention has been paid to where the 
inmate is in. terms of his prison career. Conwon-sense suggests, however, 
that the length of the term being served and how much is left to serve should 
make.a considerable difference in terms of the risk of escaping. 

The purpose' of this chapter is to examine various aspects of the sentences 
being served ill terms of the escape risk associated with them in relation to 
background factors.' Before analyzing institutional careers, however, it is 
necessary to consolidate the information on background characteristics into 
another form. 

The previous chapters suggest that race, escape history, offense type and 
age. are the four items most consistently and strongly related to escape 
behavior. These tour items were co~sidered in all 24 possible combinations, 
and the relative number of escapes and controls noted for each. These data 
were then used to .estimate an escape rate per 100 inmates with each combina­
tion of factors. Since the control group was not a proportionate sample, 
the number of inmates in this group was first multiplied by a term to increase 
their number to the proper amount. For example, the escape rate from conser­
vation during the study period was about ten percent and thus proportionate 
sampling would have produced approximately 1,740 controls for the 182 escapees. 
The control sample of 242 was therefore divided by 13.9 percent to produce 
the desired number. The adjusted control size was added to the escape group 
and the total divided into the number of escapes to derive a probable per­
centage of escapes. 

Institutional escapes represent an additional problem. The basic rate is 
misleading because almost all escapes occur from minimum custody while only 
20 percent of the population is assigned to minimum custody. To compensate 
for this, the rate was based only on the number of men in m1nimum custody. 
Still the institutional escape rates were only about half as high as the 
camp rates. Table 20, below, shows the median proJected rate for the escape 
and control groups by their location prior to being transferred to-their 
present facility. 

Type 
of Transfer 

Direct from 
Reception Center 

Other Transfer 

Total Hedian 

Total Number 

Table 20 

Median Projected Escape Rates of Escapees and Control Group, 
by Type of Facility and Type of Transfer 

California Institutions Institution for Men Conservation Camps 
Escape I Control I Total Escape I Control I Total Escape I Control I Total 

14 10 10 15 5 9 - - -

14' 4 10 15 9 15 - - -
14 4 10 15 7 9 9 3 4 

(83) (95) (168) (182) (242) (424) (92) (233) (325) 

-26-

The raw scores were arrayed and divided into four levels (Table 21) Ii The 
cutting points were selected from what appeared to be natural divis:tons in 
the (lrray. Tll'i s procedure produced dJ fferent interval$' for each type 0 r 
[neD j ty. The four escape risk levels are labeled "tow, Medium Low \1 Hedium 
High, and High". 

Table 21 

Intervals Used to Define Levels of Escape Risk for Each Type of Fal:~ility 

Level of California All Other. 
Escape Risk Conservation Camps Institution for Men In si;:itutions 

Low o - 3 o - 2 0 - 1 

Medium Low 4 - 7 3 - 5 2 - 3 

Nedium High 8 - 15 6 - 10 4 - 6 

High 16+ 11+ 7+ 

Table 22 shows the percentage distribution of escapees and control by ri.sk 
levels. Ris.k levels grouped in this way appear to disc.riminate enough to 
~varrent their use as a "Base Expectancy" type of control for analyzirng other 
variables. 

Table 22 

Escapees and Controls, by Level of Escape Risk and Type of :8'acility 
(in percentages) 

California 
Level of Institution for Men Conservation Camps Institutions 

Escape Risk Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls Es(~aEees I Controls 

Low 7% 43% 6% 34% 5% 33% 

Medium Low 7 15 14 24 9 18 

Hedium High 30 27 46 33 27 27 

High 56 15 34 9 59 22 
-

Total Number (83) (85) (182) (242) (92) (233) 
) t, 
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Conservation Program: Type of Transfer and Escape Behavior 

Inmates get :lLnto the conservation camp system by two routes. About half go 
directly to the system from a Reception-Guidance Center soon after they are 
received by the Department. Other inmates are transferred from correctional 
institutions. Such transfers generally occur upon the recommendation of 
institution staff after some portion of the term has been served and various 
'ot'her criteria have been fulfilled. 

Since many of the items used in developing the risk levels are also used in 
custody classification it is not surprising to find a tendency for those 
sent directly to caml-! to be over-represented in the low risk group, while 
60 percent of the high risk group had spent time in an institution before 
camp placement (Table 23). This is also reflected in Table 20 where the 
direct placement group has a projected escape rate of nine percent compared 
to 15 percent for those coming from another institution. 

Table 23 

Number and Percentage of Conservation Inmates in Each Escape Risk Group, 
by Type of Transfer 

" 

Type of Low Risk Medium Low Hedium High High Risk 
Transfer Number I Percent Number I Percent NumberiPercent Number I Percent 

Direct from 
Reception Center 62 68% 52 63% 89 58% 34 40% 

Indirect from 
Other Institutions 29 32 31 37 67 42 50 60 

Total 91 100% 83 rOO% 156 100% 84 100% 

Total 
Number I Percent 

237 57% 

177 43 

414 100% 

When the escapees and control group arIa compared by type of transfer (direct 
or indirect), those received directly from a reception center have a slight 
advantage (Table 24). Fifty-nineperc:ent of this group were among the non­
escapees compared to 54 percent of those from other institutions. Consider­
able differences can be seen between risk levels, however. The two lower 
risk groups had fewer escapes by about 13 percent when they went directly 
to conservation camp, while the higher risk groups did better if they went 
first to an institution by approximately the same amount. 
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Table 24 

Escapees and Control Group, by Level of Escape Risk 
and Type of Transfer (in percentages) 

Low Risk Medium Low Medium High High Risk Total 
Group Direct_! Indirect Direct I Indirect Direct I Indirect Direct I Indirect Direct iIndirect 

Escape 8% 21% 25% 39% 58% 45%, 82% 66% 41% 

Control 92 79 75 61 42 55 18 34 59 

Total Percent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Total Number (62) (29) (52) (31) (89) (67) (34) (50) (237) 

-

Conservation Program: Time to Serve and Escape Behavior 

Several studies have reported relationships between the length of the prison 
term and escaping. In a study of escapes from the Massachusetts Prison 
Colony between 1928 and 1948, Cochrane (1958 mentions sentences with a max­
imum of over four years as being a factor. Escapees from Louisiana (L<'I>"1ing, 
et al., 1959) were reported more likely to be serving sentences of six and 
one-half years or longer rather than shorter terms. }forgan (1967) found 
Rignificantly more inmates escaping among those who had served less than 
half their sentences than among those who had served more than half. He 
also notes, however, that significantly more inmates escaped who were serving 
sentences of five years or less than those serving longer sentences. In the 
California study of camp inmates (Shain, et al., 1961), escapees averaged 
17 months in custody before the escape. The average escapee had only been 
in the camp setting for two months so that about 15 of the 17 months were 
spent elsewhere, probably in medium custody. During that period the average 
California prison term was 30 months, so that the average camp escapee had 
probably served, about half of his expected term. 

In order to investigate the influence of these factors each inmate was assigned 
an estimate of the number of months he could expect to serve based on the 
median time served for the same offense by those inmates released during the 
study period. The data were then analyzed by type of transfer. 

Indirect transfers were expected to serve longer sentences by an average of 
seven months (46 months compared to 39 months)~ 'There is no significant dif­
ference, however, between length of sentences expected for escapees compared 
to the control group. Among the direct transfers the escapee group was 
expected to serve a median sentence of 39 months compared to 37 months for 
the controls. For those coming from other institutions, the median for both 
groups was estimated at 46 months. The escapees from the direct transfer 
group. were expected to serve slightly longer terms with the major exception 
of the high risk group, where the control group averaged an estimated ten 
months longer. This does not appear true for the indirect transfer group 
(Table 25). 
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Group , 

Table 25 

Median Months Expected to Serve for Escapees and Control Group, 
by Level of Escape Risk and Type of Transfer 

Low Risk Mediwn Low Hedium Hi2h lIigh Risk Total 

'- Direct I Indirect Direct I Indirect Direct I Indirect Direct I Indirect Direct I Indirect 

Escapees 48 47 48 48 42 46 36 46 39 

Controls 46 46 39 47 37 46 46 46 37 

Total 46 46 39 47 37 46 41 46 39 

The indirect transfers had served varying periods of time in other institu­
tions. It might be that the high risk group, although not serving shorter 
terms, were transfers to camp later in their sentence. This possibility was 
examined, by first cOlnputing the perc!ent of term served by dividing months 
expected to serve into months served before transfer to conservation. The 
results are presented in Table 26. 

Contrary to what might be expected, the lower risk groups had served as 
much of the expected sentence before transfer as the high risk groups. With 
the exception of the highest risk group, the control subjects had served 
about two-thirds of their expected term before transf~r, while the escapees 
had served only about half. Among the medium ~igh risk group the escapees 
averaged 40 percent of their expected terms in other institutions, while the 
control group had served 70 percent before transfer. In other words, given 
average terms of 46 months the escapees had served less than 23 monthS' before 
transfer, and the non-escapees had served about 34 months before camp place­
ment. As in the previous table, the high risk group reversed this trend 
with escapees having served three~fourths of their term before transfer. 

Table 26 

Median Percentage of Expected Term Served Prior to Transfer to 
Conservation for Escapees and Controls, by Level of Escape Risk 

Percentage of Exnected Term Served 
Group Low I Medium I Medium I High 

'/ 
Total I Total" ' 

Risk Low High Risk Percent Number 

Escapees 57'% 41% 40% 77% 46% 81 

Controis 72 67 -70 61 71 96 

Total 70% 52% 48% 67% 59% 177 .J.' 
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Conservation Program: Parole Dates and Escape Behavior 

The affect of having a parole date on escape behavior is difficult to evaluate 
with the current data, because the members of the control group were selected 
at the end of the study period and were therefore much more likely to have 
had their terms fixed than the escapees. Because of this the analysis focused 
only on escapees. 

As of December 1971, 26 percent of all male felons in the Department had 
parole dates. It seems reasonable to assume that considerably more of the 
minimum custody inmates had parole dates, since it was the policy during this 
study period to expose those with release dates to a minimum custody setting. 
Of all escapees from conservation, only 17 percent had parole dates, which is 
probably about one-half the percentage of the conservation population. Few 
(ten percent) of the direct transfers who escaped had dates, and most of 
these were still over a year away "Then the escape occurred (Table 27). The 
median parole date for this group was 15.5 months from the time of the escape. 
Only three were scheduled for parole within nine months. 

The camp escapees who came from other institutions were somewhat different. 
The average parole date was seven months from the escape, and 23 percent had 
parole dates. Fewer probably had dates than the population average, but the 
difference is not dramatic as with the direct transfers. Fourteen escapees 
had dates of nine months or less. Hhen divided into risk levels, two inter­
esting things stand out. OVer a third of the indirect transfer high risk 
level escapees had parole dates with an average of only five months to go 
before they escaped. In contrast, only one of the ten low risk level escapees 
had a parole date, and it was 15 months away from the escape. 

Table 27 

Camp Escapees with Parole Dates, 
by Level of Escape Risk and Type of Transfer (in percentages) 

Type of Transfer Low Risk Medium Low Total 

Direct from 
eception Center ' (0) 23% 6% 14% 10% 

Indirect from 
Institution (1) 17 13 35 23 

California Institution for Men: Type of Transfer and Escape Behavior 

During the time covered by this study the California Institution for Men was 
used for both longer term program cases and as a prerelease center for inmates 
from other institutions who were paroling to Southern California. The usual 
procedure for the prerelease.group was for the sending institution to initiate 
the transfer about five to nine months from the parole date. The purpose of 
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this was to facilitate release planning and to allow time for resource devel­
opment. Imnates who were able to get together an optimum plan early were 
eligible to be released up to 60 days prior to their original date of parole. 
The longer term program cases consisted of lesser offenders received directly 
from the reception center and inmates who became eligible for minimum custody 
by serving part of their sentence in a medium custody institution. Most of 
the population during this period was coming from other institutions, with 
approximately one-third of these being short-term prerelease cases. 

Both the direct and indirect transfers (Table 20) had a projected escape 
rate of ten percent, with those from both groups who escaped having a rate 
of 14 percent. The median projection for the direct transfer who didn't 
escape, however, was ten percent compared to only four percent for the indi­
rect transfer control group. Table 28, below, shows that direct transfers 
to ClM were not drawn more heavily from the lower riSK group as was the case 
for conservation camps. All risk levels have about th~ same proportion of 
indirect transfers. 

Type of 

Table 28 

Number and Percentage of ,California Institution for Men Inmates in Each Risk Group, 
by Type of Transfer 

Low Risk 'Medium Low Nedium High . High Risk Total 
Transfer Number JPercent NumberJPercent NumberlPercent Number/Percent NumberJPercent 

Direct from 
Reception Center 6 14% 2 11% 12 25% 9 15% 29 17% 

Indirect from 
Other Institution 36 86 16 89 36 75 50 85 138 83 

Total 42 100% 18 100% 48 100% 59 100% 167 100% 

There was little difference in time expected to serve by type of transfer. 
Those received directly were serving expected terms of 36 months compared 
to 37 months for inmates who went to another institution first. There were 
no major differences between risk levels in time expected to serve. 

As with the camp sample, direct transfers were less likely to be found 
among the escapees (Table 29). While 51 percent' of the indirect transfers 
were in the ~scape group, this was true of only 41 percent of those coming 
directly frok a reception center. Almost half the escapees were in the 
highest risk level. group a.nd received from other institutions. 
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Table 29 

Number of Escapees and Control Group from California Institution fQr Nen 
by Level of Escape Risk and Transfer Type 

Low Risk NediumLow Nedium High High Risk Total Group 
Direct ~ Indirect Direct I Indirect Direct I Indirect Direct.1 Indirect Directl Indirect 

Escapees 2 4 - 6 4 21 6 40 

Controls 4 32 2 10 8 15 3 10 

Total 6 36 2 16 12 36 9 50 

Tillie served prior to transfer also shows a pattern similar to that of the 
conservation data, with the escapees having served less of their expected 
term~ Escapees served half the time normally expected for their offenses 
prior to transfer while the control group had served over 80 percent 
(Table 30). 

'rable 30 

Median Percentage of Expected Time Served before Transfer to 
California Institution for Men for Escapees and Control Group, 

by Level of Escape Risk 

12 

17 

29 

Grou Low Risk Medium Low Medium Hi Total 

Escapees 50% 57% 44% 50% 50% 

Controls 99 76 70 88 89 

Total 98% 67% 7r:)% 70% 74% 

Total Number (35) (16) (36) (48) 

----

California Institution for Men: Parole Dates and Escape Behavior 

. None of the' direct transfers who escaped had a parole date, and only one 
escapee who came from another institution :r;eceived his date after the trans­
fer. On the other hand. 35 percent of the indirect transfers who escaped had 
parole dates. These averaged seven months from the time of transfer. Seven­
teen0f these 25 parole dates were within nine months (Table 31). 

-33-

71 

67 

138 



Table 31 

Number of Escapees from California Institution for Men Who Had Parole Dates, 
by Level of Escape Risk and Type of Transfer 

Type of Transfer Low Risk I Medium Low I Medium High T High Risk I Total 

Direct from 
Reception Center 

Indirect from 
Other Institutions 

No Information 

Total 

1 

1 

1 1 

4 21 26 

3 4 

7 21 30 

An interesting picture emerges when the relationship between escaping and 
parole dates is considered within risk levels. Half of the high risk level 
escapees from other institutions had parole dates, and the median time to 
parole was only five months. Less than 30 percent of all indirect transfers, 
however, were transferred specifically for prerelease, with these cases being 
equally distributed between escapees and non-escapees. The escapees were' , 
more likely to be transferred from San Quent:i,n, Soledad Central, and the Palm 
Hall Adjustment Center at elM. When the data are analyzed by risk level, 
however, it appears that the number of escapees in the transfers from these 
facilities was a function of the large number of high risk cases among them. 
For example, eight of the 13 escapees transferred from San Quentin were at 
that level. In other words, there doesn't appear to be anything special 
about the sending institutions themselves except that some transferred 
higher risk inmates. 

Higher Custody Institutions: Parole Dates and Escape Behavior 

These institutions represent a different type of career from the standpoint 
of the inmate. Inmates are received from similar types of facilities, 
directly from reception centers, or as problem cases from lesser custody 
situations. The institutional careers of inmates in them are primarily 
within custody levels ,at the same or similar type of facility. The concern 
here;, _therefore, is limited to parole dates. 

Thirty-one percent of the escapees from these institutions had parole dates, 
which is probably about the same percentage as all those with minimum cus­
tody assignments at the insti~utions. The median parole date was five months 
away when the escape occ\.~rred. None of the 13 escapees from the low and 
medium-low risk levels had a parole date, while 20 of the 53 escapees from 
the highest risk level had dates as did eight: of the 2S escapees from the 
medium high level. 
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Summary and Conciusions 

The most significant point in the data presented in this chapter is the over­
riding importance of basic characteristics as correlates and predictors of 
escape behavior compared to variations in institutional careers. The length 
of the sentence inmates could expect to serve did not distinguish escapees 
from the control group but was related to whether or not the inmate was 
placed in minimum custody directly. 

This decision set the inmate's career into motion. The representatives of 
the two low risk groups who went directly into conservation performed better 
than their counterparts who served part of their sentence in an institution. 
The opposite was true of the high risk groups. Once placed in another insti­
tution, the low risk groups were required to serve as much time before trans­
fer as the high risk groups. In addition the probability of escaping was 
only affected with a sizable term investment before transfer. The data sug­
gest that over half the expected term would have to be served elsewhere to 
lower significantly the basic escape risk. Although few in number, direct 
placements into the California Institution for Men also had a lower escape 
rate. 

Parole dates as deterrents to escaping were significant primarily for those 
with less than average escape potential anyway. With these groups, it 
appears that relatively minor obstacles may further reduce escape potential. 
The highest risk group did not seem appreciably deterred even though their 
dates were much shorter than those of the lower risk groups. 
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CHAPTER V 
MALE ABSCONDERS FROM WORK FURLOUGH PROGRAMS 

Work Furlough Programs are created as an act of faith. Despite the wide 
acclaim given to them (see for example, the President's Commission Task 
Force Report on Corrections, 1964) and aggressive efforts at expanding them, 
no adequate evaluation of Work Furlough Programs exists. The growing body 
of literature concentrates on describing their development and operation 
(Busher, 1972). Furlough programs are usually justified on the basis of 
the work ethic and as humane alternatives to complete incarceration. Fox 
(1971) summarized the point well: 

"Interestingly enough scientific evidence of 'cost-effectiveness', 
or significant reductions in recidivism, is never cited in support 
of proposals to introduce work-release plans. The reason is sim­
ply that evidence of this nature is not available •.••. The raison 
d'etre of these temporary release (furlough) schemes is not to be 
found in confident expectations of significant personal change, in 
the offender; it rests rather in a mixture of humanitarian and eco­
nomic values that affirm simply that some freedom is better than 
no freedom and that money earned is better than money spent." 

Figures on earnings are sometimes available but adequate information on pro­
gram costs is not, so that it is not even possible to make crude evaluations 
of Work Furlough Programs on the basis of comparisons of costs with earnings 
(see for example, California Department of Corrections, 1973). 

This chapter will concern itself with the characteristics of absconders from 
Work FurlQugh Programs :in relation to the 'type of programs from which they 
leave. 

Most states make provisions 'for work and training furloughs for felon pris­
oners (Griggs and McCune, 1972). Few of these programs are as extensive as 
California's. During the fiscal year 1970-71, whert the programs were at their 
peak 1,685 inmates committed to state prison participated in Work Furlough 
Programs. Of these, 144 (nine percent) failed to return to custody and were 
considered to have escaped. During the following fiscal year, 1,506 state 
prisoners terminated their Work Furlough Programs, 167 (11 percent) by abscond­
ing. The program cost of work furlough absconde~cs, thus, was considerable. 

The sample for this part of the study consists of 173 furlough absconders and 
127 controls. No control gro~p was selected for community and county based 
Work Furlough Programs, since the files are not kept at the local work furlough 
facility but at the furloughee's last institution. During the study period 
there were no eligibility criteria for work furlough which would automatically 
exclude inmates because of some background characteristic. In contrast, cate­
gorical exclusions appear to be a fairly common practice in some states (Ander­
son, 1964). Applicants were required to have a parole date, be paroling to 
the area, and have job resources. Concern was shown about inmates with records 
of violent crimes and sex crimes involving children. Attention was also paid 
to long-term heroin addiction, although drug users were not definitely excluded. 
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Thus, there is little reason to assume that the profiles of furloughees would 
differ significantly from one facility to another. 

Whites were again over-represented among furlough absconders with 69 percent 
of the escapes but only 45 percent of the control group (Table 32). Blacks 
appear more likely to abscond from work furlough than to escape from custody, 
although they are still under-represented. Thirty percent of the control 
group was Black compared to 18 percent of the absconders, but only seven per­
cent of the institutional escapes were from this group. A prior history of 
escaping was also a factor in absconding but was not nearly as important as 
in the case of institutional escapes. Forty-one percent of the work furlough 
absconders had a previous escape compared to 27 percent of the control group 
(Table 33). This 14 percent difference compared to a 29 percent difference 
in the institution sample. As might be expected, the relationship between 
these two variables and absconding is much closer to that for the institutional 
escapes when the Work Furlough Program is based on the institution grounds. 

Given any prior escape, additional information on the escape didn't appreciably 
increase the importance of this factor. Little relationship is evident in 
number of prior escapes (Table 34), years since the escape (Table 35), or type 
of facility from which the escape occurred (Table 36). 

Work furlough absconders, like camp escapees, tended to have more extensive 
criminal backgrounds. Eighty-three percent were committed for property crimes 
compared to 56 percent of the control group (Table 37). Parole violators also 
had a slightly higher escape rate than those serving an original term (Table 
38). The lowest rates of,absconding appear to occur with older men who have 
served no prior terms. Among the older group with no escape history only two 
percent of the absconders had serv~d no prior terms while this was true of 
2~ percent of the control group (Table 39). 

The older age group had no overall advantage, however. In fact, work furloughees 
were the only group studied in which those under 33 years of age appear to have 
a 'lower' escape rate~ Of the absconders 53 percent were under'33 years of age 
compared to 65 percent of the control group (Table 40). 

Thus far relationships have been observed between race, prior escapes, criminal 
background, and absconding from furlough, although the first two factors were 
generally weaker than found in the other samples. 

Many furlough administrators feel that the failure to return is often associated 
with the furlougheels interest in indulging in personal vices in violation of 
house rules. Wine, women, and dope are usually cited as the culprits. The 
furlougheedecides to go by his girlfriend's house on the. way back, gets 
involved, misses his check.in time, panics, and takes off. The drug user 
meets a friend, gets a taste, becomes fearful a urine test will be taken 'upon 
his return and goes into hiding instead. The alcoholic has a special condition 
that he laot drink. He stops by a few bars on the way back, knows he will lose 
his parole date if detected, and decides not to return. 
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Table 32 

Ethnic Distribution of Work Furlough Absconders and Control Group, 
by Type of Program (in percentages) 

ALL PROGRAMS COMBINED 
Race Number Percenta~e 

Escap_ees l Controls Esca~ees 1 Controls 

White 120 57 69% 45% 
Mexican-American 22 32 13 25 
Black 31 38 18 30 

Total (173) (127) 100% 100% 

INSTITUTIONAL WORK FURLOUGH 
Number Percentage 

Escapees .1 Controls EscaQees _t Controls 

White 83 57 73% 45% 
Mexican-American 13 32 12 25 
Black 17 38 15 30 

Total (113) (127) 100% 100% 

COUNTY WORK FURLOUGH 
Number Percentage 

Escapees I Controls Esc~Rees J Controls 

White . 28 * 63% 
Mexican-American 6 14 
Black 10 23 

Total (44) 100% 

COMMUNITY CENTER WORK FURLOUGH 
Number Percentage 

Escapees 1 Controls Escapees I Controls 

White 9 * 56% 
Mexican-American 3 19 
Black 4 25 

Total (16) 100% 

*No control group was available for county and community programs. 
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Escape History 

No Prior Escape 
Some Prior Escape 

Total Number 
-

No Prior Escape 
Some Prior Escape 

Total Number 

No Prior Escape 
Some Prior Escape 

Total Number 

No Prior Escape 
Some Prior Escape 

Total Number 

Table 33 

Escape History of Hark Furlough Absconders and Control Group, 
by Race and Type of Program (in percentages) 

ALL PROGRAMS COMBINED 
White Mexican-American Black 

Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls 

55% 727- 73% 69% 65% 79% 
45 28 27 31 35 21 

(120) (57) (22) (32) (31) (38) 

INSTITUTIONAL WORK FURLOUGH 
White Mexican-American Black 

Escap_ees J Controls Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls 

52% 72% 62% 69% 59% 79% 
48 28 38 31 41 21 

(83) (57) (13) (32) (17) (38) 

COUNTY WORK FURLOUGH 
White Mexican-American Black 

Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls Escapees IControls 

50% * (6) * 70% * 
50 - 30 

(28) (6) (10) 

COMMUNITY CENTER WORK FURLOUGH 
White Mexican-American Black 

Escapees J Controls J2scapees I Controls Escapees IControls 

(9) * (2) * (3) * - (1) (1) 

(9) (3) (4) 

*No control group was available for county and community center programs. 

Total 
Escapees IControls 

59% 73% 
41 27 

(173) (127) 

Total 
Escapees IControls 

54% 73% 
46 27 

(113) (127) 

Total 
Escapees lControls 

61% * 
39 

(44) 

Total 
Esca~ees I Controls 

88% * 
12 

(16) 
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Table 34 

Number of Prior Escapes for All work Furlough Absconders 
and Control Group (in percentages) 

Number of 
Prior Escapes 

None 

One 

T"(Vo 

Three or More 

Total Number 

Escapees l 
59% 

25 

10 

6 

(173) 

Table 35 

Controls I Total 

73% 65% 

17 22 

7 9 

3 4 

(127) (300) 

Number of Years Since Prior Escape for All Work Furlough Absconders 
and Control Group (in percentages) 

Years Since 
Last Escape Esca)?ees Controls Total 

o - 5 Years 52% 41% 49% 

6 - 10 Years 20 20 20 

11 - 15 Years 7 12 8 

16+ Years 1:7 15 16 

No Information If 12 7 

Total Number (71) (34) (105) 
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Table 36 

Type of Prior Escape for All Work Furlough Absconders and Control Group 

Adult Escapes Juvenile Esr-1)es 
Type of Facility Escapees J Controls Escapees I Co"tro1s 

Hospital 3 3 - -. 

County Camp 5 2 - -
State Camp 13 3 1 1. 

Jailor Juvenile Hall 9 7 - 1 

Institution 

Any Attempted 

Other 

No Information 

Tot;a1 Number 

Type of Offense 

Property Crime 

All Other 

Total Numper 

20 7 3 3 

2 1 2 -

3 1 0 1 

6 - 4 4 

(61) (24) (10) . (10) 

Table 37 

Offense Type of All Work Furlough Absconders and Control Group, 
by Escape History (in percentages) 

No Escape History Some Escape History 
Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls 

79% 52% '87% 68% 

21 48 13 32 

(102) (93) (71) (34) 

~) 

. 
Total 

Escapees J Controls 

3 3 

5 2 

14 4 

9 8 

23 10 

4 1 

5 2 

10 l~ 

(71) (34) 

Total 
Escapees I Controls 

83% 56% 

17 44 

(173) (127) 
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Type of 
Admission 

Original Term 

Technical 
Parole Violator 

New Felony 
Parole Violator 

Total Number 

Type of Prior 
Incarceration 

None 

Jailor Juvenile 

Prior Prison 

Total Number 

Table 38 

Type of Admission of All Work Furlough Absconders and Control Group, 
by Escape History and Age (in percentages) 

NO ESCAPE HISTORY SOME ESCAPE HISTORY 
32 Years or Less 33 Years or More 32 Years or Less 

Es'capees I Controls Esca~ees 1 Controls Escapees I Controls 

75% 82% 45% 56% 62% 76% 

14 6 15 13 19 5 

11 12 40 31 19 19 

(55) (61) (47) (32) (37) (21) 

Table 39 

Prior Incarcerations of All Work Furlough Absconders and Control Group, 
by Escape History and Age (in percentages) 

33 Years or More 
Escapees I Controls 

38% 38% 

24 8 

38 54 

(34) (13) 

NO ESCAPE HISTORY SOME ESCAPE HISTORY 
32 Years or Less' 33 Years or More 32 Years or Less 33 Years or More 

Escapees IControls Escapees IControls Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls 

4% 11% 2% 22% - - - -

71 71 15 31 54% 62% 9% 8% 

25 18 83 47 46 38 91 92 

(55) (61) (47) (32) (37) (21) (34) (13) 
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Age 

Under 32 Years 
33 Years & Over 

Total Number 

Under 32 .. Years 
33 Years'& Over 

Total Number 

Under 32 Years 
33 Years & Over 

Total Number 

Under 32 Years 
33 Years & Over 

Total Number 

Table 40 

Age of All Work Furlough Program Absconders and Control Group, 
by Race and Prior Escape, History (in percentages) 

ALL RACES 
No Escape History Some Escape History 

Escapees J Controls Escapees I Controls 

54% 66% 52% 62% 
46 34 48 38 

(102) (93) (71) (34) 

" WHITE ONLY 
No Escape History Some Escape History 

Escapees I Controls Escapees L Controls 

53% 68% 50% 50% 
4.7 32 50 50 

(66) (41) (54) 
'"1 . 

(16) 

MEXICAN~~RICAN ONLY 
No Esca~e History Some. Escape History 

Escapees I Controls Escapees I Controls 

56% 64% (5) 70% 
4'4 36 (1) 30 

(16) (22) (6) (10) 

BLACK ONLY 
No Escape History Some Escape History 

Escapees I Controls , Escapees I Controls 

55% 63% 45% (6) 
45 37 55 (2) 

(20) (30) (11) (8) 
" 

Total 
Escapees I Controls 

53% 65% 
47 35 

(173) (127) 

Total 
Escapees 1 Controls 

52% 63% 
48 37 

(120) (57) 

Total 
Escapees i Controls 

64% 66% 
36 34 

(22) (32) 

Total 
Escapees I Controls 

52% 66% 
48 34 

(31) (38) 



Some information bearing on this hypothesis is contained in Table 41. Over­
all, there would appear to be no strong relationship between alcohol or drug 
use and absconding. About the same percentage of absconders were not drug 
users as was true of the control group. Slightly more absconders used alco­
hol to excess. Absconders from community-based furlough programs appear to 
be different from the others, however. There were very few absconders from 
this type of program, but they had a high incidence of drug and alcohol abuse. 
Thirty-eight percent were heroin users, and 63 percent drank excessively. 
Of the 16 absconders, only three were not chronic abusers. 

The most interesting feature of the data relating to absconding from furlough 
is the difference in rates by type of facility. Although the institution­
based programs have many times more absconders, they contain only about twice 
as many furloughees. This seems unusual because, unlike inmates, furloughees 
have roughly equal opportunities for absconding. In effect, each furloughee 
has resources and about a 12 hour head start. 

An overview of state furlough programs in fiscal year 1971-72 is presented 
in Table 42. The most surprising figure is that only four percent of the 
furloughees in community-based programs absconded compared to 12 percent 
and 15 percent from institutional and county-based programs, respectively. 
The same is true of programs for women, although the differences are not 
so dramatic. The program based in the women's institution had 17 percent 
absconding compared to nine percent from Central City Community Center. 

The San Mateo County Program, with a seven percent esaapf! Y"!Jce, is somewhat 
exceptional. Furloughees occupy a separate modern facility and have very 
high earnings. In San Francisco, where the program is housed at the old 
county jail, the 20 percent rate of absconding attests to the price paid 
for using inadequate facilities. The Central City Community Center has the 
lowest rate (three percent) and is also the best situated. The program 
occupies a small hotel in the. middle of Los Angeles, with both jobs and fam­
ily members close by. The hotel features individual rooms, adequate space 
for leisure time and good dining accomodations. 

Apart from the differences in physical structure, there are important vari­
ations in program operations which probably relate to the differences in 
escape rates. Important differences are evidenced in the amount of freedom 
permitted during non-working hours, degree of program assistance, and response 
to individual problems. 

The data in Table 42 also show similar variations in other program outcomes. 
In general these paralleled the different escape rates. Furloughees in com­
munity-based programs were much more likely to successfully complete the 
program and less likely to be returned to institutional custody. Of all the 
furloughees involved in institution-based programs during this period 26 per­
cent (202 of the 778 cases departing) were returned to custody and removed 
from the program. Over a third of the participants at Soledad were removed 
from the program, while another nine percent removed themselves by absconding. 
Less than half (48 percent) of the women involved in the program based at 
the California Institution for Women succededin paroling from work furlough. 
Work furloughees from the San Francisco County Jail made an equally poor show­
ing with 45 percent of the participants being returned to state custody or 
absconding. 
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Table 41 

Alcohol and Drug Use of Work Furlough Absconders and Control Group (in percentages) 

Institution- County- Community-
Drug Use Based Furlough Based Furlough Based Furlough Total 

Esc~ees I Controls Escap_ees Esca.J)ees Escapees I Controls 

None 57% 50% 52% 56% 56% 50% 

Heroin 21 25 18 38 22 25 

Other 22 25 30 6 22 25 

Total Ntunber (113) (127) (44) (16) (173) (127) 

Institution- County- Community-
Alcohol Use Based Furlough Based Furlough Based Furlough Total 

Escapees I Controls Escapees Escapees Esca~ees I Controls 

None or 
No Information 18% 18% 7% - 13% 18% 

Occasional Use 31 43 52 37% 37 43 

Excessive Use 51 39 41 63 50 39 

Total Number (113) (127) (44) (16) (173) (127) 
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Type of Program 

Communitl-llased 
Work Furlough 

Central City 
Community Center 

Crittenden Center 
Total 

Institution-Based 
Work Furlough 

CIM (Don Lugo) 

Deuel Vocational 
Institution (Tracy) 

San Quentin 

California Training 
Facility (Soledad) 

Total 

Count! Jail Work 
Furlough (State Felons~ 

Table lt2 

Outcome on California Work Furlough Programs for State ~risoners, 
by Type of Program (fiscal year 1971-72) 

. 
Number Number 

Total Number Number Failed and Transferred 
Furloughees Furloughees Returned to Number to Other 
Departing Paroled Institution Escaped Programs 

150 127 17 5 1 

175 127 37 9 2 
325 254 54 14 3 

251 157 53* 29 12 

159 94 45 20 --
257 150 65 37 5 

111 60 39 10 2 

778 461 202 96 19 

Percent I\Tho Average 
Percent Either Earnings 

Who Failed for Those 
Escaped or Escaped D'!p'arting 

3% 15% $635.70 

5 26 774.75 
4% 21% $710.58 

11% 32% --
13 39 $77'3.,',4 

14 40 549.75 

9 44 431.53 

12'; 38% $592.29 

San Mateo 74 53 12 5 4 7% 23% $1,299.01 

Riverside 20 12 2 4 2 20 30 

Humboldt 11 6 5 -- -- -- 45 

San Fr.r.ncisco 155 79 38 31 7 20 45 

Total 260 150 57 40 13 15% 37% 

Homen's Work Furlough 

Central City 
Community Center 63 49 8 6 -- 9% 22% 

Vinewood 38 28 6 4 -- 10 26 

California Institution 
for Women 42 20 15 I 7 -.- 17 52 

Total 143 97 29 J 17 -- 12% 32% 

*Amount of earnings not available for CIM. Vinewood is primarily a halfway house for female addicts with only a few women hnving 
outside employment. 

" 

427.55 

557.45 

366.60 

$6114.75 

$501.90 

--

202.21 

$385.63 
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Summary and Conclusions 

Those characteristics associated with escape from camps and institutions 
were generally found to be associated with absconding from Work Furlough Pro­
grams. Extensive criminal background, property offenses, history of escape, 
and being White were again more typical of escapees than the control group. 
The major exception was age. The younger group did not appear more likely 
to abscond. 

The association between these factors and absconding, however, was generally 
weaker than in the other samples and was extremely weak or non-existent when 
the program was community-based. The number of Black absconders, for example, 
was much greater from community-based furlough than from programs located on 
the institution grounds. In addition, past alcohol and drug abuse was an 
important item in community-based absconding but of little significance for 

. institutional programs. This probably relates to the ease of access to drugs 
and alcohol in the community-based programs and the general level of super­
vision. 

The importance of background characteristics, however, was very minor com­
pared to variations among programs. It should be kept in mind that the rate 
of .absconding from work furlough generally is much higher than the escape 
rates from other types of facilities. The most significant point brought 
out in these data is that the escape rates vary systematically by type of 
Work Furlough Program. By far the best predictor of absconding is the pro­
gram the fur10ughee is involved in rather than his individual character.istics. 
The rates of the programs varied from three percent to 20 perc!ent. From the 
San Quentin program alone 37 men (14 percent) absconded in one year while 
31 (20 percent) left from the San Francisco jail. Equally important, the 
types of programs having high rates of absconding had even higher rates of 
program failures resulting in a retu.rn to an institution. The failure rates 
of eight programs (out of 13 surveyed) were 30 percent or more. 
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CHAPTER VI 
CHAl~ACTERISTICS OF WOMEN ESCAPEES AND ABSCONDERS 

The California Department of Corrections., like most jurisdictions, has only 
one institution for women. The institution is a ~edium security facility 
with no industriel3 or shops outside the secure perimeter. Nor are there' 
extensive grounds to maintain outside the fence, which are typical of men's 
institutions. Thus, while the full range of custody classifications are 
present, the actllal opportunity to escape without climbing the double fence 
is limited. Gun towers are lacking, however, and until recently the outside 
perimeter patrols had no firearms. 

Historically, the escape rat~ of women from this situation has been much 
lower than would be expected from a male population serving similar sentences. 
From 1949 to 1967 the average year recorded three escapes. An unusually 
high number of 15 escapes was noted for 1953. An upward trend was noted in 
1968, however, when the nUmber.jumped to 14 compared to four in 1967. The 
following year 34 women escaped with another 31 escaping in 1970. The 1971 
rate of 4.90 per 100 population (42 escapes) was a. record. 

To compound the problem, at least one of the escapees drew considerable pub­
lic notice at a t'ime when the institution was already uncomfortably receiving 
considerable attention as a result of having in its population the women from 
the Charles Manson family and concern that they might also breach the insti­
tution's security. rhe escapee in question, along with her male furloughee 
accomplice, was convicted in the senseless murder of an Orange County school 
teacher. This crime was the incident precipitating the strong public demands 
for an investtgatio~ of furlough programs in general. The escape occurred 
soon after her conviction while the community was still up in arms over the 
original crime. 

This series of events led to a considerable increase in the perimeter security 
including armed male correctional officers on outside posts. This resulted 
in a dramatic decrease in escapes in the year following this study. The data 
on women escapees presented here, therefore, represent a very unusual period 
which was without precedent and which may not happen again. It may, however, 
provide some ideas for the classification staff or to some other jurisdiction, 
wishing to develop a general institution for women without armed security posts. 

The data on women escapees were actually collected by mistake. More exactly, 
the possibility of women appearing in the data as escapees was simpiy not 
accounted for1p. the research'design. Half the questions' on the data form 
were not' applicable to the women's institution. The presence of the 81 women 
escapees and absconders became known ,when the background characteristics were 
collected and the institution of escape was identified. Being rather quick 
to figure things, the author postulated that there was a high probability 
that escapees from an all female institution were in fact not male felons. 
Only a few characteristics/were collected, with the comparison being between 
the institution population and escapees (Table 43). 
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Table 43 

Characteristics of Women Escapees and Absconders Compared to 
California Institution for Women Population (in percentages) 

Escape from Absconded Total 
CharacteristiCS Institution from Furlough* CIW 

Race 
White 68% 68% 56% 
Mexican-American 14 13 12 
Black 18 19 30 

Total 100% 100% 98% 

Prior Escape 
None 66·% 68% 83% 
Some 34 32 17 

Total I 100% 100% 100% 

Age 
Under 32 68% 4.9% 
33 and Over 32 51 

Total 100% 100% 

Offense Type 
Property 55% 59% 35% 
All Other 45 41 65 

Total 100% 100% 100~~ 

Admission T~Ee 
77% Original 48% 38% 

Parole Violator 52 62 23 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Prior Terms 
No Prison, 68% 59% 82% 
Some Frison 32 41 18 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Drug Use 
None 34% 32% 
Heroin 48 54 
Other 18 14 

Total 100% 100% 

*Temporary (3 day) Community Furloughs to arrange for parole plans or 
for an emergency. 
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. Pepresented although the dif-
men. Again, the Black ethnic group fS ~n ~r~r on the maies. Whites composed 
ference is not so large as in most 0 tea a 68" t of the escapes. 
56 percent of the institutional population and adP:rc~~or escape, while 
One-third of the women escapees and absconders hExten~ive criminal backgrounds, 
this was tr,ue of 17 percent of the pOPulation

d
• tyoffenses discriminated 

i 1 ti prior terms an proper , measured by parole v 0 a ons, 1 t' Parole violators and those who 
between women who escaped and the popu a 10ni l'kely to be in the escape 
had served a prior prison term were about tw ce as 1 lation were serving 

While only 35 percent of the institutional popu 59 t of the 
group. f the escapees and percen 
time for property crimes, 55 percent 0 ble data are not available on 
absconaers were so convicted., .AlthOUght~omi:~~itutional escapees would appear 
the age distribution of women 1~ates, lu:ion seems warranted by the fact 
to be younger than expe?ted. T s conc her male counterpart, while the 
that the average woman 1nmate is older than f is reater than in the male 
proportion of women escapees 'under

f 
32 Ylear~ 0 h~!:ver gappear somewhat older sam Ie Absconders from temporary ur oug s, , 

whi~h is parallel to the findings on male, work. furloughees. 
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'CHAPTER VII 
NOTES ON ESCAPE BEHAVIOR 

AND DECISION-MAKING IN THE CLASSIFICATION PROCESS 

The previous analysis has demonstrated that there ar.e probably only a few 
characteristics worth considering when estimating escape risks. For the 
sake of keeping this report down to a reasonable length, items which were 
analyzed and found insignificant w'ere not reported in detail. These include 
marital status, amount of correspondence, drug and alcohol use, and specific 
commitment offenses. The elimination of these items should simplify the classification process • 

Classification for the purpose of aSSigning levels of custody has two foci-­
escape risks and behavioral problems. The problem is that the two are not 
directly related. The inmates who may be difficult to manage in an institu­
tional context are not more likely to be found among those who escape. The 
earlier study of camp escapees (Shain, et aI, 1961) found the institutional 
adjustment of 87 percent of the escapees rated as "Excellent" or "Good", 
while 98 percent lvere given lvork ratings of "satisfactory" ot: above. In 
addition, 35 percent of the escapees had been assigned to a camp on a prior 
incarceration without escaping. Management problems, however, are often mis­
classified as escape risks. The Department of Corrections has two types of 
living arrangements and two types of perimeter control resulting in four 
combinations: (1) single cell housing and armed perimeters, (2) single cell 
housing without armed perimeters, (3) dormitory housing with armed perimeters, 
and (4) dormitor¥ housing without armed perimeters. 

The important poi~t is that more efficient classification results when behav­
ioral problems and risk of escape are considered :separately. Cells are for 
those who pose a threat'to themselves or others. Armed perimeters are for 
those likely to escape. The use of cells for those who are only escape risks 
is probably a misuse of resources. An opti~uni use of resources would seem 
to suggest a correctional institution for high escape risk--low problem inmates 
in which the perimeters were very secure but with minimum supervision and 
accomodations inside the fences. Conversely, the question which should be 
asked with respect to management problems is to what extent sleeping in a cell 
rather than a dormitory will Solve the problems. 

A major difficulty in attempting to predict any unusual behavior is the high 
rate of cases that will 1:. identified as likely to show the behavior who do 
not actually do so (called false Positives). In the case of escapes the best 
that can be done is to be correct about one-fourth of the time. In other 
words, four inmates will be predicted to escape in order to be right about 
one. The others would not escape, and thus three people have been misclas­
sifiedfor the sake of identifying one. The problem, of course, is that 
which of the four will be the future escapee cannot be identified. Most 
administrators would probably be willing to pay a three for one price, but 
what happens is that often-the price is much higher. 

Serious policy questions are raised by this difficulty which can only be 
answered by weighing the relative cost of misc1assificatiot~s (using higher 
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custody th~n necessary) and the cost of escapes. Each system must decide its 
own level of escape tolerance. In situations where the only difference between 
a minimum and medium custody program is the presence of double fences the 
cost of misc1assification would be low, and a policy could be established 
accordingly. In other situations, such as furlough programs where restrictive 
criteria would probably eliminate those who could profit the most, a different 
decision might be in order. 

A goal of no escapes for a complex correctional syst'em is unrealistic. The 
only way to have no escapes is to have no prisoners. The only way to limit 
the number of escapes markedly is to limit markedly the number of prisone~s 
with minimum custody assignments, a price few systems can afford to pay. 
Aside from these extremes, however, rational policies can be developed to 
make optimal use of resources. It should be possible to project a probable 
escape level for inmates with various combinations of characteristics in 
various situations. 

It is much easier for classification committees to identify and deal with 
management problems than escape potential. Behavior problems can be visual­
ized as a continuum from none to extreme with movement in one or the other 
direction. Thus, by comparing behavior over time decisions can be made for 
less or more custody, less or more programming. There are no degrees of 
escaping, however. It either happens or it does not. Apart from a prior, 
escape from custody, institutional behavior is irrelevant. On the basis of 
the findings of this study, one can conclude that there is nothing the inmate 
has done in the institution or even could do that would indicate his escape 
potential, other than a previous escape. 

Once classification staff know an inmate's race, escape history, type of 
offense, age and criminal background they probably know about all that is 
worth knowing in terms of escape potential. Additional information is more 
likely than not to confuse the issue. Nor does there appear to be any value 
in going into these items in detail. The best decisions appear to be those 
which consider all types of prior escapes as equal and give all property 
crimes (including robbery) equal weight. Age, likewise, has to be used in 
a general way since there is no specific year at which escapes decrease. 
Here rough categories of below or above 32 years will suffice. Criminal 
background is more difficult to use and should be the last item considered. 
It is related to escape in an irregular fashion. 

Its usefulness is limited because of the high escape'rates of the younger 
inmates who have served time only as juveniles. They are not old enough to 
have accumulated prior prison terms or parole violations and, therefore.. , appear 
to have little in the way of a criminal background. If the exception of this 
group is kept in mind, information about the prior prison experience can 
refine the prediction of escape risk. The basic distinction is between an 
older group, the members of which have not served prison time as adults, and 
those cases who have been returned as parole violators or served a prior 
prison term. A lower rate for older men who have served only jailor juvenile 
time is projected on the basis of this distinction. The rates of escaping 
were consistently low for those with no jail, juvenile, or prison time served, 
although these cases were few in number, low rates would be projected for them 
also. 
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There is very little identifiable in the inmates' current institutionalization 
which would affect the prediction of escape potential. The length of sentence 
he is expected to serve is of minimal importance compared to other factors. 
Similarly, the amount of time served prior to a minimum custody placement is 
probably of little value. The problem is that the amount of "term investment" 
required to significantly affect the escape potential is so large (over half 
the term) that lit~le time is left for programming •. Compounding the diffi­
culty is the fact that "term investment" primarily deters the low risk groups 
who are not the concern anyway. Little deterrence to escaping from even a 
very substantial "term investment" was observed for high risk groups. None 
was found in the conservation system, while the high risk inmates who had not 
escaped while at the California Institution for Men served over 80 percent of 
their terms before transfer. In fact, the low risk groups who went directly 
into the conservation system had a lower percentage of escapes than their 
counterparts who first spent time in a medium custody institution. 

While the idea of "term investment" is probably of little practical value 
in predicting escapes, it undoubtedly is important to staff perceptions of 
a case and makes assignment to minimum custody more palatable. When the 
inmate is committed to the Department his file contains very little documen­
tation of observed behavior, a condition which often makes staff nervous 
about assignment to minimum custody situations. After a year's accumulation 
of work grades and reports, however, the same inmate could be accepted for 
minimum custody without question. The draw-back to this, however, is that 
it assumes that the behavior cited in the reports reflects the characteristics 
of the inmate at reception without considering the possible effects of a medi­
um custody environment. It is possible that the inmate who compiled a poor 
institutional record in medium custody might have behaved differently if 

·assigned directly to minimum custody. 

Long parole dates (more than 12 months) are probably a thing of the past in 
California. In any case, the granting of them probably had a minimal deter­
ring influence on high risk escapees. Even. short pal;'ole dat,es are no guar­
antee against· this group's escaping. Parole dates do lower the risk of those 
less likely to· escape, but their rates are already within tolerable limits. 
Almost any o"bstacle or reward seems to red.uce effectively the likelihood of 
this lower group escaping. 

Escapees with parole dates typically received the date prior to transfer to 
the minimum custody setting from which they escaped. There were very few 
cases of regular minimum custody inmates escaping after receiving a date. 
There is considerable variation in the way background factors relate to 
escaping in different situations. In general, the less difficult escaping 
becomes the less important these factors are. They appear weakest in com~ 
munity based Work Furlough Programs. 

Institutions have an advantage over minimum custody facilities. Most escapes 
from camp occur in the evening hours or on weekends. During these .high risk 
hours most institutional inmates with minimum custody assignments are returned 
to secure housing behind the fences. This probably accounts for the fact 
that the escape rate of institutional inmates in minimum custody assignments 
is only about half as high as the rate from minimum custody facilities. 
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During the study period the escape rate from minimum custody facilities was 
approximate1y ten percent. The institutional escape rate was estimated to be 
about five percent for those with minimum custody assignments. Based on 
these estimates, rates were computed for a1l combinations of the four basic 
charar.!teristics and for three types of facilities. These rates are meant to 
provide decision-makers with the odds that various types of inmates will 
escape when placed in minimum custody. The purpose is to provide staff with 
a quantitative tool for evaluating their decisions. Through the use of this 
tool, the decision maker is allowed, to weigh institutional and program needs 
against the projected escape probability. For example, an institution has a 
need for a skilled worker with minimum custody. There are two candidates, 
both White. One is a young inmate with an escape history convicted of rob­
bery. The other is young, has no escape history, and was also convicted of 
robbery. The projected rates indicate'that the best decision is the second 
man (7-10 percent rate); a 21-25 percent probability is projected for the 
first man. It should also be possible by surveying the population with 
minimum custody assignments to project the number of escapes that would 
normally be expected. 

It should be kept in mind that these projected rates are based on data from 
a period with an extremely high number of escapes. The relative rates for 
different inmates are not expected to change dramatically but the exact rates 
should. In other words, if the total rate for camps were to drop to five 
percent (from ten percent) then all the projections should also be reduced 
by half. 

The prediction charts on the next three pages, Figures I, II, and III, are 
meant· to be used as a screening device for custody classification. To use 
the charts with a given case, staff should first list the four necessary 
items of information. Then, beginning with the type of facility being con­
sidered, locate the section for the inmate's race and follow the diagram 
down to the specific combination of factors to determine the probable rate 
of escape for cases of that type. The rates, which are expressed in ranges 
of percentages, represent the number of escapes that might be expected if 
100 inmates with those characteristics were given minimum custody at that 
type of facility. The ranges specified correspond to the percentage limits 
of the sub-group in which the particular inmates fall. For example, ~tn 
Figure III pertaining to the Conservation Program, the expected rate lof escape 
for Chicanos with no escape history, crimes other th~n property, and Yll1der . 
33 years of age is shown as 8-15 percent, which is the range for the 1)igh­
medium risk sub-group. Approximately 25 percent of the inmates fall in each 
of the sub-groups (i.e. low, low-medium, high-medium, and high). This means, 
for instance, that an inmate in the lowest escape group (low) is less likely 
to escape than three-fourths of the inmates in the particular institutional 
category. Similarly, if an inmate has the combination of characteristics 
that places him in the high-medium group, he is more likely to escape than 
half the inmates in that institutional category. 

In the prediction charts for the Conservation Program and CIM, the types of 
cases that fall in the low risk sub-group are labeled "LOW RISK" and enclosed 
in boxes, and the high risk cases are also labeled arid enclosed. The cases 
are enclosed in boxes only if all of the sub-divisions following are in the 
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same risk category. For example, Blacks in the chart for All Institutions 
(Figure I) have a predicted escape rate of 0-1 percent. However, the label 
"Black" is not enclosed, since some of the, sub-divisions down the line are 
high or high-medium risk. In this same chart the types of cases that fall 
into both the low and low-medium sub-groups and that meet the condition of 
sameness down the line are labeled "LOW RISK" and enclosed in boxes. This 
was done because the predicted percentage of escapes for the low medium sub­
group in All Institutions is 2-3 percent; this is so low that it seemed 
unreasonable not to give the label of low risk to those cases falling into 
the low-medium sub-group also. 

In Figures I and II, the high risk sub-groups are further divided because 
of the wide percentage range in the, high risk category. Since the high risk 
range for All Insitutions is from 7-25 percent, that sub-group is divided 
into three segments, 7-10 percent~ 11-20 percent, and 21-25 percent. The 
high risk range for CIM is from 11-25 percent and is divided in the chart 
i.nto two segments, 11-20 percent and 21-25 percent. 

.. 
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ALL INSTITUTIONS 
Escape Prediction Leve1* 

FIGURE: I 

(Perc~nt Likely to Escape) Under 33 

WHITE 
(7-10%) 

~
(21-257.) 

Property . 

(11-20%) 33 & OVer < Crimes 

Escape (7-10%) 
History Under 33 

(11-'''' "," ,,,"'" -======== (4-", Crimes 
. (7-10%) . 

Under 33 

No Escape Crimes 

33 & OVer 
(7-10%) 

Property ~(7-10%) 

History ~ (7-10%) 33 & OVer 
(4-6%) (4-6%) . Under 33 

~(4_'" Not Property 
Crimes 
(2-3%) 133"& O'v;rl 

L~O~~!K2! ---------------- ----------------------------------

CHICANO 
(4-6%) . 

Under 33 
Property ~(4-6%) 

<
Crimes 
(7-10%) 33 & OVer 

Escape' (11-20%) _____ _ 
History I Under 33 I 
(7-10" ""' ".,.," ~ """ """ Crlm~ ------

No Escape 
History 
(2-37.) 

(7-10%) 
33 & OVer 

. (11-20%) 
Under 33 

Property ~(4-6%) 

~
crimes _____ _ 
(4-6%) I 33 & OVer I _____ _ 

~ ~O~ ~::K2! , Under 33 I 

-------~' (WW """ 1 Not l'roperty! - - - - - -
I Crimes I _____ _ 
J (LOW RISK) II 33 & OVer I 
------- I (LOW RISK)I --------------------------------------------------------

BLACK 
«(',-1%) 

IU;d;r33I 

~~~::~ty ____ !.. (:.o~ ~I:'K2! 

Edcape (11-20%) _____ _ « 7-10%) _____ 33 & OVer 

History I Under 33 I 
f (4-6" :::'::"0'" ~ (~~ ~~'!! 

(2-3:;) 

-----_- IUnd~331 

33 & OVer 
(4-6%) 

- -- - - - , Property I~I (LOW RISK), 
, No Escape '~J Crimes I - - - - --I Jlistory I I (LOW RISK) I _____ _ 

Legend: L ~o:! ~I:'K!! - - - - - - - . 133 & OVer I 
------- , (LOW RISK)r ,Under 33 I 

c=J High Risk : ~~~:~perty l--=::::::::=-=-=~::=~== ~ (~O~ ~I~K~ 
C = J Low and LOW-Medium Risk L (~O~ ~.:~ J _ I 33 & OVer I 

I (LOW RISK), 

*-----------------------------------------======--
Percentage figures indicate probable number of escapes per 100 inmates. Average rate is 5. 
Low. Risk (0-1';): Low-Medium Risk (2-37C); High-Medium Risk (4-1?7C); High Risk (7%+). High 
RiSK group is divided in the chart into three sub-groups, 7-10%, 11-20%, 21-25';. In this 
ch;lrt, the Low and Low-Medium Risk cases are combined in one category and labeled "LOW RISK" 
in the boxes. . • 
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CALIFORNIA INSTITUTION FOR*MEN 
Escape Prediction Level 

(Percent Likely to Escape) 

FIGURE II 

Under 33 « 21-25%) 

WHITE 
(6-10%) 

Property 
Crimes 

< 
(21-25%) 33 & Over 

~~~~~:y r__------. (6-10%) 
(2l-25%) Not Property 

Crimes 
(21-25%) 

Property 
No Escape ~ Crimes 
History (11-20%) 
(6-10%) 

Not Property 
Crimes 
(3-5%) 

33 & Over 
(6-10%) . Under 33 

~
(3-5%) 

-----________ 133 &' Ov~r-l 
I (LOW RISK) I --------------------------------------------------------

CHICANO 
{6-10%) 

Under 33 
Property ______________ <6-10%) 

<;
~~e;~%) ~---__ J 33 & Over 

Escape. (21-25%) 
History __________ --. 

(21-25%) Not Property 1 __ -----------
Crimes '------' 
(21-25%) 

133 &' Ov~r-i 
I (LOW RISK) I 

Under 33 ------
, property~- (11-20%) 
No Escape . __ Crimes . _____ _ 

History ~ (6-10%) I 33 & Over I. - - - - - -
(6-10%) 1 (LOW RISK), I Under 33 I r-------, :...-.:::.-----~, (LOW RISK) I 

I Not Property I ~ ------
l Crimes ;..==:::: - - - - - -
t LOW RISK I -- I 33 & Over , 
L... --- - - - _.l. , (LOW RISK)I ------

-----------------------------.--~=====-------------

BLACK· . 
(3-5%).' 

Under 33 
property<. (11-20%) 

No Escape~cr'imes 
Hi~tory (6-10%) . - - - - -. --

. (3-5%) .··1 33 & OVer I - - - - - -
Legend: . I (LOW RISK)I . I Under 33 , 

. . 'No pr.operty -~..;.----. '.' I (LOW RISK) I c:J High Risk Crimes . -=-=-::: . - - - - - -
(3-5") 33 '" Over C:J Low Risk (3-5%) 

* Percentage figures indicate probable number of escapes per 100 inmates. Average rate is 10. 
Low Risk (0-2%); Low-Medium Risk (3-5%) j High-Medium Risk (6-10%) j High Risk (11%+). 
High Risk group is divided in the chart into two sub-groujls 11-20% and 21-25%. 
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CONSERVATION 
Escape Prediction level* 

(Percent Likely to Escape) 

FIGURE III 

WHITE 
(8-15%) 

Property 
Crimes 
(16-25%) 

Under 33 
Property ~(8-l5%) 

No Escape Crimes 

(~-15%) (8-15%) 

IN-;;-t-P;ope;t-;i 

History ~~(8-l5%) 33 & OVer 

Crimes , 
L (~O~ ~I:'K2.. J --------..:.. __ 133'& Q:,;;r-' 

, (LOW RISK)! --------------------------------------------------------

CHICANO 
(8-15%) 

E'lcspe 
History 
(16-25%) 

Under 33 
Not property-======= ___ -------------------------------(8-15%) 
Crimes ------------
(6-15%) 

• 33 & OVer 
. (6-15%) 

Under 33 
Property ~ (6-15%) 

No EscSpe~Crimes 
History . (4-7%) 133'& ;';rl 
(4-7%) , (LOW RISK), Under 33 

----- (6-15%) 
Not Property 
Crimes 
(8-15%) 133'& ;';rl 

! (LOW RISK)! --------------------------------------------------------

BLACK 
(0-3%) 

Escape 
History 
(0-3%) 

______ <::jU~U331 
: ~~::~ty I ~ ~o~ ~I~K~ 

<: (LOW RISK)! '33 & OVe,<; , 
------ I (LOW RISK)! 

Not property' - - - - - - . (16-25%) 
Crimes ..",..--'-
(4-7%) _____ _ ____ _ 

~33&OVer! 
L (.:o~ ~I':K2J 

______ 'Under 33 ! 
- - - - - - ! Property' ___ I (LOW RISK), 
, No Escape-'~ Crimes 1-< - - - - --

History I I (LOW RISK),'~ 
Legend: I (LOW RISK)I - - - - - -. ~,..I33 '& O"v;r! 

------ ______ _ I (LOW RISK)I IU;d;r-33I 

c::J High Risk I No Property I_=:::::====~:~===~' (_~O-_W __ RI-_SK-_)I _ _ _ I Crimes , ---
L _...! Low Risk L (~O~ ::r':K2.. J , 33 & OVer , 

, (LOW RISK) I 

* Percentage figures indicate probable number (II' escapes per 100 inmates. Average rate is 10. 
Low Risk (0-3%); Low-Mediwn Risk (4-7%); High-~ediwn Risk (8-15%); High Risk (16%+). 
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CHAPTER VIII 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

With the rate of escape more than doubling within a four-year period (escapes 
from camp went from 6.49 per 100 average daily population for 1969 to 13.72 
for 1972, while the institution escape rate went from 0.47 to 1.52 over the 
same period), a need was recognized for a detailed analysis of: factors asso­
ciated with escapes and re;"!ommendatiO'l:l.s as to how classification could be 
improved to lower escape rates. 

Method 

This study involved a sample of all inmates who had escaped from the cus­
tody of the California Department of Corrections from January 1, 1971, 
through June 30, 1972. This sample, consisting of both men and women, in­
cluded escapes from work furlough, and temporary community release, as well 
as escapes from institutions serving felons and civilly-committed narcotic 
addicts and from conservation camps. Each escapee was matched with a non­
escapee at the same facility who was committed at about the same time. 
Through these procedures, a combined total of 1,696 escapees and non-escape..,es 
was selected. Data collecting procedures yielded a total usable sample of 
1,494 escapees and controls from the 1,696 names (88 percent of the total) 
originally selected. The primary focus of the study was on adult male 
escapees. 

Re.sults 

Escapes from Minimum Custody (Conservation Camps): 

1. The most consistent relationship was found between previous escapes 
and current escape behavior. Inmates with any escape history were twice as 
likely to be found among the escapees as their percentage in the population 
would indicate. This was true for all facilities. The risk further increased 
when more than one prior escape had been recorded. No relationship was evi­
dent in the type, whether juvenile or adult, of prior escape and the current 
escape. A prior escape was less important if it occurred 1~ years or more 
earlier, but this variable is highly related to another important factor, 
that of age. 

2. Blacks escaped about one-third as often as they appear in the popu­
lation, Mexican-Americans about the same as their percentage in the population, 
while Whites were about one and one-half times as likely to escape as their 
numbers in the general population would indicate. The Black escape ~ate 
increased considerably, however, in facilities located in Southern California; 
and an unusually high rate of Mexican-American escapes was experienced from 
conservation camps in the South. The~e findings are consistent with prior 
studies, both in this state and elsewhere. 

3. Escapees were more often in the younger age group. There was no 
magic age, however, at which escapes no longer occurred. The decline was 
gradual. 
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4. Escapees tended to have more extensive criminal backgrounds than 
non-escapees. This was true when age, location, and escape histo~y were 
held constant. More escapees were found to be property offenders~ served 
prior prison terms, and/or were returned to prison for parole violation. 

Escapes from Institutions: 

1. The background characteristics of institutional escapees are sur­
prisingly similar to those of escapees from minimum security facilities. 

2. Race is again a strong) strong predictor. Blacks make up only 11.0 
percent of those escaping from institutions. 

3. Prior escape history is also related to escaping from an institu­
tion, and prior escapes of a more recent nature appear to be important. 

4. Age was strongly related to escaping from the California Institu­
tion for Men, it was moderately related in the camp sample, and was not 
related to escaping from a medium custody institution. The reason for this 
seems to be that the strength of the other vari.ab1es was such as to nullify 
any advantage for the older group. 

5. Property offenders were found disproportionately among the escapees 
in all groups, as were parole violators. This relationship weakened, ~owever, 
when a history of escaping was present. 

6. There is a low escape rate for older men with no escape history 
who had served little time. 

Institution Careers: 

1. Basic characteristics are of overriding importance for escape 
behavior compared to variations in institutional careers. 

2. The length of the sentence inmates could expect to serve did not 
distinguish escapees from the control group but was related to whether or 
not the inmate was placed in minimum custody directly. 

3. For lower risk groups, those who went directly into conservation 
camps performed better. than their counterparts who served part of their sen­
tence in an institution. The opposite was true of the high risk zroups. 

4. Once placed in another institution, the low risk groups were required 
to serve as much time. before transfer as the high risk groups. 

5. The probability of escaping was cmly affected by a sizable term 
investment before transfer. The data suggest that over half the expected 
term,would have to be served elsewhere to lower significantly the basic 
escape risk. 

6. Parole dates as a deterrent to escaping were significant primarily 
for those with less than aver~ge escape pot~ntial anyway. With these groups, 
it appears that relatively minor obstacles may further reduce escape potential. 
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7. The highest risk group did not seem appreciably deterred by having 
a parole date even though the dates were much shorter than for the lower 
risk groups. 

From Work Furlough: 

1. Those characteristics associated with escape from camps and insti­
tutions were, generally found to be associated with absconding from Work 
Furlough Programs. Extensive criminal background, property offenses, his­
tory of eSC8,pe, and being White were again more typical of escapees than 
the control grt)up. 

2. Th\~ age factor related quite differently to escapes from this 
setting. The younger group did not appear more likely to abscon~. 

3. The association between all factors and absconding was generally 
weaker than in the other samples and was extremely weak or non-existent 
when the program was community based. 

4. The number of Black absconders was much greater from community 
based furlough than from programs located on the institution grounds. 

5. Past alcohol and drug abuse was an important item in community 
based .<lbsconding but: of little significance for j.nstitutional programs. 
This may relate to the ease of access to these substances in the community. 

6. The importance of background characteristics was minor compared 
to variations among programs. The best predictor of absconding is not indi­
vidual characteristics but rather the pa.rticular program in which the fur­
loughee is involved. 

Women Escapees and Absconders: 

1. The characteristics of women escapees are very similar to those of 
men. 

2. The Black ethnic group is under-represented, although the differ­
ence is not as large as in most of the data on the males. Whites composed 
56 percent of the institutional population and 68 percent of the escapees. 

3. One-third of the women escapees and absconders had a prior escape, 
while this was true of 17 percent of the population. 

4. Extensive criminal 'backgrounds, measured by parole violations, 
prior terms and property offenses, discriminated between women who escaped 
and the population. Parole violators and those who had served a prior prison 
term were about twice as likely to be in the escape group. 

5. While only 35 percent of the institutional population was serving 
time for property crimes, 55 percent of the escapees and 59 percent of the 
absconders were convicted of those crimes. 



6. Age would also appear to be a factor in that institutional escapees 
are younger than expected. Absconders from temporary fur.loughs, however, 
appear somewha.t o}:aer, which is parallel to the findings on male work fur­
loughees. 

Conclusions 

It is much easier for classification committees to identify mana.gement prob­
lems than escape potential. Behavior problems can be visualized as a coil.;;" 
tinuum from none'to extreme, with'movement in one or other directions. ,Thus, 
by comparing behavior over time, decisions are made for less or more custody, 
less or more programming. There are no degrees of escaping, however; it 
happens or it doesn't. Apart from a prior escape from custody,institutional 
behavior is irrelevant. On the basis of this study, there is nothing the 
inmate has done in the institution or even could do to demonstrate his escape 
potential one way or the other. 

Once classification staff know an inmate's race, escape history, type of 
offense, age, and criminal background, they probably know about all that is 
worth knowin.g in terms of escape potential. The best decisions appear to 
result when prior escapes of all types are considered as equal, and all 
property crimes (including robbery) are given equal weight. Age, likewise, 
has to be ~sed in a general way since there is no specific year at which 
escapes decrease. Here rough categories of below or above 32 years will 
suffice. 

The length of sentence the inmate is expected to serve is of minim~l impor­
tance'compared to other factors. Similarly, the amount oftiIile served prior 
to a minimum custody placement is probably of little value. On~ .problem is 
the fact that "term investment 11 primarily deters the low iiskgroups who 
are not the problem anYV7ay. Little deterrence was observed for high risk 
groups. 

Long parole dates probably had a minimal effect in deterring high risk . , 
Even short parole dates are no guarantee against this group s escapees. 

escaping. 
but their 

Parole dates do lower the risk of those less likely to escape 
rates are already within tolera,ble limits. Al~ost any obstacle 

or reward seems to reduce effectively the chances of this lower group9s 
escaping. 

During the study period, the escape rate from minimum custody facilities 
Tllas approximately ten percent. The institutional escape rate was estimated 
to be about five percent for those with minimum custody assignments. Ba§ed 
on these estimates, rates were computed for all combinations of the four 
'basic characte1:ist:ics and for three types of facilities. These rates are 
meant to provide the odds that various types of inmates will escape when 
placed in minimum custody. The purpose is to provide staff with a quantita­
'tive tool for evaluating their decisions" The decision maker is allowed to 
weigh institutional and program needs against the projected escape probabil­
ity. For example, an institution has need for a skilled wO,J:ker with minimum . 
custody. There are two candidates, both White. One is an older inmate with 
an esca.pe history, convicted of assault. The other is young, has no- escape 
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history but was convicted of robbery. The projected rates indicate that the 
best decision is the older man (six percent rate) even though he has a prior 
e,scape (ten percent is projected for the second man). It should also be 
possible by surveying the population with minimum custody assignment to pro­
ject the number of escapes that would normally be expected. 

It should be kept in mind that these projected rates are based on data from 
a period with an extremely high number of escapes. The relative rates for 
different inmates are not expected to change dramatically but the exact 
rates should. In other words, if the total rate for camps was to drop to 
five percent (from ten percent), then all the projections should also be 
reduced by half. 

The projection charts are meant to be used as a custody screening device in 
classification. Staff should fiI'st list the four necessary items of infor­
mation. Then, beginning with the type of facility being considered, locate 
the section for the inmate's race, and follow the diagram through the specific 
combination of factors. The rates, of course, suggest the number of escapes 
that might be expected if 100 inmates with those characteristics were given 
minimum. custody at that type of facility. 
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ESCAPE FROM CUSTODY 

With the rate of escape more than doubling within a four-year period (escapes 
from camp went from 6.49 per 100 average daily population for 1969 to 13.72 
for 1972, while the institution escape rate went from 0.47 to 1.52 over the 
same period), a need was recognized for a detailed analysis or factors asso­
ciated with escapes and recommendations as to how classification could be 
improved to lower escape rates. 

Method 

This study involved a sample of all inmates who had escaped from the cus­
tody of the California Department of Corrections from January 1, 1971, 
through June 30, 1972. This sample, consisting of both men and women, in­
cluded escapes from work furlough, and temporary community release, as well 
as escapes from institutions serving felons ::md civilly-committed narcotic 
addicts and from conservati9n camps. Each escapee was matched with a non­
escapee at ,the same facility who was committed at about the same time. 
Through these procedures J a combined total of 1,695 escapees and non-escapees 
was selected'.' Data collecting procedures yielded a total usable sample of 
1,494 escapees and controls from th~1:696 names (88 percent of the total) 
originally selected. The primary focus of t:oe study was on adult male 
escapees. 

Results 

Escapes from Minimum Custody (Conservation Camps): 

1. The most consistent relationship was found between previous escapes 
and current escape behavior. Inmates with any escape history were twice as 
likely to be found among the escapees as their percentage in the population 
would indicate. This was true for all facilities. The risk further increased 
wilen more' than orte'prior escape had ~een recorded. No relationship was evi­
dent in the type, whether juvenile or adult, of prior escape and the current 
escape. A prior escape was less important if it 'occurred 15 years or more 
earlier, but this variable is highly related to another important factor, 
that of age. 

2. Blacks escaped about one-thi'cd as often as they appear in the popu­
lation, Mexican-Americans about the same as their percentage in the population, 
while Whites were about one and one-half t;lmes as likely to escape as their 
numbers in the general population would indicate. The Black escape rate 
increased' considerably, however, in facilities located in Southern California; 
and an unusually high rate of Mexican-American escapes was experienced from 
conservation camps in the South. These findings are consistent with p:rior 

'studies, both in this state and elsewhere. 

3. Escapees were more often in the younger age group. There was no 
magic age, however, at which escapes no longer occurred. The decline was 
gradual. 
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4. Escapees tended to have more extensive criminal backgrounds than 
non-escapees. This was true when age, location, and escape history were 
~teld constant.. More escapees were found to be property offenders, served 
prior prison terms, and/or were returned to prison for parole violation. 

Escapes from Institutions: 

1. The background characteristics of institutional escapees are sur­
prisingly similar to those of. escapees from minimum security facilities. 

2. Race is again a strong, strong predictor. Blacks make up only 11.0 
percent of those escaping from institutions. 

3. Prior escape history is also related to escaping from an institu­
tion, and prior escapes of a more 'recent nature appear to be important. 

'. 4. Age was strongly related to escaping from the California Institu-
tion for Men, it was moderately related in the camp sample, and was not 
related to escaping from a medium custody institution~ The reason for this 
seems to .be that the strength of the other variables was such as to nullify 
any advantage for the older group. 

S. Property offenders were found disproportionately among the escapees 
in all groups, as were parole vi,olators. This relationsh:J.p weakened, however, 
when a history of escaping was present. 

6 •. There is a low escape rate for older men with no escape history 
. who had served little time. 

. Institution Careers: 

1. . Basic characteristics are of overriding importance for escape 
behavior compared to variations in institutional careers. 

2. The length of the sentence inma.tes could expect to serve did no·t 
distinguish escapees from the control group but was related to whether or 
no.t the inmate was placed in minimum custody directly. 

3. For lower risk groups, those who went directly into conservation 
camps performed better than their counterparts who served part of their sen­
tencein an institution. The opposite was t~ue of high risk groups. 

4. Once placed in another institution, the low risk groups were required 
to serve as much time before transfer as the high risk groups. 

5. The probability of escaping was. only affected by a sizable term 
investment before transfer. The data suggest that over half the expected 
term would have to be served elsewhere to lower significantly the basic 
escape risk. 

6. Parole dates as a. deterrent to escaping were significant primarily 
for those with less than average escape potential anyway. With these groups, 
it appears that relatively minor obstacles may further reduce escape potential. 
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7. The highest risk group did not seem appreciably deterred by having 
a parole date even though· the dates were much shorter than for the lower 
risk groups. 

From Work Furlough: 

1. Those characteristics associated with escape from camps and insti­
tutions were generally found to be associated with absconding from Work 
Furlough Programs. Extensive criminal background, property offenses, his­
tory of escape, and being White were again more typical of escapees than 
the control group. 

2. 
setting. 

The age factor related quite differently to escapes from this 
The younger group did not appear mOrE! likely to abscond. 

3. The association between all factors and absconding was generally 
weaker than in the other samples and was extr~nely weak or non-existent 
when the program was community based. 

4. The number of Black absconders was much greater from community 
based furlough than from programs located on the institution grounds. 

¥ 5. Past alcohol and drug abuse was an important item in community 
based absconding but of little significance for institutional programs. 
This may relate to the ease of access to these substances in the community. 

6. The importance of background characteristics was minor compared 
to variations among programs. Tne best predictor of absconding is not indi­
vidual characteristics but rather the particular program in which the fur­
loughee is involved • 

Women Escapees and Absconders: 

1. The characteristics of women escapees are very similar to those of 
men. 

2. The Black ethnic group is under-represented, although the differ­
ence is not as large as in most of the data on the maleq. Whites composed 
56 percent of the institutional population and 68 percent of the escapees. 

3. One-third of the women escapees and absconders had a prior escape, 
while this was true of 17 percent. of the population. 

4. Extensive criminal backgrounds, measured by parole violations, 
prior terms and property offenses, discriminated between women who escaped 
and the population. Parole violators and those who had served a pr.ior prisolp. 
term were about twice as likely to be in the escape group. 

5. While only 35 percent of the institutional population was serving 
time for property crimes, 55 percent of the escapees and 59 percent of ,the 
absconders were convicted of those crimes. 
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6. Age would also appear to be a factor in that institutional escapees 
are younger than expected. Absconders from temporary furloughs, however, 
appear somewhat older, which is parallel to the findings on male work fur­
loughees. 

Conclusions 

It is much easier for classification connnittees to identify management prob­
lems than escape potential. Behavior problems can be visualized as a con­
tinuum from none to extreme, with movement in one or other directions. Thus, 
by comparing behavior over time, decisio~s are made for less or more custody, 
less or more progra~ning. There are no degrees of escaping, however; it 
happens or it doesn't. Apart from a prior escape from custody, institutional 
behavior is irre1evartt. On the basis of this study, there is nothing the 
inmate has done ~.n the institution or even could do to demonstrate his escape 
potential one way or the other. 

Once classification staff know an inmate's race, escape history, type of 
offense, age, and criminal background, they probably know about all that is 
worth knowing in terms of escape potential. The best decisions appear to 
result when prior escapes of all types are considered as equal, and all 
property crimes (including robbery) are given equal weight. Age, likewise, 
has to be used in a general way since there is no specific year at which 
escapes decrease. Here rough categories of below or above 32 years will 
suffice. 

The length of sentence the inmate is expected to serve is of minimal impor­
tance compared to other factors. Similarlys the ['mount of time ser.ved prior 
to a minimum custody placement is probably of little value. One problem is 
the fact that "term investment" primarily deters the low risk groups who 
are not the problem anyway. Little deterrence was obEerve.d for high risk 
groups. 

Long parole dates probably had a minimal effect in deterring high risk 
escapees. Even short parole dates are no guarantee against this group's 
escaping. Parole dates do lower the risk of those less likely to escape 
but their rates are already within tolerable limits. Almost any obstacle 
or reward seems to reduce effectively the chances of this lower group's 
escaping. 

During the study period, the escape rate from minimum cust~dy facilities 
was approximately ten percent. The institutional escape rate was estimated 
to 'be about five percent for those with minimum custody assignments. Based 
on these estimates, rates were computed for all combinations of the four 
basic characteristics and for three types of facilities. These rates are 
mennt to provide the odds that various types of inmates will escape when 
placed in minimum custody. The purpose is to provide staff with a quantita­
tive tool for evaluating their decisions. The decision maker is allowed to 
weigh instituticna1 and program needs against the projected escape probabil­
ity. For example, an institution has need for a skilled worker with minimum 
custody. There are two candidates, both White. One is an older inmate with 
an escape history, convicted of assault. The other is young, has no escape 
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history bue was convicted of robbery. The projected rates indicate that the 
best decision is the older man (six percent rate) even though he has a prior, 
escape (ten percent is projected for the second man). It ,should also be 
possible' by surveying the' popciation with minimum custody as:signment to pro­
ject the number of escapes that would normally be expected •. 

It should be kept in mind'that these projected rates 'are .based on data from 
a period with an extremely hi&h number of e.scapes~ T,he re1attve r.ates for 
different inmates are not expected to'change dramatically but the"exact 
rates should. In other words, if the'tota1 rate fot c~mps was to drop to 
five percent (from ten percent) ,then all. the p'rojections should also be' 
reduced by half. 

The projection charts are meant to be used as a custody screening device in 
classification. Staff should first list the.four necessary items of infor­
mation. Then, beginning with the type of facility being considered, locate 
the section for the inmate's race, and follow the diagram through,the specifiC: 
combination of factors. The rates, of course, suggest the number of escapes 
that might be expected if 100 inmates with those characteristics were given 
minimum custody at that type of facility. " 
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ALL INSTITUTIONS ~ 
Escape Prediction Level 

(Percent Likely to Escape) 

FIGURE I 

WHITE 
(7-10%) 

Under 33 

« 21-25%) 
Propert,y 

<-
~~i~~~%) 33 & Over 

Escape (7-10%) 
History ~Under 33 
(11':'20%) Not Property . (4-6%) 

-Crimes -==-
(7-10%) . ___________ ' 

33 & Over 
(7-10%) 

Under 33 
Property ~(7-10%) 

No Escape~. Crimes 

History.. (7-10%) . . . 33 .. & Over (4-6%) (4-6%) Under 33 

~
(4-6%) 

Not Property 

~~:~%) ~133&~rl 
. L (~O~ ~I~K~ 

--------------------------------------------------

CHICANO 
(4-6%) . 

Under 33 

Escape 
History 
(7-10%) 

·property~(4-6%) 

<
~~~~~~) '~33 & Over 

(11-20%) _____ _ 

I Under 33 I 
~.~'~m!~operty -=========. !... (::O~ ~I:'K2! 

No Escape 
History 
(2-3"%) 

(7-10%) . 

Under 33 

33 & Over 
(11-20%) 

. Property ~(4-6%) . • 
Crimes ____ -' _ 

~ 
(4-6%) . 133 & Over i _-:- ___ .. _ 

. I (LOW RISK) t I Under 33 I 
_______ ~I (LOW RISK) 1 
I Not Propertyl. ,- - - - --

I~imes I ------
I (LOW RISK) ~'33 & Over I 
- - - - - - - I (LOW RISK) I 

-------------------------------======-------------

BLACK 
(0-1%) 

I Under 33 I 
~r~perty ~~(::O~~I~~ 

< 
(~-~~~) ______ 33 & Over 

Escape (11-20%) 
History _I Under 33 I 
(4-6%) . Not Property __ ---------~I (::0:: ~I~K2J 

Crimes -==:: 
(2-3%) 

- - - - - - - i Under 33 I 
_ _ _ _ _ _ I Property t _____ I (LOW RISK)t 

33 & Over 
(4-6%) 

, No Escape '''(I Crimes I~. . - - - - - -

I (LOW RISK), - - - - - - - ~ I 33. & Over , - ____ _ 
I History I. I (L. OW· RISK). I ~ - _____ . 

Legend: ( ) I d 3 I - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 LOW RISK 1 ,_ Un er 3 

I Hi h Risk I No Property I _===::::===~::==~==T (_!::O __ W __ RI_~K_~ '--_..... g 'I Crimes I -

. 
_, -__ , Low and Low-Medium Risk L <.:O~ ~~K2. J I 33 & Over , 

- t (LOW RISK) I 
___ ~ ______________ ~L ______________________ ====== __ 
* Percentage figures indicate probable number .of escapes ~er 100 inmates. Average rate is 5. 

Low Risk (0-1%); Low~Med;i:\Ull Risk (2-3%); High-Medium Risk (4-6%); High Risk (7%+). High 
Risk group is divided in the chart into three"sub-groups, 7-10%, 11-20%, 21-25%. In this 
chart, the Low and Low-Hedium Risk cases are combined in one category and labeled "LOW RISK" 
in the boxes. '."",-
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CALIFORNIA INSTITUTION FOR MEN 
Escape Prediction Level * 

(Percent Likely to Escape) 

FIGURF II 

WHITE 
(6-10%) 

~~~~~;y <r---------, Under 33 
(21-25%) Not Property I~ ___ -' _---.----- .-_(_21_-_2~5_%_')--, Crimes 

(21-25%) 

Property 

No Escape ~ Crimes 
History .<11-20%) 
(6-10%) 

Not Property 
Crimes ' 
(3-5%) 

33 & Over 
(21-25%) 

33 & Over 
(6-10%) Under 33 

~(3-5%) 

133 & o,,;r-' ~~ 1 (LOW RISK)I 
, ------

--------------------------------------------------

CHICANO 
(6-10%) 

-rrnder 33 
Property ~(6-10%) 

Escape (21-25%.) 
History _____ ..., _ " Under 33 

(21-25%) ~
~~~~;~%) ____ 33 & Over 

(21-25%) Not Property L-~·---:..<~..:.--------
. Crimes '-------' 

(21-25%) 

Under 33 
property~ (11-20%) 

No Escape Crimes'· _____ _ 

History ~ (6-10%) I 33 & Ov. er I - - - - --
(6-10%) . . I (LOW RISK), I Under 33 , 

r-------~I (LOW RISK) I 
I Not Property I - - - - --
: Crimes ....:. ____ _ 
t LOW RISK J I 33 & Over I 
I- -- - - - - - I (LOW RISK) I 

- - - -'- - - - -- - - - - --- --- - - - -- - -- - - -- - -- --- - --- - - -- - ---

BLACK 
(3-5%) 

I Under 33 I 
pr:erty _________ ~ (!::O~ ~I~K2! 

/~-1~~) _____ 33 & Over 
Escape (6-10%) 
History 
(6-10%) ------ Not Property. __ ------

-----Crimes __ ---
(6-10%) 

I Under 33 , 
I (LOW RISK) I 

~--___ 33 & Over 
(6-10%) 

Under 33 

History (6-10%) _____ _ 

property~ (il-20%) 
No Escape~crimes 

(3-5%) I 33 & Over I - - - - --
Legend: / (LOW RISK)I , Under 33 I 

I No Property - .- -~-- - t (LOW RISK), 
'--_-'. l1igh Risk Crimes ...::=- - - - - - -

(3-5%) 33 & Over C=J Low Risk (3-5%) 

* Percentage figures indicate probable number of escapes per 100 inmates. Average rate is 10. 
Low Risk (0-2%); Low-Medium Risk (3-5%); High-Medium Risk (6-10%); High Risk (11%+). 
High Risk group is divided in the ~hart into two sub-groups 11-20%. and 21-25%. 



Escap~O~;!~i~~i~~ Leve1* 
FIGURE III 

(Percent Likely to Escape) Under 33 

~ (16-25%) 

WHITE 
(8-15,;) 

Escape < History 
(16-25%) 

Property 
Crimes 
(16-25%) 

No Property 
Crimes 
(16-25%) 

__ 33 

Under 33 
Property ~ (8-15%) 

No Escape Crimes 
History ~ (8-15%) 33 & Over . - - - - - .,... 
(8-15%) (8-15%) I Under 33 I 

______ - _____ , (LOW RISK) I 
I Not Property' ~ ------

Crimes , - - - - - -
I (LOW RISK) , I 33 & Over I 
- - - - - - - I (LOW RISK) I 

--------------------------------------------------

CHICANO 
(8-15%) 

BLACK 
(0-3%) 

Under 33 

_---------- (8-15%) 

Under 33 
Property ~ (8-15%) 

No Escape~crimes _____ _ 
History '. (4-7%) , 33 & Over I 
(4-7%) I (LOW RISK), Under 33 

~(B-15%) 
Not Property 
Crimes ____ _ 

Escape 
History 
(0-3%) 

(8-15%)1 33 & Over' 
I (LOW RISK) I 

_ _ _ _ _ _ I Under,' 33 I 

, No Escape' ~ Crimes, -f~ - - - -
______ I Property '<:' (L(J'Co1 RISK), 

History I~ ! (LOW RISK) I _____ _ 
Legend: I (LOW RISK) I ~- - - - - - . I 33 & 0-V:6r i 

- - - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ , (LOW RISK), I Under 33 I 

'---_-II High Risk I No Property I-o:::::::::::::::===~~:===~==' (. __ LO_~ __ RI __ SK __ )I I Crimes l-
I - I Low Risk U:'O~ ~I:'K2. J r 33 & Over , 

. ,_ (:'O~ ~I:'~ 
* Percentage figures indicate probable number of escapes per 100 inmates. Average rate is 10. 

Low Risk (0-3%); Low-Medium Risk (4-7%); High-Medium Risk (8-15%); High Risk (16%+). 

--------------.~.--- --

1 :1 

\. 
1 
r 
I~ . 

• 

. , 




