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The:~ediction of recidivism" A review 

Paul L. Martin, Jr. and John R. Barryl 
University of Georgia 

Introduction 

liThe ultimate goal of corrections under any theory is to make the 

community safer by reducing the incidence of crime. Rehabilitation of 

offenders to prevent their return to crime is in general the most promis-

ing way to achieve this end." (Task Force on Corrections, President's 

Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 1967.) 

The most frequently employed measure of rehabilitation in corrections 

has been the recidivism rate, or rate of return to crime. This paper 

seeks to provide a comprehensive review and criticism of the major 

recidivism studies of the last ti'TO decades. The emphasis in this review 

is on the prediction of recidivism. 

The following is a brief description of the principal sources of 

the data to be discussed later. These sources are grouped as follows: 

(1) follow-up studies, in which subjects were followed-up to determine 

whether they became recidivists; (2) retrospective studies, in which 

antecedent variables among samples of prisoners were examined,; (3) reci-

divism studies combining these two approaches; and (4) literature reviews. 

Fol1ow:¥~ studies 

1. ArbuCkle, D. S., and Litwack, L., 1960. This stuqy includes 

data from 500 boys, aged 12 - 17, in residence at the Lyman School for 

Boys during the period January 1, 1953 to December 31, 1956. The crite-

rion for recidivism was recoromitmen't to the same institution due to 
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viol~tion of parole or criminal activity during a 17 month period. 

recidivinm rate was 35%. 

2. Arnold, W. R., 1965. This study provides data on 55 boys, 

2 

The 

aBed 14 - 17, all Cook County parolees from the Illinois state Training 

School for Boys at st. Charles. Recidivism was defined as reincarcera­

tion during the first five months of parole. The recidivism rate was 

3· Babst, D. v., and Hubble, M. E., 1964, 1965. These two 

studies present data from 753 boys and 354 girls "first-released" from 

the Wisconsin School for Boys and Wisconsin School for Girls, respectively. 

Recidivism was defined as incarceration in any public institution during 

the first year follo'wing release. 

the boys and 29.1% for the girls. 

The recidivism rates were 43.6% for 

4. 1966 These data are from 270 boys committed CO';>lden, J Q E., • 

to the Wisconsin School for Boys from December, 1956, to November, 

1957. Recidivism ';>Tas defined as recommitment to any correctional insti­

tution during the 5-year period following release. No recidivism rate 

was reported. \ 
1 d R W 1955 Th';s study "resents data from 500 male Eng an , ~., ..... .!;' 

and female federal offenders (M age - 37.0) placed on probation in eastern 

Pennsylvania from Janus,ry 1, 1939, to December 31, 1944. The criterion 

for recidivism was a subsequent misdemeanor or felony conviction during 

a 6wyear follow-up period. The recidivism rate was 17.7%. 

6. 1 D 1963 These data are from 1.015 men, aged 18 -G aser, .. , • , 

50+ at release, who comprised a 10% systematic sample of all adult males 
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released in 1956 from federal prisons after a sentence of over one year. 

Recidivism was defined as recommitment for a new offense or for parole 

or mandatory release rule violations, as well as convictions. The 

recidivism rate was 31%. 

Glueck, S., and Glueck, Eleanor, 1930, 1937, 1943. These 

three classic studies are successive five-year follow-ups on 510 men 

whose parole from Massachusetts Reformatory expired during 1921 and 

1922. Partial failure was defined as conviction for t'l¥O minor offenses, 

or arrest for not more than three minor offenses~ or arrest for not more 

than two major offenses not followed by conviction. Total failure was 

arrest for three or more serious offenses not followed by conviction, 

or conviction for one or more serious offenses, or desertion or dishonor­

able discharge, or being wanted, or commission of offenses without arrest 

or prosecution. Recidivism rates i'Tere 78.Cf'/o for the first 5 year follow­

up period, 67.Cf'/o for the second, and 69.2% for the third. Only 32.3% 

perSisted in criminal behavior over the entire 15 year period. 

8. Glueck, S., and Glueck, Eleanor, 1939. The sample consisted 

of 923 delinquent boys (average age, 13 years 5 months) referred by the 

Boston Juvenile Court for clinical examination at the Judge Baker Founda­

tion Clinic in Boston between 1911 and 1922. Recidivism was defined as 

major and minor offenses, arrests for all crimes not follmled by convic­

tion, crimes not discovered, warrants, desertions or dishonorable dis­

charges within a 5 year period subsequent to the termination of the treat­

ment prescribed by the Court. The recidivism rate was 88.2%. 

Guze, S. B., 1964. These data are from 217 male felons aSSigned 



4 

by the Missouri courts between November 1, 1960, and April 30, 1961, to 

the St. Louis Branch Office of the Missouri state Board of Probation and 

Parole. There 1'rere 2 different measures of recidivism: (1) percentage 

of subjects arrested at least once, and (2) percentage of subjects im­

prisoned at least once during a 33 - 36 month follow-up period. Reci­

divism rates were 68% for arrests and 41% for imprisonment. 

10. Hammond, W. H., and Chayen, Edna, 1963. This study provides 

data on 1,38q· British male recidivists, aged 30 and over, who were 

subject to lIpreventive detention" in 1956. The follow-up criterion 

for recidivism was reconviction. during the 1 to 7 year period following 

release. The recidivism rate was 80%. 

11. Lau1icht, J., 1962, 1963. These studies are based on 579 

males, aged 11 - 17 (average age, 14.2), released between January 1, 

1950, and December 31, 1958, from the Berkshire Farm for Boys in Canaan, 

New Yorl{. Recidivism I'Tas defined as apprehension for a criminal act or 

violation of parole resulting in cownitment to another institution 

during a 1 to 7 year follow-up period. The recidivism rate was 34%-

12. Mandel, N8 G., Collins, B. S., Moran, M. R., Barron, A. J., 

Gelbmann, F. J., Gadbois, C. B., and Kaminstein, P., 1963, 1965. These 

reports present data on 446 males, aged 15 - 70 (average age, 23.58), 

released from the Minnesota State Reformatory at st. Cloud, between July 

1)1955, and June 30, 1956. The criteria for recidivism employed will 

be discussed late; in this paper. The recidivism rate was 62.33%. 

13. Mannheim, H., and Wilkins, L. T., 1955. These data are based on 
':. 

720 boys admitted to two Borstal centers in Great Britian between August 

.. 
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1, 1946, and July 31f 1947. The criterion for recidivism was reconvic-

tion within a three and one-half year period following release. The 

recidivism rate was 45%. 

14. McCord, W., and McCord, Joan, 1953. Two follow-up studies are 

compared, one providing data on 65 boys, aged 8 - 12, in private Wiltwyck 

School and the other on 228 boys, aged 8 - 16, in a public New England 

school. Both employed the recidivism criterion of further court appear-

ance, the former study utilizing a five year period after release, the 

latter, a three year period. Recidivism rates 1'1ere 29.2% and 33.3%, 

respectively. 

15. Metzner, R., and Weil, G~~ 1963. These data are taken from 

311 males, aged from below 14 to 40, discharged or paroled in 1959 

from the Massachusetts Correctional Institution in Concord. Recidivism 

was defined as return to any prison within a two and one-half year 

period. The recidivism rate 1'TaS 60.5%. 

16. Reitzes, D. C., 1955~ This st'ldy presents data on 176 former 

felons, who comprised a rendom sample of all parolees inducted from 

northern IllinoiS during World War II. The criterion for recidivism 

was reconviction during a five year period~ The recidivism rate was 

46.6%. 

17. Rumney, J., and Murphy~ J. P., 1952. These data are taken 

from 1,000 juveniles and adults, aged 10 M 73, placed on probation in 

Essex County, N. J., between January and June, 1937. Recidivism was de-

fined in two ways: Subsequent arrest, or subsequent incarceration during 

an eleven year period following placement on probation. Recidivism rates 
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were 54% for arrests and 29% for imprisonment. 

18. Scanlon, J. R., and Harville, U. L., 1966. This study is 

based on 293 male delinquents, aged 9 - 17, released from Georgia 

training schools during July 1, 1961 to June 30, 1962. The criterion 

for recidivism was a judgment based on extensive interview data con­

cerning de1ll1quent activities in the two year period subsequent to 

discharge. The recidivism rate was 47.5%. 

19. Schnur, A. C., 1949. These data cover 1,762 men released 

from Wisconsin State Prison between January 1, 1936, and December 31, 

1941. Recidivism was defined as arrest and conviction for an offense 

committed within two years after release whieh resulted in a sentence 

of six months or more in probation or to an institutionu No recidivism 

rate was presented. 

20. Weeks, H. A., 1958. This study presents data on 233 boys 

released from Highfie1ds School and on 122 boys released from Annandale 

Reformatory between 1951 and 1954. Recidivism 'tATaS defined as return, 

for any reason, to court and/or violation of probation or parole and 

resulting commitment to an institution during a period of at least one 

year following release. The recidivism rate at Highfie1ds was 37%, and 

the Annandale rate was 53%. 

21. Zuckerman, H. B., Barron, A. J., and Whittier, H. B., 1953. 

These data are from 668 males, aged 20 - 29, released from Minnesota 

State Reformatory between July 1, 1944, and June 30, 1945. Recidivism 

was defined as being held and fingerprinted, otherwise reported for law 

infraction, or returned as a parole vio1ater during a five to seven 

year period following release. The recidivism rate was 52.8%. 

Retr~spective Studies 

7 

1. Mannering, J. We, 1958. This study is based on 1,989 adult 

prisoners sentenced to three Wisconsin correctional institutions in 

1956 and 1957. All subjects were classified as recidivists, i.e., all 

had felony convictions prior to this imprisonment. No recidivism rate 

was reported. 

2. Weeks, H. A., and Ritchey, O. 't'", 1956. These data are from 

861 boys and 329 girls, residents of the Ohio Boys Industrial School 

c:.nd Gi:r1 s' Industrial School in 1954. Recidivism rates were based on 

tILose residents who were returnees to the respective institutions. 

Recidivism rates were 20% for the boys and 15% for the girls. 

Combined Retrospective ~ Follow-Up Studies 

1. Caldwell, M. G., 1951. Two studies are reported, both 

utilizing the same sample of 1,862 Alabama males (Median age = 28.9) 

whose probation terminated between July 1, 1937, and December 3, 

1942. In the first study, the criterion for recidivism was previous 

commitment, fine, or probation unrelated to the sentence being served 

at the time of the study. The second study used a subsamp1e of 403 

subjects and used probation violation rate as its' measure of recidivism. 

The recidivism rates were 45.2% and 19.1%, respectively. 

2. Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1965. This annual report 

presents a study utilizing past arrest records for 134,938 offenders 

aged from below 20 to above 50, as one measure of recidivism. A second 

study reported is a two year fo11o"il-UP of 6,907 offenders released 
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between January and June, 1963s with subsequent arrests as the criterion 

for recidivism. The retrospective recidivism rate was 75% and the follow-

up rate "Tas 48%. 

Reviews 

1. Glaser, D., and O'Leary, V., 1966. This is a review of eight 

major parolee recidivism studies, including the Glaser study above. 

other 7 studies are not included separately herein. 

The 

2. S h 'b P 1960 ThJ.'s revJ.'ew J.'ncludes several recidivism c reJ. er,~, • 

studies of juvenile delinquents, two of which are included in the present 

listing of studies. 

What is recidivism? --
As can be noted in the preceding summaries of the studies reviewed, 

the variation in recidivism rates is markedly large. Undoubtedly, some 

of this variation reflects relative effectiveness in correctional prac-

tices. HmTever , it should be emphasized that a part of this variation 

is probably due to other variables such as age range of sample, type of 

institution, type of prisoner, and differences between systems, including 

length of sentence, extent of use of probation or parole, and type of 

parole or probation supervision. For exrurrple, it is reasonable to ex~ect 

, t d" II' t't that juveniles released from a private, therapy-orJ.en e, open J.ns J. u-

tion would exhibit a different recidivism rate from adult federal offen-

ders released from a maximum-security prison. 

The present authors believe that a major variable contributing to 

the confusing variation in recidivism rates among the stUdies presented 

is the different definitions of recidivism employed. This difference in 

Elil M 
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the definitions of recidivism can partially account for such differences 

as the 88% vs. 44% juvenile failure rates found by the Gluecks (1939) 

and Babst and Hubble (1964), respectively, and the 62% vs. 31% adult 

recidivism rates reported by Mandel et. ale (1963, 1965) and Glaser (1964), 

respectively. In each instance, the higher rates were obtained by the 

study with more inclusive criteria of recidivism. 

It is evident, then, that a standard set of criteria for recidi-

vism is a necessity if relevant evaluation and comparisons of correc-

tional institutions and procedures are to be made. Such a set of criteria 

has been proposed recently by Mandel eta ale (1963, 1965) and subse­

quently recommended by the Gluecks (1965). This definition of recidivism 

consists of eight descriptive categories listed below in descending 

order with respect to relative seriousness: 

1. Convicted for commission of felony. 

2. Returned to custody as violater because of commission of 

alleged felony (not convicted). 

3. Returned to custody as violater of parole rules because of 

commission of misdemeanor (whether convicted or not). 

4. Returned to custody for violation of technical parole 

rules only. 

5. Convicted and sentenced for one or more misdemeanors (other 

than traffic), but not a parole violater. 

6. Convicted of one or more traffic violations resulting in 

fines of $100 or more, or jailor workhouse sentences of 

30 days or more, or both. 
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Charged, finger~printed, or "i'Tanted" for a felony even 

though no record of conviction is available. 

Charged or finger-printed for one or more misdemeanors 

(other than traffic) even though no record of conviction 

is available. 
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Two questions arise concerning Mandel's criteria. The first is 

whether the categories axe actually arranged in order of relative 

seriousness. vfuile this particular set of criteria may not be completely 

" t be the best available satisf,ying to all researchers, J.t does seem 0 

now. Moreover, its common acceptance and use in research would rob 

the question of perfect ordinal nature of much of its incisiveness, 

with the empirical value of using standard criteria out-weighing the 

possible theoretical short-comings. 

The second question is the choice of the arbitrary cut-off point 

"1 t 1 (1963, 1965) separating recidivism from nonrecidivism. Manne e. a • 

6 .; '" theJ." r studJ." es, '\'rhich anpears r€s,sonable) utilized categories 1 - ~. ~ 

although some researchers might prefer less inclusive crite~ia. Even 

if there viere no agreement among researchers as to this cut-off point, 

some basis for comparison would still be retained because of the purpor-

ted ordinal nature of the categories. 

should be J.·ncluded in the definition of reci­Another variable which 

"d WhJ."le the classic studies divism is the length of the follow-up perJ.o • 

by the Gluecks (1930, 1939) utilized a 5-year plan, Laulicht (1962) 

reports that a 3 yGar period provided Sl% of the total number of recidi­

vists found in a 7 year follow-up period. Glaser (1964) found that a 
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3 year follow*up included "about 90% of probable future returns to pri-

son data. 1I The conclusion, then, is that a study of recidivism should 

employ a follow-up period of at least 3 yearso 

Correlates of Recidivism 

In this section correlates of recidivism found in the above studies 

are reviewed. Although most attention is centered on pre-prison variables, 

prison and post-prison variables are also discussed briefly. Included 

as pre-prison variables are those indices available to the researcher 

at the time of imprisonment. 

Highly Important Pre-prieoE Variables 

Age. Almost all of the studies reviewed report a significant nega-

tive correlation bet'\'ieen age and recidivism. Four interrelated generali. 

zations can be made from the findings: (1) the older a criminal is when 

released from prison, the less likely is his ret11rn to crime; (2) the 

younger an offender is at his first arrest, conviction, or confinement, 

the more likely is he to continue in crime; (3) the younger an offender 

is when he leaves home, the more likely his recidivistic activity; (4) 

the younger an offender is vThen he leaves school, the more likely is 

he to continue in crime. 

These findings are particularly alarming in the face of the fast 

increaSing rate of juvenile crime and the current population trends, 

such that juveniles mal;:e up a grm'ling percentage of the population. 

The President I s Commission on Lavr Enforcement and Administration of 

Justice (1967) reports that, getween 1960 and 1965, arrests of persons 

under lS years of age rose 52% for several categories of offenses, whereas 

J 
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arrests of persons 18 and over for the same offenses increased by just 

20%. The result is a vicious circle -~ an increasing number of juveniles, 

who manifest the highest crime rate j are also the worst recidivists; 

and thus produce a continuing rise in criminal activity. 

Ir.hy is it that older age appears to bring with it a decline in 

criminal activity? The Gluecks (1930, 1937, 1943), in their successive 

five year follow-up on the same sample of criminals, suggest that the 

pl'oces,~. of "aging" itself accounts for the decline in recidivism. This 

concept of aging cannot be naively considered as simple biological ma.tu:r.a­

tion, but implies economic, emotional, and social macuration. 

In spite of the varied approaches of the recidivism studies, what 

can be said about actual recidi-vli3w rates? Attacking the "legend 

that two-thirds return to prison," Glaser (1964) presents three argu­

ments against the notion that about 65% of offenders are again imprisoned 

after release: (1) since offenders with prior imprisonment usually 

receive longer sentences and are less re~dily paroled, they tend to 

accumulate in prison, so that they make up a misleadingly high percent­

age of the prison population; (2) generalizations about return rates 

within an entire prison system are usually made from the few institu­

tions where recidivists tend to be concentrated; (3) considering the 

yearly release rate and prison population, a 65% return rate is statis­

tically impossible. Glaser also presents data from a number of stUdies 

which tend to support his contention that one-third, rather than 

two-thirds of, prisonel's do return. 

The Presidentis Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration 

j 
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of Justice (1967) concludes that one-third of all offenders will be 

reimprisoned within a five-year period. England (1957), in a review 

of probation and post-probation, reports that the majority of the 

findings indicate only a 10 to 30% failure rate. Although many of 

the studies reviewed here are not comparable and although the rates 

reported are quite variable j the mean rate tends to be within the 

35 to 55% range. This would seem to be more in line with Glaser's 

and the Presidential Commissionso opinions than the pessimistic 

65% r~;~e. 

Prior Criminal ~cord. Another finding common to almost all of 

the studies reviewed is a positive relationship between prior criminal 

record and recidivism. In general, the longer the span of prior crimi­

nality and the greater the extent of past offenses, arrests, and com­

mitments, the poorer the progno,,;;is for success after release. This 

trend, however, tends to be offset by the influence of age, such that 

one o;r more commitments as a juvenile appear to be more unfavora,ble 

to future success than the same number of commitments later (Glaser 

and O'Leary, 1966). 

Type 2! Offense. A relattonship found to be significant in 

several of the studies is that between type of offense and recidivism 

(Glaser, 1964; Glaser and O'Leary, 1966; Glueck and Glueck, 1939; 

Mandel et.al., 1963, 1965; Metzner, 1963; Schnur, 1949). Typically 

the highest failure rates are found with those offenders whose crime 

is auto or other theft, burglary, forgery, or fraud. Intermediate 

recidivism rates are usually found for robbery, or for narcotics 
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and liquor violations, and lowest rates for assult, homicide, rape, 

or other sex offenses. 

Moderately Important Pre-prison Variables 

~. Several studies report a significant correlation between 

race and recidivism (Babst and Hubble, 196L.·, 1965; Guze, 1964; Mannering, 

1958; Metzner, 1963; Rumney, 1952; Schnur, 1949). While it is true 

that Negroes in the United States have a higher rate of arrest, con­

viction, and imprisonment than Ca.ucasians, it has been suggested 

(Glaser, 1964; Glaser and O'Leary, 1966), that there is little evidence 

for a higher Negro recidivism rate if certain variables are controlled. 

These variables include low socio-economic status, high unemployment, 

low educational level, and residence in slum areas, all of which con-

tribute to higher crime rates. 

Educational Record. Although two researchers (Guze, 1964; Mannering, 

1958) reported non-significant findings in this area, most studies 

reveal a significant relationship between school record and recidivism 

(Arbuclde and Litwack, 1960; Caldwell, 1951; Exner, 1949; Frey, 1951; 

Gluecl{ and Glueck, 1939; Weeks and Ritchey, 1956). In general, the 

findings indicate that lower educational status, school retardation, 

and school misconduct are related to higher recidivism rates. 

SeXe Even though most of the studies employ only male subjects, 

several of those vTi th both male and female subj ects indicate that males 

are more likely to be designated recidivists than females (Babst and 

Hubble, 1964, 1965; Glaser and O'Leary, 1966; Mannering, 1958; Rumney, 

1952) • 
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Mental Characteristics and Personality. In a number of studies .;;.;;;;;;;;.,;;,;.;;..;;.;.;;;..;;;;.;;...;..;;;;...;;;;. -- .,--

significant correlations were reported between "mentalll characteristics 

and recidivism. The Gluecks (1930) and Hammond and Chayen (1963) both 

found posj.tive relatioships between mental disease and recidivism, 
I while Guze (1964) found a similar relationship between psychiatric 

diagnosis and recidivism. The Gluecks (1939) also reported that a 

juvenile whose family has a history of mental disease is more apt 

to become a recidivist. Personality prognosis was also found to be 

related to recidivism (Covlden, 1966; Exner, 1949;; Frey, 1951) with 

more positive prognosis correlated with less recidivism. Although 

Mandel et.al. (1964) found no significant relationship between MMPI 

scores and reCidivism, Panton (1962) reported significant correlations 

with three MMPI scales. 

~ Record. Several stUdies have shovm significant correlations 

of "i'lorll: record vlith recidivism (E.. .. mer, 19~·9; Glueck, 1930, 1939; 

Hammond and Chayen, 1963; Mannheim and Wilkins, 1955; and Reitzes, 

1955). Typically, the finding is that the more stable, responSible, 

and upwardly mobile the offender has been prior to imprisonment, the 

more likely is his success subseqtlent to release. 

~ Environment. Many of the investigators reported significant 

correlations betvTeen home background and recidivism (Arbuckle and 

Litwack, 1960; Babst and Hubble, 1964, 1965; Eimer, 1949; Frey, 1951; 

Glueck and Glueck, 1939; Hammond and Chayen, 1963; Laulicht, 1963; 

Mandel et. al., 1963, 1965; Mannheim and Wilkins, 1955; Reitzes, 1955; 

Weeks and Ritchey, 1956). In general, the findings indicate that 



f 1) Uv; rr.r;rr(! intact the f'ax;;.ily and living situation; (2) the more 

J,Qo1tivt: the horae env"irorlll1ent, including good parent-child relation-

:;h:tpo 1 f). r:,~dcrG.te degree of' discipline, and high family moral stan­

,uJ,rdo; [m'l (3) the leco criminaIi ty in the family, the less is the 
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Although tvlO studies (Cowden, 1966; Guze, 

100.) (.:mpr.o.oi~;od non-significant correlations in this area, most of 

the IjvirJj!mcc poInts to the importonce of this variable. 

Y!.t}'jt~ble(j Q£ p.ucntionable Importance 

;tntcll:l(!('ncc. In general, the findings relating intelligence 

to recid1viof:1 sho,\·, only a slight or inconsistent pattern, with only 

tHO Dtutlicc rc:vif.:t'1C(l reporting sign,ificant correlations (Frey ~ 1951; 

IclllUlicht, 19(3). E;tpla.nations for this lacl\. of relationship include 

(1) the 10';1 rp.liability of intelligence tests gj.ven in a correctional 

f,nttinf~ \1i th pOfJoiblc nceati vo motivation on the part of the offenders; 

cUld (:"1) the fact that intelligence tests arc usually administered 

h.ml!(Un.tely on llrl'ivD.l to an institution, when the new inmate is apt 

to bt: diaol'iented nnd frightened. In addition, many crimes reflect 

t'ffiot.iumu hc-ho.viol' rather than rational thinldng, so that intelligence 

m:l:y not be a l.'clcvant variable (Glaser and 0 t Leary; 1966). 

:Aml;v Characteristics. Although there is widespread popular belief 

that: (~rimlnal0, f.U'ld ptl.l"cicularly "hardened II ones, can be readily iden-

Ufit,'(l hy cel'to.in llody characteristics, the studies revie~led shmv 

l1t,tl.~ evidence to atllll'Ol't; this v:te,". The lone exception is Arbuckle t s 

(19(;0) i'indint~ tbat height is inversely l'clated to recidivism. 

Hcl1f!.i0th Only tl';O st.udies (Caldwell, 1951; Scanlon and Harville, 

--------.----.--.----~ 
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1966) reported that pre-correctional church attendance is related to 

lower recidivism rates. Focusing on other aspects, the Gluecks (1939) 

reported a negative correlation between the Hebrew religion and reci­

divism, and Laulicht (1963) found a significant relationship between 

the mother's religious affiliation and juvenile recidivism. At best, 

evidence for the relation between formal church affiliation and reci­

divism appears to be slight. 

Type £f Military Separation. Three of the studies reviewed. (Mandel 

et. al., 1963, 1965; Mannering, 1958) found dishonorable discharge from 

an armed service to be correlated with greater recidivism. However, 

this relationship does not seem to be pervasive. 

O~cupational Status. Although Caldwell (1951) and Reitzes 

(1955) found that higher occupational status was related to lower 

reCidivism, Mandel et. ale (1963, 1965) reported opposite findings. 

The Significance of this variable, thus, is doubtful. 

Marital Status. While three stUdies (Mannering, 1958; Reitzes, 

1955; Schnur, 1949) found marital stability to be negatively related 

to recidivism, Mandel et. a1. (1963, 1965) reported opposite findings. 

This variable, too, appears to be of questionable predictive value. 

Prison Variables 

Although most of the stUdies reviewed are more concerned with 

pre-prison variables, three prison variables have been reported to 

be significantly related to recidivism •. These are: (1) institutional 

offe..l'J.ses (Arbuclcle, 1960; Glueck and Glueck, 1930; Hammond and Chayen, 

1963; Mandel et. aI., 1963; Schnur, 1949; vleeks and Ritchey, 1956); 
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(~,) inct,: f;.utional adju:;trr.ent (B(1bst and Hubble, 1964, 1965; Cowden, 

l~CG); an1 (3) lCDcth of otay (Babst and Hubble, 1964; Laulicht, 1963; 

!'~Jruwr:1nc, 195f3,; M~tJ.nheim anci Wilkins, 1955; Schnur, 1949). In general, 

i,hl: !'1ndinefJ inflico.te that i'Tith leGs serious and fewer institutional 

oftmw(w, t',Uh bnttt:,r institutional adjustment, and with shorter prison 

\ a~ter release are significantly better. ot,f'l.Y, thf'! ('honea:; ()! OUCCC:.Hl J. 

Pf)r;f:, .. Prinon Vt!.riableo . . ~ 

Rvc!U though the findings relative to post-prison variables are 

rll)o,r(;e) tho t,111"oc: vario..bleo of family relationships (Glueck and 

Gl,U(:cy', 1930; Rcit~~n, 1955); social relations (Arnold, 1965; Reitzes: 

11"1 r ), ('Dd Area of rcwidence (Babst and Hubble, 1964, 1965; Mannering, 'j')) , lA 

11)",iI',: Heelto and Ritchc-y, 1956) seem to be significantly correlated w'ith 

):,C'(: Jdi vinrn. 'llhe typical findings are that better and more stable 

f l 4mily lm!l Docial l'eilltions, and rural place of residence after release 

flrf" related to lc:;.Her recidivism rates. 

S1.lllllllary 

1. The principal recidivism studies of the last tWenty Years were 

1)l'1etly Qut.litlcl(l, i'lith the sample description, definition of recidivism, 

fUlIl rt'0idivimu l'nt.e given for each study. 

;'. An examination of recidivism definitions revealed a large 

vll,l'iation (Ul1ong trW studies in the criteria. and length of follow-up 

1,p;r1odG empl\'yud, malting valid comparisons among studies difficult. 

t'~:lfl\h"l' G l~l:'(')l'NJ('d stnncku'd12ed categories of recidivism were presented. 

f;vi.lpmw In.u'cute,j that. u follcM-UP ,f'eriod of three years is the minimum 
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In a discussion of actual recidivism rates, Glaser's arguments 

against a recidivism rate of 65% were presented. His evidence and that 

of others suggest a failure rate of about 33%. An examination of the 

studies reviewed herein revealed a mean recidivism rate within the 35 -

55% range. 

4. The pre-prison variables of age, prior criminal record, and 

type of offense were found to be highly related to recidivism, while 

race, educational record, sex, mental characteristics, work record, and 

home environment appeared to be moderately important variables. Intelli-

gence, body characteriB~ios, religion, type of military separation, 

occupational status, and marital status a~peared to be of little or 

questionable importance. Among the prison variables, institutional offen­

ses, adjustment, and length of sta~' appeared to be moderately related to 

recidivism. The post-prison variables so related were family relations, 

sooial relations, and area of residence (urban vs. rural). 

Conclusions 

1. There is a pressing need for a standardized national program of 

recidivism studies. Our correctional systems are the object of much 

critiCism, some of which may be warranted. The field of corrections has 

little evidence to support its claims of criminal rehabilitation, little 

evidence except its ovm word. Words are not enough; the need is for 

hard data, and a great deal of it. This will require the use of standard 

recidivism categories2 such as Mandel's and the employment of adequate 

follow-up procedures. Once a national program of such studies is begun 

and refined, researchers can then focus on the efficacy of particular 
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c()rrcct;ionru. progre.!f<.c. If the purpose of corrections is to be rehabi-

11tntion, 'He must identify and evaluate that '1iThich does the best job 

ot rehabilitating. 

3. Th":! second great need is for the slJecification of the variables 

i'Jr0gnoutic of recidiviCl"l1. One step might be the factor analysis of 

1:,hese vari(.l.bles to reduce their number and clarify their meaning. It 

could be tha.t Gome common variance, e~g. social-economic status, under­

liea Dome of these common variables. A next step would involve the 

unuerotanuiug of the contribution of certain variables to success and 

fu:!.1urc. vthy io it true, for example, that several offender character­

ioticll ...... 10'" oocio-economic status , marital instability, low educational 

oto.tuo) and poor home environment -- are highly prognostic of criminal­

ity (President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Admini.stration of 

Junticc, 1967), but only slightly or moderately predictive of recidivism? 

An unl1crotnnding of the ~Torking of these variables can lead to toth 

mt>rc cff(active prevention and solutions. 
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Footnotes 

This review was supported in part by the State of Georgia 

Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, Department of Education. 

The views expressed herein are solely those of the authors. 

Gottfredson (1967) has urged a uniform descriptive reporting 

system for use in all correctional work, so that comparable 

statistical data from different systems (across geographical 

boundries, state, local, and national) may be collected. 






