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i. 

ABSTRACT 

A study of the 1971 releasees from Massachusetts Correctional 

Ins·titutions revealed that 25% of the releasee population returned to 

prison within 1 year of their release. MCI's Framingham, Concord, 

and Walpole releasees had relatively high recidivism rates and MCI's 

Norfolk and Forestry Camps releasees had relatively low recidivism 

rates. 

When the releasee population was analyzed in terms of the original 

institution of commitment, it was discovered that a particular pattern 

existed for Walpole commitments. Whereas the recidivism rate of 

individuals committed to MCI-Walpole and released directly from MCI­

Walpole was 27%, the recidivism rate of individuamcommitted to 

MCI-Walpole but released from MCI-Norfolk was 17%; and the recidivjsm 

rate of MCI-Walpole commitments released from MCI-Forestry Camps 

was 13%. Thus, Walpole commitments who were transferred to and sub­

sequently released from these other MCI's had a significantly lower 

recidivism rate than those who remained at Walpole until their release. 

This finding suggests a reintegrative or rehabilitative quality in 

the movement from maximum to medium and to minimum security levels, 

as opposed to an abrupt release directly from maximum security. 

When considering the variation of releasee population by recidi­

vism in terms of the offense they had been sentenced for, it was 

discovered that Sex Offenders had the lowest rate of recidivism. 

This was consistently the case for all releasing institutions. 

Offenses Against the Person was the category with the second lowest 

rates of recid·ivisrn. Offense categories with higher rates of recidi-

vism included: Offens A . t P t d es galns roper y an Drug Offenses. 

Analysis of the variable Age at Release with recidivism outcome 

revealed that the older an individual is a.~t the time of release, the 

., 
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lesser the chance is that he will become a recidivist. 

Relating the variable Length of Time Incarcerat~d on Present 

Offense to recidivism resulted in the finding that individuals 

incarcerated for a longer period of time had a lesser chance of 

recidivating. 

However, since each of the three variables discussed above -

Type of Offense, Age at Release, and Length of Incarceration - are 

related to each other as well as recidivism, a further test of the 

interrelationship was carried out by a correlation analysis. This 

resulted in the finding that the relationship between Length of 

Incarceration and recidivism no longer held valid but, in fact, was 

merely associated with the other two variables. 

As Part II of the anlaysis twenty-three categories delineating 

high and low recidivism risk groups were constructed. 

As Part III of this report, the overall recidivism rates for 

the 1971 releasee population was compared with overall recidivism 

rat~s for individuals released in previous years. The last recidivism 

research conducted by the Department of Correction dealt Ttlith the 

1966 releasee population. 

The recidivism rates for the total 1971 population were considerably 

lower than the 1966 population. For the 1966 releasee population the 

overall recidivism rate was 30%, whereas for the 1971 releasee popula­

tion it was 25%. This difference is statistically significant. It 

is interesting to note that when analyzing the differences by the 

specific releasing institution, the reduced recidivism can be attri­

buted to Massachusetts Correctional Institutions Norfolk and Forestry 

Camps. The reductions at MCI's Walpole, Concord, and Framingham 

were not statistically significant. 
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The Division of Research and Planning of the Massachusetts 

Department of Correction recently collected data describing the 

background characteristics and recidivism rates of all individuals 

released from Massachusetts Correctional Institutions in 1971. 

These statistics are available for men released from MCI's Walpole, 

Norfolk, Concord, and the three Forestry Camps (Monroe, Warwick, 
1 

and Plymouth); and for women released from MCI-Framingham. There 

were 1107 men and women released from state correctional institu-

tions and Forestry Camps in 1971. 

As part of a larger research effort to evaluate the patterns 

of post-release behavior of former chargees of the Massachusetts 

Department of Corrections, this study provides a narrative over-

v~'r of some of the more striking preliminary findings that have 

thus far emerged from the data analysis. 

1 For the specific breakdown of the variables collected, the fre­
quency distributions, and the recidivism breakdown see the 
following Department of Correction Publication: Dani~l LeClair, 
Statistical: Tables Describing t:be Characteristics and Recidivism 
Rates of 1971 Releasees from Massachusetts Correctional Institu­
tions, Augrist, 1974. 



2. 

Definition of Recidivism: 

A recidivist was defined as any subject who was returned to 

a Federal or State correctional institution or to a County House 

of Correction or Jail for 30 days or more. 

FollO'VT-up Period: 

'rhe follow-up period was one year from the date of the 

subjects' release to the community. 

2 
Variables Collected: 

For the analysis that follows in this report, four categories 

of variables were collected: Commitment variables, Personal 

Background Characteristics variables, Criminal History variables, 

and Recidivism variables. A specific listing is given in Appendix I. 

DeLta was collected from the files of the Department of Correction I 

the Parole Board, and the Board of Probation. 

2 The author would like to acknowledge his appreciation for the 
careful work that the following individuals provided in the 
collection and preparation of data to be used in these reports: 
Ira Baline, Donna Gurski, Denise Huffman, Carolyn Jackson, 
Russ Kerr, Joe Landolfi, Chris Mackey, Therese Pink and 
Ellen Weiner. ' 

FINDINGS 

Differential Recidivism Rates by Releasing Institution: 

Of the 1107 men and women released from the MCI's in 1971, 

835 (75%) were not returned to a correctional institution within 

3. 

one year of their release. The remaining 272 (25%) were re-incar­

cerated for at least 30 days within one year of their release. Thus, 

the overall recidivism rate with a one year follow-up period was 

25!%. For MCI-Walpole the recidivism rate was 27%; for MCI-Norfolk, 

18%; for MCI-Concord, 28%; for the three Forestry Camps, 14%; and 

for MCI-Framingham, 29%. 

TABLE 1 

RECIDIVISM RATE BY RELEASING INSTITUTION 

INs'rITUTION NUMBER PERCENT RECIDIVISM RATE 

MCIo-Framingham 92 ( 8) 29% 
MCI-Concord 522 (47) 28% 
MCI-Walpole 155 (14) 27% 
MeI-Norfolk 234 ( 21) 18% 
Forestry Camps 104 ( 9) 14% 

TOTAL 1107 (100) 25% 

As can be seen from Table 1, MCI's Framingham, Concord, and 

Walpole releasees had relatively high recidivism rates and MCI's 

Norfolk and Forestry Camps releasees had relatively low recidivism 
3 

rates. 

3 In terms of statistical s~gnificance, the recidivism rate for 
MCI-Concord was higher (X =6.87; P <.01, Idf) than the total 
releasee population; and the recidivism rates for MCI-Norfolk 
and the Forestry 2amps were lower than the total ~eleasee popula­
tion (Norfolk: X =7.96 P<.Ol, Idf; Forestry: X ::;6~37, p < .01, 
Idf) . 



Specific Category of Recidivism: 

It is important to examine separately the specific categories 

under the general heading of recidivism. For example, it is 

important to note that 118 (43%) of the 272 recidivists and 11% 

of the total sample were re-incarcerated for technical infractions 

of their parole conditions. They did not have any new arrest assoc­

iated with their parole violation. One hundred and twenty eight 

(47%) of the 272 recidivists and 12% of the total sample were re-

incarcerated because a new arrest was associated with their parole 

violation, although at the time of their re-incarceration they had 

not been tried for this new arrest. Thus, 90% of the recidivists 

were returned as Parole Violators. Only 26 (10%) of the 272 recidi-

vists and 2% of the total sample were re-incarcerated as a result 

of a new conviction and a new sentence from the court. 

TABLE II 

BREAKDOWN OF RECIDIVIST BY CATEGORY OF RETURN 

PAROLE PAROLE 
VIOLATION VIOLATION NEW 
TECHNICAL NEW ARREST COMMITMENTS 

INSTITUTION N % N % N % N 

MCI-Framingham 23 (2.1 ) 3 (0. 3) 1 (0.1) 27 
MCI-Concord 57 (5 .2) 77 (7.0) 13 (1.2) 147 
MCI.,-Walpole 14 (1. 3) 20 (1.8) 8 (0.7) 42 
Mel-Norfolk 19 (1. 7) 18 (1.6) 4 (0.4) 41 
Forestry Camps 5 (0.5) 10 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 15 

TOTAL 118 (10.8) 128 (11.6) 26 (2.4) 272 

-... 
5. 

Rcc.idi vism Rates by Conuni tting Institution: 

In the ~-1assiJ.chur~c tu'i criminal j us tic(~ system, the cuurts 

fiiakc:. direct COy,u,li tnicnts i-o three inst.i Jcutions. \-!omen arc 

conunitted to HeI--Framingham, and men are comr2itted to either 

MCI-Concord or MCI-Walpole. In the case of men sent8nced to 

t.1CI-Concord, the judge does not fix a specific term. The 

individual is sentenced to the authority of the superintendent 

without a minimum sentence and the maximum sentence is estab-

lished by statute. Traditionally, Concord sentences are for 

individuals with less lengthy criminal histories and, therefore, 

tend to be younger offenders. In the case of men sentenced 

to MCI-Walpole, the judge must fix both a minimum and a 

maximum term (except for life sentences and sentences for 

habitual offenders). The minimum must not be for less than 

two and a half years; the maximum not more than that established 

by statute. 

Men are not committed to either MCI-Norfolk or Forestry 

Camps directly by the courts. Instead, they are received 
TOTAL 

% on transfer from Mel's Walpole and Concord after having been 

(2.4) carefully screened as suitable for a medium security status. 
(13 .. 3) 

(3.8) The releasee sample was analyzed in terms of the institu-
(3.7) 
(1.4) tion that each individual was originally committed. Of the 

1107 releasees, 92 (8%) individuals had been originally 

committed to MCI-Framingham and had a recidivism ra·te of 29%; 

531 (48%) had been originally committed to MCI-Concord and 

had a recidivism rate of 29%; and 484 (44%) had been originally 

committed to MCl-Walpole and had a recidivism rate of 19%. 

These results are sun~arized in Table IlIon the following page. 



TABLE III 

RECIDIVISM RATE BY CO~1MITTING INSTITUTION 

INSTITUTION NUMBER PERCENT RECIDIVISM 

MCI-Framingham 92 (08) 29 % 

MCI-Concord 531 (48) 29 % 

MCI-Walpole 484 (44) 19 % 

TOTAL 1107 (100) 25 % 

From Table III two patterns should be pointed out: 

First, it is interesting to note that nearly half (48%) 

of the total releasee population were originally sentenced to 

MCI-Concord, and that MCI-Concord commitments had the higher 
4 

recidivism rate of the two male institutions. 

4 In terms of statistical significance, the recidivism rate 
for those committed to MCI-Concord was significantly 
higher (X2= 9.05, P<.Ol, Idf) than the total sample; 
and the recidivism rate f02 those committed to MCI-Walpole 
was significantly lower (X ='13.31, P oc:(,. 001, Idf). The 
recidivism rate for those committed to MCI-Framingham 
(women) was not statistically significantly different 
from the recidivism rate of the total sample. 

~: " 
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Secondly, when the releasee population was analyzed in 

terms of the original institution of commitment, it was dis­

covered that a particular pattern existed for Walpole commit­

ments. Whereas the recidivism rate of individuals committed 

to MCI-Walpole and released directly from MCI-Walpole was 27%~ 

the recidivism rate of individuals committed to MCI-Walpole but 

released from MCI-Norfolk was 17%; and the recidivism rate of 

MCI-Walpole commitments released from MCI-Forestry Camps was 

13%. Thus, Walpole commitments who were transferred to and 

subsequently released from these other MCI' s had a significantly 

lower recidivism rate than those who remained at Walpole (or 

those who were transferred from Walpole but subsequently 
5 

returned and then released from Walpole). 

5 In terms of statistical significance, individuals originally 
committed to MCI-Walpole but subsequently transferred to 
and released from MCI-Norfolk had significantly lower 
recidivism rates than those who remained at MCI-WalI?ole 
(X2=5.50, P<.02, Idf); individuals originally commltted 
to MCI-Walpole but subsequeI1tly.tr~ns~~EEed to and released 
from MCI-Concord ewer-e not significantly different 
than those wl:~o remained at MCI-W"!-lpole [.x2~1 .. 2 3' (Yates . 
correction applied), P>.05 , Idfl; and 1ndlvlduals commltted 
to MCI-Walpole but subsequently transferred to ~n~ :eleased 
from Forestry Camps had significantly lower recldlvlsm 
rates than those who remained at MCI-Walpole (X2=7.42, 
P <. 01, luf). 
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TABLE IV 

RECIDIVISM RATE OF WALPOLE COMMITMENTS BY INSTITUTION OF RELE~SE 

,Lt-ySTITUTION NUMBER PERCENT RECIDIVISM RATE 

MCI-Walpole 150 ( 31) 27% 

MCI-Norfolk 216 (45 ) 17% 

MCI-Concord 23 ( 5) 15% 

MCI-Forestry 95 (2 0) 13% 

TOTAL 484 (100) 19% 

These differences, summarized in Table IV above, may be 

accounted for by either of two explanations: (1) Low'Recidi-

vist Risk men may have been selected for transfers to Norfolk 

and Forestry Camps; or (2) There is a reintegrative or rehab-

ilitative quality to the movement from maximum to medium and 

to minimum security levels, as opposed to an abr.~upt release 

directly from maximum security. 

Therefore, the Division of Research will 

conduct a separate study to be issued in the future that will 

attempt to determine which of these two explanations is 

correct. Base expectancy tables will be applied to the portion 

of the Walpole commitments in the sample that were transferred 

to MCI's Concord, Norfolk and Forestry Camps to see whether 

or not lower recidivism risk groups were selected disproportionately. 
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9. 

A breakdown of MCI-Concord commitments by institution of 

release is presented in Table V below. Since the greater 

number (94%) of MCI-Concord commitments remained at Concord, 

differences in recidivism rates by releasing institutions 

cannot be considered significant. 

TABLE V 

RECIDIVISM RATE OF CONCORD Cm·IMITMENTS BY INSTITUTION OF RELEASE 

RECIDIVISM 
INSTITUTION NUMBER PERCENT RATE 

MCI-Forestry 9 ( 2) 33 

HCI-Concord 499 (94) 29 

MCI-Norfolk 18 3) 22 

Mel-Walpole 5 1) 20 

TOTAL 531 (100 ) 29 

1L-______________________ ~ 
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Recidivism Rate by Offense Category 

The releasee sample was next divided into five general offense 

categories constituted by the most serious offense which led to the 

releasees' present incarceration. These categories include: (1) 

Offenses Against the Berson (other than sex offenses); (2) Sex 

Offenses; (3) Property Offenses; (4) Drug Offenses; and (5) "Other" 

Offenses (a residual category including such offenses as: escape, 

motor vehicle offenses, prostitution, abortion, and contempt of 

court). Table VI presented ~elow gives a breakdown of the specific 

recidi vism rate for each of these categories. 

'TAB LEo_ VI ---
Mer WALPOLE Mcr NORf'OLK Mcr CONCORD FORESTRY CAMPS TC~'.L REtE.\SEES 

" 
0, __ - 0- N ~ !W!... 

'''''' I ,:,~" 
- --. 

ORIOl:lN04 OFrE!iSE CAT£CORY 

Offensea againat tl-.G per.on 85 (55) 24 124 (53) 21 214 (41) 22 78 18 523 (47) 

Sex of!An!)ea 11 (7 ) 9 27 (12) 4 22 (4) 14 1 (1) a a (0) a 61 (6) 

~rc?Qt't'..1 o~!(:"Go. 41 (27) 32 65 (28) 20 21a (42) 34 23 (22) 13 29 (32) 24 376 (34) 

. Oth~r o!fo:,;solJ 5 (3) 20 4 (2) 25 18 (0) 44 2 (2) 0 21 (23) 3a 50 (3 ) 

Oru; o!'!oneo8 13 (a) 54 I 14 (6) a 50 (10) 30 a (0) 0 20 (22) 40 97 (9) 

To!:al 155 (100) 27 234 (100) 1a 522 (100) 2a 104 (100) 14 92 (100) 29 1 107 (100) 

I 

From the tables, it can be seen that Sex Offenders had the lowest 

rate of recidivism. This was consistently the case for all releasing 

institutions. Whereas "the recidivism rate for the total sample was 

25%, the recidivism rate for sex offenders was 8%.6 Breaking down 

the category according to the specific releasing institution, the 

recidivism rate range for sex offenders was 0% to 14% and the recidi-

vism rate range for the total sample was 14% to 29%. 

6 In terms of statistical significance, the recidivism rate of sex 
offenders was significantly lower than the recidivism rate of the 
total releasee population (X2=9.3 4, P < .01, ldf). 

* R.R. = Recidivism Rate 

---~-
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a 

29 

36 

31 

25 
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Offenses Against the Person was the category with the second 

lowest rates of recidivism. Whereas the recidivism rate for the total 

sample was 25%, the recidivism ra·te for offenses against the person 

was 21%. 7 

Within the specific subcategory of offenses against the person 

(See Appendix II, Table A), it is interesting to note that of the 

5 releasees for Murder I, all were non-recidivists; of the 11 
8 

releasees for Murder II, 9 were non-recidivists; and of the 59 

releasees for Manslaughter, 54 we~e non-recidivists. These three 

sub-categories collectively comprised the lowest recidivism rates 

within the crimes against the person category. 

Categories with higher rates of recidivism include: Offenses 

Against Property, Drug Offenses, and "Other" Offenses. Whereas the 

recidivism rate for the total releasee sample was 25%, the recidivism 

rate for "other" offenses was 36%, for drug offenses 31%, and for 
9 

property offenses 29%. 

7 

8 

9 

In terms of statistical significance, the recidivism rate of 
offenders against the person was significantly lower than the 
recidivism rate ~f oth~r types of offenses in the total 
releasee populatlon (X =7.44, p <.01, ldf). 

Both of the two recidivis~in the Murder II category were returned 
because of technical violations of their parole agreements. New 
arrests other than minor traffic violations were not involved. 

Though the recidivism rates for "other" and for drug offel1:ses are 
visually clearly above the 25% recidivism rate for the overall 
releasee population; in terms of statistical significance they 
were not significantly different. This is perhaps due to the, , , 
relatively few individual cases in these categories. ,Th~ recldlvlsm 
rate for offenses against property, however, was statlstlcally 
si~nificantly higher than the total releasee population 
(X =6.74, p<.Ol, ldf) 
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In terms of the subcategories of "Other" Offens'es lO the particular 

offenses of escape and weapons accounted for the higher rates. How­

ever, since the "other" offense category is a repository for a variety 

of different offenses and because each subcategory contains rela­

tively few individual cases, one should be cautious in generalizing 

from these figures. 

As can be seen in Appendix II, Table E; the subcategories of 

drug offenses that accounted for the higher recidivism rates in that 

category were Possession of Heroin and Sale of Heroin. 

10 

11 

See Appendix II, Table D. 

T~ke~ ~eparatel~ only Possession of Heroin was statistically 
s~gn~f~cant2Y h~gher than the other categories of drug 
offenses (~=4.43, p.<.05, ldf. However, when the categories 
of Possess~on of Hero~n and Sale of Heroin were grouped 
together th~ ~e~ult is a statistically significantly higher 
ra~~ of recld~v~sm than the other categories of drug offenses 
(X -5.30, P < .05, ldf). 

13. 

Recidivism Rate by Type of Release: 

The releasee sample was next subdivided into the two sub-

categories of type of release: (1) parole and (2) good conduct dis-

charge. As can be seen in Table VII below, for all releasing insti­

tutions individuals who received a parole had higher rates of 
11 

recidivism than individuals who had received a good 'conduct discharge. 

One clear reason why it would be expected that individuals receiving 

a discharge would ~ave lower rates of recidivism is that they could 

not be returned to prison for technical parole violations such as 

failure to report, failure to maintain job, etc. 

TABLE VII 

RECIDIVISM RATE OF 1971 RELEASEES BY TYPE OF RELEASE 

TOTAL 
Releasinsr Institution Parolees Dischargees SAMPLE 

N % RR N % RR N % 
Walpole 1'04 (67) TI 51 (33) 16 155 (100 ) 
Norfolk 198 (85) 19 36 (15) 11 234 (100) 
Concord 435 (83) 31 87 (17) 15 502 (100) 
Forestry 92 (88) 16 12 (12) 0 104 (100) 
Framingham 70 (76) 37 22 (24) 5 92 (100 ) 

TOTAL 899 (81) 28 208 (19) 13 1107 (100) 

11 Dischargees who were released from MCI's Walpole, Concord and 
Framingham had statistically significantly lower rates of 
recidivism than the paro1ees of these same institutions 
(22=5.01, p ..:::::.02~ ldf; X =9.02" p<.Ol, ldf: and 

X =8.57, p<.Ol, ldf for the three institutions respectively). 
For the total sample, dischargees had stat~stically significantly 
lm.ver rates of recidivism than parolees (X =20.14, P < .001, ldf). 

RR 
27 

18 
28 
14 
29 

25 



14. 

Age at Time of Release: 

The mean age at time of release for the 1,107 men and women 

released from Massachusetts Correctional Institutions in 1971 is 

presented in Table VIII below. These statistics are broken down 

by the individual releasing institutions as well as by the total 

sample. 

TABLE VIII 

MEAN AGE AT TIME OF RELEASE BY INSTITUTION OF RELEASE 

INSTITUTION 

Walpole 
Norfolk 
Concord 
Forestry 
,Framingham 

TOTAL RELEASEES 

MEAN AGE IN YEARS 

32.8 
32.8 
23.4 
31.5 
27.5 

28.8 

From Table VIII it can be seen that the institutions with the 

higher mean age at time of release are Walpole, Norfolk, and Forestry; 

and the institutions with lower mean age at time of release are 

Framingham and Concord. This of course follows the pattern that 

would be expected. Walpole, Norfolk, and Forestry releasees are 

primarily Walpole commitments, and Concord releasees are primarily 

Concord commitments. Since Concord sentences traditionally are for 

individuals with less lengthy criminal histories, they tend to be 

shorter. Walpole commitments, by contrast, tend to be older offenders 

and length of sentence tends to be longer. 

Relating the variable age at time of release to recidivism 

(see Table IX on the following page), several important findings 

occur. 

15. 

TABLE IX 

RECIDIVISM RATE DIFFERENTIAL ACCORDING TO MEAN AGE AT TIME OF RELEASE 

1211 R£L~SEr.S 

¥oCI NORFOLK MCl CONC()iU) !.ORESTRV CAIiPS 

N~B..J!.,., !i~B..J!.,. 
~R_~ - == - -

.. O! A~ RZ!,,:::'.SE 

(02) 0 35 (07) 17 
lB 0= You.."1ger 0 (0) 0 4 0 (0) 0 5 (5) 40 44 (04) 18 

(05) 27 172 (33) 29 9 (9) 33 20 (22) 40 21B (20) 30 
19-21 yep's 6 (04) 33 11 

(14) 31 170 (33) 31 11 (11) 9 1B (20) 17 252 (23) 29 
22-24 yoars 21 (14) 40 32 

(lB) 20 69 (13) 39 23 (22) 17 15 (16) ~7 170 (15) 31 
25-27 you. 22 (14 ) 32 41 

(09) lB 43 (OB) 16 12 (12) B 11 (12) lB 115 (10) 19 
28-30 ycar!l 27 (17 ) 30 22 

(31) 15 27 (03) 7 2B (27) 14 16 (17) 31 191 (17) 17 
31-40 yea.rg "7 (30) 21 73 

(16) 11 5 (01) 40 15 (14) 7 5 (5) 0 B9 (8) 15 
41-$0 !tears 26 (17) 23 38 

(06) B 1 (0) 100 6 (6) 17 2 (2) 0 28 (2) 14 
Sl a::.::! ~ovc: 6 (04) 17 13 

155 (100) 
1
234 (100) 18 522 (100) • 2B 104 (100) 14 92 (100) 29 

1
1107 (100) 25 

'I'o~.l 27 

I 
" 

* R.R. = Recidb ism Rate 
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First, when considering the total sample, it is apparent that 

the older an individual is at time of relea~e, the lesser the chance 

is that he will become a recidivist. More specifically, individuals 

who are 28 years of age or older at time of release have a far greater 

chance of not becoming a recidivist than are individuals who are 

12 
27 years of age or younger. 

Secondly, it is important to note that since age inversely 

correlates so closely with level of recidivism, differential recidivism 

rates among releasing institutions should be analyzed in terms of the 

age composition of the releasing institution. Thus, as was pointed 

out early in this report (see page 3) MCI Concord had a relatively 

high recidivism rate. Part of this high rate, therefore, can be 

explained by. the fact that the MCI Concord releasee population had 

the lowest mean age at time of release (see Table VIII on the 

previous page). Similarly, it was pointed out earlier in the report 

(page 3) that MCI's Norfolk and Forestry Camps had relatively lower 

recidivism rates. Since MCI's Norfolk and Forestry Camps had high 

mean ages at time of release (see Table VIII on the previous page), 

some of the above cited lower rates of recidivism can be accounted· 

for by this age factor. 

Note, however, that whereas MCI-Walpole releasees had a high 

mean age at time of release (see Table VIII) they "also had a relatively 

high rate of recidivism (see page 3,. Table I). 

12 These differences are highly statistically significant: X2=22.4, 
p<.OOl, ldf. When considering releasing institutions separately, 
this statistical difference holds up for MCI's Norfolk and Concord 
only. 
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TABI.E X 

DIFFERENTIA~ RECIDIVISM RATE BY AGE RISK CATEGORY 

27 YEARS OR YOUNGER 28 YEARS OR OLDER 
INSTITUTION 

% R.R. N % R.R. N -
49 ( 7) .35 106 (25 ) .24 

Walpole 
88 (13 ) .24 146 (35 ) .14 

*Norfolk 
(65 ) .30 76 (18 ) .16 

*Concord 446 
43 ( 6) .19 61 (14) .13 

Forestry 
58 ( 9) .35 34 ( 8) .26 

Framingham 

*TOTAL RELEASEES 684 (100) .29 423 (100) .17 



18. 

Length of Time Incarcerated on Present Offense in Months 

The mean length of time incarcerated on present offense for 

the 1,107 men and women released from Massachusetts Correctional 

Institutions in 1971 is presented in Table XI below. These statistics 

are broken down by the individual releasing institutions as well as 

by the total sample. 

TABLE XI 

MEAN,NUMBER OF MONTHS INCARCERATED ON PRESENT OFFENSE 

INSTITUTION MEAN NUMBER OF MONTHS 

Walpole 58.7 

Norfolk 48.6 

Concord 22.5 

Forestry 34.8 

Framingham 18.0 

TOTAL RELEASEES 33.9 

From Table XI it can be seen that the releasees of MCI's Norfolk, 

Walpole and Forestry had relatively long period of incarceration; 

and MCI's Concord 'and Framingham had relatively shorter periods of 

incarceration. As pointed out previously, this of course follows the 

pattern that would be expected. 

Relating the variable Length of Time Incarcerated on Present 

Offense to rec~divism (see Table XII on the following page), several 

patterns emerge. First, when considering the total sample, one finds 

that the longer the time an individual is incarcerated, the lesser 

the chance is that he will become a recidivist. More specifically, 

individuals who serve 3 years (36 months) or less have a far greater 

19. 

chance of becoming a recidivist than do individuals who serve more 

,. 13 
than a 3 year term of unprlsonment. 

TABLE XII 

RECIDIVISM RATE DIFFERENTIAL ACCORDING TO LENGTH OF INCARCERATION 

IlCI WlILPOLiI Hel IIQR!'QJ,IS 

Ii ~. J!..fu.' ' 

LENGTU OF TIME INCAR-
CERATED IN JoDNTBS 

1 to 6 lDonths a (0) a a (0) a 

1 to 12 OlDntha 7 (5) 25 22 (9) 10 

13 to 24 month. 22 (14) 36 56 (24) 20 

25 to 36 month. 37 (24) 41 39 (17) 0' 

37 to 46 month. 22 (14) 32 49 (21) 12 

49 to 60 month. 16 (12) 11 • 22 (9) 27 

OVer 60 month. 49 (32) 16' 46 (20) 26 

TOTAL H5 (100) 27 l34 (100) 19 

. 
" 

, . 

, 

HeX CONCORD , 
!i ~ J!..fu. 

02 (16) 20 

151 (29) 31 

113 (22) 36 

74 (14) 37 

~8 (11) 17 

21 (4) 5 

23 (4) 22 

523 (100) 28 

. 

FOJU!BTRX CNU'S 

1! l1 !!..JL. 

0 (0) 0' 

8 (0) 25 

34 (33) 12 

32 (31) 19 

14 (14) 7 

6 (6) 17 

la, (10) 10 
.~.,414 

104 (100) , 14 

/1!:;X rRA!!INGIIhH 

24 (26) U 110 

23 (25) 39 207 

20 I~O) 36 253 

5 (5 ) 20 167 

B (9) 25 151 

1 (1) a 60 

3 (3) Q 1ll 

9'2 (100) 39 1,107 

13 This difference is statistically significant: x 2=11.9, P<.OOl, 
Idf. When considering releasing institutions separately, this 
statistical difference holds up for MCI's Concord, and . 
Walpole only. The statistics for these two institutions are 
a~ follows: MCI-Walpole x 2=6.8, Idf, P~Ol; MCI-Concord 
x =9.8, Idf, P.(.01. (See Table XIII on following page) 

(10) 

(19) 

(23) 

(17) 

(14) 

(6) 

(12) , 

(100) 

21 

30 

2!i 

28 

17 

15 

20 

25 
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TABLE XIII 

DIFFERENTIAL RECIDIVISM RATES BY LENGTH OF INCARCERATION RISK FACTOR 

INSTITUTION 36 MONTHS OR LESS 37 MONTHS OR MORE 
N % R.R. N % R.R. 

Nalpole 66 9) 38% 89 (25 ) 19% 

Norfolk 117 (15) 14% 117 (33) 21% 

Concord 420 (56) 31% 102 (29) 16% 

Forestry 74 (10) 
. 

16% 30 9) 10% 

B'ramingham 80 (11 ) 31% 12 3) 17% 

TOTAL RELEASEES 757 (100) 28% 350 (100 ) 18% 

However, when one considers the institutions separately this 

relationship holds only for MCI-Concord and Walpole. (See footnote 

#13) For MCI-Norfolk the relationship is, in fact, in the opposite 
14 

direction, though not statistically significant. 

14 For MCI-Norfolk x
2
=2.4, Idf, P<.OS; for MCI-Forestry x 2=0.7, 

Idf, P<.OSi and for MCI-Framingham x 2=1.7, Idf, P<.OS. 

21. 

Each of the last three variables discussed - Type of Offense, 

Age at Time of Release, and Length of Time Incarcerated - arc highly 

correlated with each other as well as with recidivism. Therefore, 

one must question if, in fact, the relationship with recidivism 

exists for each separate variable or is merely valid for only one or 

two of the variables with the remaining as a spurious relationship. 

Age at Time of Release is determined in part by the length of 

sentence imposed and length of sentence imposed in turn determined 

in part by type of offense. Additionally length of incarceraticn is 

partially determined by age in that younger offenders tend to get 

Concord sentences which are shorter sentences. An ac~ual example of 

how these variables may interrelate so as to distort the relatibnship 

with recidivism is as follows: A person committed for an offense 

against the person tends to draw a longer sentence and has to serve 

2/3 of his sentence before being eligible for parole. Therefore, 

his length of incarceration tends to be longer than the property 

offender. It was determined that offenses against the person was 

a category with a disproportionately low number of recidivists. But 

it was also determined that individuals serving longer periods of 

incarceration also had a disproportionately lower rate of recidivism. 

Therefore, it becomes questionable whether it is the type of offense 

or the length of incarceration or the interaction of both that is 

causally related to recidivism. 

To answer this question, a further test of the interrelationships 

was carried out through a correlation analysis. All three variables 
15 

correlated individually with recidivism (.001 significance level). 

15 Age at Release with recidivism: r=.12, p<.OOl, 110Sdfi Offense 
with recidivism: r=.12, p<.OOl, 1105dfi Length of Incarceration 
with recid~vism: r=.lO, p<.OOl, 1105df. 



22. 

Next each variable was correlated with recidivism holding the other 

two variables constant. When Age at Release was correlated with 

recidivism but holding Length of Incarceration and Type of Offense 

constant, Age at Release was still statistically significantly related 

t 'd" 16 o reCl lVlsm. When Type of Offense was correlated with recidivism 

ho1di~g Length of Jncarceration and Age at Release constant, Type of 

Offense still statistically significantly correlated with recidivism. 17 

However, when Length of Incarceration was correlated with recidivism 

but holding Age at Release and Type of Offense constant, Length of 

. 1 1" " 18 Incarceratlon no onger corre ated wlth recldlvlsm. 

Therefore, we conclude that the relationship between Length of 

Incarceration and recidivism does not, in fact, exist. The re1ation-

ship between Type of Offense and Age at Release with recidivism does 

exist. 

16 r=.12, p~.OOl, 1103df. Statistically significant. 

17 r=.12, p.,(.OOl, ll03df. Statistically significant. 

18 r=.04, p<.05, 1103df. Not statistically significant. 

23. 
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As Part II of the report, all of the variables collected for 

the recidivism analysis were dichotomized so as to determine high 

and low recidivism risk categories. (For a list of the variables 

utilized in this analysis see Appendices I and II of this report.) 

Twenty-three variables produced statistically significant differences 

between high and low risk groups. These categories are presented 

on the following page asTable XIV. Each variable presented in the 

table is dichotomized at its best split in relation to recidivism. 

Both the low recidivism risk category and its recidivism rate and 

the high risk category and its recidivism are recorded. The statis-

tical significance level and the numbers of individuals in each 

category are summarized in Appendix III of the report. 

•. '"." rc~, 

-~~\'.'.·.i •.. ! ., 

~ TABLE XIV 

RECIDIVISM RISK CATEGORIES 

VARIABLE 

Nu~ber of Property 
Offenses 

Total Number of 
Charges 

Number of Prior 
Court Appearances 

Age at Release 

HIGH RECIDIVISM 
RI SK CATEGORY 

Four or More Prior 
Property Offenses 

Seven or More Prior 
Charges 

13 or More Prior 
Court Appearances 

27 Years of Age 
or Less at Release 

Age at Incarceration 26 Years of Age or 
Younger at Incarceration 

i' 

Type of Release . Parole' 

RECIDIVISM 
RATE 

30% 

29% 

33% 

29% 

29% 

Age at First Arrest 19 Years of Age or Younger 

27% 

27% 

Longest Period 
Employed on Any 
One Job 

Releasing Institu­
tion 

Sentence 

Type of Offense 

Employed 5 Months 
or Less 

Concord, Framingham, 
and Walpole Releasees 

Indeterminate Sentence 

Property, Drugs and 
"Other" Offenses 

Length of Employ- Employed 5 Months or 
ment on Most Skilled Less on Most Skilled 
Position 

Number of Prior 
Charges for 
Drunkenness 

Length of Present 
Incarceration 

Commitment 
Institution 

Prior Incarcera­
tions 

Pos.i tion 

Four or More Prior 
Charges for 
Drunkenness 

Incarcerated 33 Months 
or Less 

Concord, and Framingham 
Commitments 

Previously Incarcerated 

29% 

28% 

30% 

30% 

28% 

36% 

28% 

29% 

28% 

LGW RECIDIVISM 
RISK CATEGORY 

25. 

Three or Less Prior 
Property Offenses 

Six or Less Prior 
Charges 

12 or Less Prior 
Court Appearances 

28 Years of Age or 
More at Release 

27 Years of Age or 
Older at Incarcer­
ation 

Discharge 

20 Years of Age 
or Older 

Employed 6 
Months or More 

Norfolk and 
Forestry Releasees 

RECIDIVISM 
RATE 

16% 

14% 

20% 

17% 

15% 

13% 

13% 

18% 

17% 

Determinate Sentence 19% 

Sex and Person 
Offenses 

Employed 6 Months 
or More on Most 
Skilled Position 

Three or Less Prior 
Charges for Drunk­
enness 

Incarcerated 34 
Months or More 

Walpole Commitments 

Not Previously 
Incarceration 

20% 

18% 

22% 

18% 

19% 

18% 



VARIABLE 

Military Service 

Number of Juvenile 
Tn care erations 

Number of Narcotic 
Offenses 

Number of Previous 
Paroles 

Number uf Previous 
House of Correction 
Incarcerations 

Previous Drunk­
enness Arrest 

HIGH RECIDIVISM RECIDIVISM 
RISK CATEGORY RATE 

Not in Military Service 27% 

One or More Prior 31% 
Juvenile Incarcerations 

One or More Prior 32% 
Narcotic Offenses 

One or More Previous 28% 
Paroles 

One or Mbre Previous 
House of' Correction 
Inc a.rc erat ions 

Previously Arrested 
for Di;unkenness 

28% 

28% 

Last Grade Completed Completed 11th Grade 
or Lower 

26% 

26, 

LOW RECIDIVISM RECIDIVISM 
RISK CATEGORY RATE 

In Military Service 17% 

No Prior Juvenile 21% 
Incarcerations 

No Prior Narcotic 22% 
Offenses 

No Prior Paroles 20% 

No Prior House of 
Correction 
Incarcerations 

Never Arrested 
for Drunkenness 

Completed 12th 
Grade or More 

21% 

22% 

18% 

, 
\ 27. 
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Comparison with Previous Years 

As Part III of this report, the overall recidivism rate for the 

1971 releasee population was compared with overall recidivism rates 

for individuals released in previous years. The last recidivism 

research conducted by the Department of Correction dealt with the 

1966 releasee population. A serl'es of· studl'es were l'SS ddt' ue ocumen lng 
and analyzing these results. IS 

For the 1966 studies, however, the 

definition of recidivism used differed from the present study in that 

the follow-up period was for 2 years as opposed to one year. There-

fore, in order to make an accurate comparison, the 1966 data was 

re-worked into a one year follow-up. 

lS 

~. 

~al~ahan, Edwa7d,F~, Statistical Tables Describing the Character­
lstlcsand Recldlvlsm Rates of Men Released During 1966 from 
MCI's Norfolk, Walpole, Concord and the Massachusetts Forestry 
Camp~, J~nuary 1, 1971, Massachusetts Department of Correction 
Publlcatlon, No. 5460; Graves, David S., Analysis of Recidivism 
~O~g Men Released from MCI's Concord, Walpole, and Norfolk 

urlng 196~ (3 vol~.) ~ugust, 1972, Massachusetts Department 
of Correctlon Publlcatlon, No. 6332. 

29. 

Table XX, presented below, summarizes the 1966 recidivism data 

by institution of release and then compares these rates with the 

rates of the 1971 releasees. 

TABLE XV 

COMPARATIVE RECIDIVISM RATES FOR MCI's, 1966 and 1971 
ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP FOR BOTH POPULATIONS 

NORFOLK* WALPOLE CONCORD FORESTRY* FRAMINGHAM TOTAL 

1966 2S% 

1971 lS% 

Chi Square 7.S2 

Significance 
Level, if 
Significant .01 

33% 30% 

27% 29% 

1. 41 0.23 

27% 

14% 

5.04 

.05 

32% 

29% 

0.20 

30% 

25% 

7.22 

.01 

As can be determined by Table XX above, the recidivism rates 

for the total 1971 population were considerably lower than the 1966 

population. For the 1966 releasee population the overall recidivism 

rate was 30%, whereas for the 1971 releasee population it was 25% .. , 

This difference is statistically significant. It is interesting to 

note that when analyzing the differences by the specific releasing 

institution, the reduced recidivism can be attributed to Massachusetts 

Correctional Institutions Norfolk and Forestry Camps. The reductions 

at MCI's Walpole, Concord, and Framingham were not statistically 

significant. 

,.. 

,0 
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VARIABLES 

A. commitment Variables 

1. Institution ,of Original Commitment 

2. Number of Jail Credits 

3. Age at Commitment 

4. Present Offense (most serious charge) 

5. Number of Charges Involved in Present Offense 

6. Type of Sentence 

7. Minimum Sentence 

8. Maximum Sentence 

B. Personnal Background Characteristics Variables 

1. Race 

2. Marital Status 

3. Military Service 

4. Last Civilian Address 

5. Emergency Addressee 

6. Occupational Field 

7. Length of Employment at Most Skilled Position 

8. Longest Time Employed at Any One Job 

9. Type of Education 

10. Last Grade Completed 

11. History of Drug Use 

C~ Criminal Histor~ Variables 

l. Age at First Arrest 

2. Age at First Drunk Arrest 

3. Age at First Drug Arrest 

4 . Total Number of Court Appearances 
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5. Number of Court Appearances for Person Offenses 

6. Number of Court Appearances for Property Offenses 

7. Number of Court Appearances for Sex Offenses 

8. Number of Court Appearances for Narcotic Offenses 

9. Number of Court .Appearances for Drunkenness Offenses 

10. Number of Court Appearances for Escape Offenses 

11. Nl~ber of Juvenile Commitments 

12. Number of House of Correction Commitments 

13. Number of Prior State or Federal Commitments 

14. Number of Juvenile Paroles 

15. Number of Adult Paroles 

16. Number of Juvenile Parole Violations 

17. Number of Adult Parole Violations 

18. Age at Release 

D. Recidivism Variables 

1. Category of Return 

2. New Arrests 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

A. Commitment Variables 

Most Serious Charge - Often an individual is committed for a 
nuiriber of different offenses or charges. In this table only 
the offense which received the longest prison sentence is 
presented. 

Present Offense: Incidence of Various Charges - As opposed to 
Table A2, this table presents data regarding all offenses or 
charges involved in an individual's present commitment. If 
an individual is incarcerated for both Armed Robbery and B&E, 
the individual is included in each category. Thus the inci­
dence total is greater than the number of individuals. 

A&B - Assault and Battery 

D.W. - Dangerous Weapon 

fern. - female 

f.u. - female under 

w/child u. - with child under 

B&E - Breaking and Entering 

Com. & Notor. - Common and Notorious 

Malic. Inj. - Malicious Injury 

w/ND - where Narcotic Drug 

Induce Oth. to vio. N.D. - Induce another to Violate Narcotic 
Drug Laws 

w/int. - with intent 

Ope M.V. U/I N.D. - Operating a Motor Vehicle Under the 
Influence of a Narcotic Drug 

Controlled Substance - a Substance (drug) whose manufacturing, 
dispensing or possession is controlled 
by statute 

Class A includes Heroin, Cocaine 

Class B - includes Methadone, Amphetamines 

Class C - Includes Halucinogens 

, , ' 
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Other - includes a variety of offenses such as: Nonsupport, 
Polygamy, Gaming, Bribery, Contempt of Court, Abortion, 
Illegitimacy, Prostitut:i.on, Disturbing the Peace, and Motor 
Vehicle Offenses other than Larceny of a Motor Vehicle. 

Number of Charges - The total number of charges involved in 
the present commitment. For example, if an individual is 
committed for Burglary, Arson and Assault, three charges are 
recorded. Charges should not be confused with courts. An 
iI)dividual may be committed on 16 counts for the single charge 
of Burglary. 

Type of Sentence: 
,', 

Simple - one sentence is being served 

Concurrent - more than one sentence is being served (all served 
coterminous) 

Aggregate - more than one sentence is being served but the 
sentences are added together and not served 
coterminous) 

Forthwith - a sentence which supercedes an existing sentence 

From and After - a sentence which began after an individual 
had been released from an existing sentence 

Minimum Sentence 

No Minimum - A sentence which has no minimum term specified. 
All Concord commitments have no minimum sentence. 
Most Framingham commitments have no minimum 
sentence. 

B. Personna~ Background Characteristics Variables 

Military Service Discharge 

"DISCH." - Discharge 

"GEN." - General 

"DISCH. UNKNOWN" Individuals who have served in the Armed 
Forces but whose type of discharge is 
unknown to Correctional authorities. 

"Grade Equiv." - Grade Equivalency~Diploma 

"Spec. Ed." - Special Education Classes 

"Inapplicable" - Individuals who were were never in Special 
Education Classes or recei,ved a Grade 
Equivalency Diploma. 
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,9.ccupational Field 

Professional* - (e.g., lawyers, doctors, engineers, clergy). 

Business/Managerial - ownership of management of a business 
valued at $10,000 or more. 

Clerical/Sales - (e.g., sales managers, life insurance sales, 
bookkeeper, clerks). 

Skilled Manual - (e.g., master tradesman, machinist, factory 
foreman) . 

Semi-Skilled Manual - (e.g., apprentice craftsman, automobile 
mechanic, assembly line). 

Unskilled Manual - labor tasks requiring little training or 
skill. 

~ervice - (e.g., bartender, waiter, taxi driver, janitor). 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 

An individual who has never been arrested 
for drunkenness. 

An individual who has never been arrested 
for a drug offense. 

C. Criminal History Variables 

Court Appearances - A court appearance is an arrest which results 
in the individuals appearing in court several times before a 
final disposition is reached. Thus court appearances in this 
study does not indicate the number of times an individual has 
been in a court but rather the number of times an individual 
has gone through the criminal justice process, from arrest to 
final disposition. 

* These categories were derived.from a code scheme developed by 
Martin Hamburger, Teacher's College, Columbia University • 

.• l~ ______________ _ 
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TABLE lA SPECIFIC TYPE OF.' PROPERTY OFFENSES 

SPECIFIC TYPE OF PERSON OFFENSES 

HCI h'9&Ol.1S $1 COKconO rg:RF':;TRV cAMrs 

'11"1 \o;'J\t.rou: MCI uunroL8 Mel CONCORD 
~i'fC li'IC .,(;If! "r I ??c?rirrY orr~;SE 

0 (O) 0 1 (I) 0 10 (I) 10 
Ar II Oil ~ (0) 0 4 (2) 0 5 1 20 

1 (O) 0 0 (O) 0 1 (1) 100 0 (O) 0 2 (O) 50 
a'.:r.;la r1. Ar.oed 0 (0) 0 SP!.:Clrtc 7"lfJl; or PEltSON 

32 (14) 19 95 (la) 27 15 (14) 13 3 (J) 33 172 (16) 26 
ih"rs-lary 27 (17) J7 

?o.5eulon ot aU%qluy 
5 (2) 20 13 (2) 54 1 (1) 0 0 (0) 0 23 (2) 44 

Teal .. 4 (3) 50 

crrr::;S;;s 

Xur(!er. lot 2 (11 0 1 (01 0 1 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 1 (11 0 5 (I) 

J#.tJrcpr. 2nd • (3) 25 7 (3) 14 0 (01 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 II (11 18 

0 (O) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (O) 0 0 (0) 0 1 (O) 0 
Stealinq 1 (1) 0 :-'...1:":S lat!ghtor 9 (6) 0 25 (111 12 • (1) 25 15 (14) 7 6 (7) 0 5. (5) 

0 (0) 0 24 (5) 33 2 (2) 0 a (9) 0 35 (3) 23 
wre.roy lroom Per_on 1 (1) 0 ""Ilult ..,/In to cOAmlt 

c\,Irt!t.:r 0 (0) 0 2 11) 0 2 (0) 50 1 (11 0 0 (O) 0 5 (1) 2 
t.arc:eny 2 • (1) 0 7 (O) 43 23 (4) 30 1 h) 0 13 (I') 31 46 (') 30 

1.r:..,d j:!:ebber'l 30 (231 31 45 (19) 24 99 (19) 19 37 (36) I. • «) 25 221 (201 2 
":':-.~ft c.( H.V. 1 (1) 0 5 (2) 40 25 (5) 52 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 31 (3) 48 

Ur.ar:.ed Robbery 13 (a) 3a I. (6) 21 57 (H) 2) I, (12) 33 0 (O) 0 96 (9) 2 
Forgery 2 (1) 0 6 Pi 0 16 (3) 3a 0 (0) 0 1 (1) 0 25 (2) 2. 

1.;,,,:.zlt 20 (13) 15 26 Ill) 27 50 (101 2,' 13 (13) 15 11 (12) 27 120 (11) 2 
Cc::=:.on ';"hie! 1 (1) 100 1 (O) 100 1 (0) 0 0 (O) 0 0 (O) 0 3 (O) 66 

XJ. !r."t-Plng 0 (0) 0 2 (1) 50 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 2 (O) 5 
R~·c:elYl:;9 Stolen COod~ 2 (1) 0 3 (O) 0 16 (3) 3D 3 (3) 0 3 (3) 67 27 (2) 30 

~.Al:'c:'ou. 1::.~urh. to 
1 (O) 0 0 (O) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 1 (0) 0 

?rc;:-erty 0 (0) 0 

Ext"l:'!10n 1 (1) 0 2 (1) 0 1 (0) 100 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 4 (0) 2 

S\,,~tc:t.ll: I 
(55) 2. 124 (53) 2. 214 (41) (75) orrt!;s~ A~.U~S':' THE ?ERSO::! 65 22 7B 22 22 24 IB 5:!'J (47) 2 

Suhwtc.talt 
~M?r.i4.7" Off£::Sts 41 27 32 65 28 20 21n 42 J4 23 22 13 29 32 24 376 (34) 29 

I 
! 

I ~ 

TABLE 4£ 

TABLE 2 B SPECIFIC TYPE OF OTHER OFFENSES 

SPECIFIC TYPE OF SEX OFFENSES 

MCt C91~C9RD WAI. R£P:1' sr.rs 

I! li lWh 

Me I WAJ.P9Lt ljCX NORFOLK HCJ ('('lNCQRD FORESTRY CAMPS l1CI FRMIINCIIN1 

5P!:ClrIC TYPE or OTICER 

I CifE::;S&S 

I! l! lWi.. l! l! lWh' 
tSC''';-A: 2 (1) 50 1 (0) 100 3 (1) 33 1 (1) 0 0 (0) 0 7 (1) 43 

;':u;:.onv o:h:HI •• i (2) 0 2 (1) 0 13 (2) 54 1 (1) 0 1 (I) 100 20 (2) 40 
s;ott:lrlC T'lPZ: OF S~ 
c.rrt:~sz:s Stliliborn chlld 0 (0) 0 O. (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 • (4) 25 4 (o) 25 

n..,ru • (1) 25 9 (') 0 6 (1) 17 0 (o) 0 0 (0) 0 19 (2) 11 015turb10l9 th. Pt}Ace 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (e) 0 0 (0) 0 3 (J) 33 J (0) 33 

Assault to Rape 1 (1) 0 2 (I) 0 1 (0) 0 0 (O) 0 0 (0) 0 4 (0) 0 Proa.t1tut!on 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (O) 0 9 (10) 56 9 (1) 56 

R.a?!t ot r. under l6 1 (I) 0 4 (2) 0 ~ (0) 0 0 (o) 0 0 (0) 0 7 (1) 0 ~crticn 0 (0) 0 1 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 1 (1) 0 2 (0) 0 

R.al~ ot. ChUd 0 (0) 0 6 (3) 0 2 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 a (1) 0 ,u.ato:, Veh!clo O. 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 1 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 1 (0) 0 

COT.tC:-:?t of Court 0 (O~ 0 0 (0) 0 1 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 1 II) 0 2 (0) 0 AIOs ..... :t. ot. r. Wldo.r' 1b 
\fltn tc P'~~ 0 (0) 0 1 (o) 0 3 (1) 33 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 4 (0) 25 

V:..:M/iln:"taa 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 2 (2) 0 2 (0) 0 
It'!(C~r.t ;.. •• :-.,£ B. 1 (1) 0 3 ,1) 33 5 (1) 20 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 9 (1) 22 

Sto!:..:;.oul: 
2 (2) 0 21 (23) 3Q 50 (5) 3. c':'~ c.;rz::;:r.s 5 (1) 20 4 (2) 25 19 (3) 4. CrrA~.lral Acta ...,Lt.h 

Chtld t!r.der 16 1 (1) 0 0 (0) 0 1 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 2 (0) 0 

Sc.c!e..~1 2 (1) 0 1 (0) 0 1 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 4 (0) 0 

I:\c"Jit 1 (1) 0 1 (0) 0 1 (0) 0 1 (1) 0 0 (0) 0 4 (0) 0 

su:totct.l, 
$&X orrr.:Sts 11 (7) 9 27 (12) 4 22 (4) 14 1 (1) 0 0 (0) 0 61 (6) B 

~ 

• ••••• ;t..:.uu,vJ, •• ~ 



40. 
TABLE 5E 

41. 

SPECIFIC TYPE OF DRUG OFFENSES 

---------_. __ ... 
Met N9&OLK TOTAL RELU.SttS 

II l! lW!.... 

- S;;tCIFlC T"J'ilE or ORUG 
OTr&!iSE 

Pouo .. ion ot Nllllrcodc 
Dr\:9 1 (1) 100 2 (1) 0 15 (3) 27 0 (OJ 0 9 (10) 33 27 (2) 30 

Poueuion ot Heroin 5 (3) 40 4 (2) 0 13 (2) 46 0 (01 0 6 (7) 83 28 (3) 46 

Stullnq Narcotic Pruqa 2 (1) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (e) 0 0 (0) 0 2 (0) 0 

Pre •• nce nArcotic Drug-
Keet 1 (1) 100 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 3 (3) 0 4 (0) 25 

rc.ue .. Jon Syrinq. 1 (1) 100 0 (0) 0 2 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) 0 3 (0) Jl 

, 
t 
! 

APPENDIX III ..,. 
$.\ ~'l of l:t. ro1,., 1 (1) 100 4 (2) a 4 (1) 100 0 (0) 0 2 (2) 0 11 (l) 45 

s~l. of 1:ucotic Drug» 1 (1) 100 2 (1) 0 11 (2) 0 0 (0) 0 0 (0) a 14 (1) 7 

POHeuion t:arcodc Drug_ 
wlth intent to •• 11 1 (1) 0 2 (1! 0 5 (1) 20 Q (0) 0 0 (0) a e (1) 3e 

!;'..!<-total, I ""UO orrtl;Sts 13 (e) 54 14 (6) 0 SO (10) 30 0 (0) 0 20 (22) 14 97 (9) 31 

C?.A!::l ~h'" - IV ':'i!itDt:CH v:n 155 (100) 27 234 (100) 18 522 (100) 28 104 (100) 14 92 (1~0) 29 1 107 (100) 25 

I I I I I . . . 
.'. 



RECIDIVISM SIGNIFICANCE 
VARIABLE NON -RECIDIVIST RECIDIVIST RATE CHI SQUARE LEVEL 

I. Number of Property 
Offenses 

A. Three or Less 379 72 16% 
B. Four or More 456 200 30% 30.42 P<:'OOI 

II. Total Number of 
Charges 

A" Six or Less 289 47 14% 
B. Seven or More 546 225 29% 29.45 P<.OOl 

III. Number of Prior Court 
Appearances 

A. 12 or Less 573 141 20% 
B. 13 or More 262 131 33% 25.24 P<.OOI 

IV. Age at Release 
A. 27 or Less 483 202 29% 
B. 28 or I>1.ore 352 70 17% 23.45 P<..OOl 

V. Age at Incarceration 
A. 26 or Younger 561 224 29% 
B. 27 or Older 274 48 15% 22.88 P<.OOl 

VI. Type of Release 
A. Discharge 182 26 13% 
B. Parole 653 246 27% 20.14 P<.OOI 

VII •. Age at First Arrest 
A. 19 or Younger 658 246 27% 
B. 20 or Older 177 26 13% 18.56 P<.OOl 

VIII.Longest Period Employed 
on Any One Job .t::> 

N 
A. 5 months or Less 471 192 29% 
B. 6 months or More 364 80 18% 17.18 P<.OOl 

IX. Releasing Institution 
A. Concord, Framingham 

and Walpole 553 216 28% 
B. Norfol!<, F~restry 282 56 17% 16.81 P<.OOl 

" 
,I '-, 

---------
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RECIDIVISM SIGNIFICANCE 
VARIABLE NON-RECIDIVIST RECIDIVIST RATE CHI SQUARE LEVEL 

X. Sentence 
A. Indeterminate 407 171 30% 
B. Determinate 428 101 19% 16.41 P<. 001 

XI. Type of Offense 
A. Sex Offenses 

and Person 469 115 20% 
B. Property, Drugs 

and "Other" 
Offenses 366 157 30% 15.88 P<.OOl 

XII. Length of Employment 
on Most Skilled 
Position 

A. 5 months or Less 492 196 28% 
. B. 6 months or More 343 76 18% 15.05 P<.OOl 

XIII. Number of Prior Charges 
for Drunkenness 

A. Three or Less 719 208 22% 
B. Four or More 116 64 36% 13.99 P<.OOl 

XIV. Length of Present 
Incar't:eration 

A. 33 months or Less 517 201 28% 
B. 34 months or More 318 71 18% 12.92 P<.OOl 

XV. Commitment Institution 
A. Walpole 389 93 19% 
B. Concord and 

Framingham 446 179 29% 12.82 P<.OOl 

XVI. Prior Incarcerations 
A. Not Previously ~ 

w 
Incarcerated 286 62 18% 

B. Previously 
Incarcerated 549 210 28% 12.50 P<.OOl 



t~ 

.. 
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RECIDIVISM SIGNIFICANCE 
VARIABLE NON-RECIDIVIST RECIDIVIST RATE CHI SQUARE LEVEL. 

XVII. Military Service 
A. Not in Service 612 227 27% 
B. In Service 227 45 1"19-, a 11.55 P·(.OOl 

XVIII.Number of Juvenile 
Incarcerations 

A. None 581 159 21% 
B. One or More 254 113 31% 11. 46 P..c. 001 

XIX. Number of Narcotic 
Offenses 

A. None 640 182 22% 
B. One or More 195 90 32% 10.17 P<.Ol 

XX. Number of previous 
Paroles 

A. None 411 105 20% 
B. One or More 424 167 28% 9.30 P<.Ol 

XXI. Number of Previous 
House of Correction 
Incarcerations 

A. None 451 121 21% 
B. One or More 384' 151 28% 7.46 P<.Ol 

XXII. Previous Drunk Arrest 
A. No 448 123 22% 
l3. Yes 387 149 28% 5.84 P<.02 

XXIII.Last Grade Completed 
A. 11th Grade or 

Lower 686 240 26% 
B. 12th Grade or 

More 149 32 18% 5.54 P«.05 
ol:>o 
ol:>o 






