If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

.

&

AN ANALYSIS OF RECIDIVISM AMONG RESIDENTS RELEASED FROM
BOSTON 'STATE AND SHIRLEY PRE-RELEASE CENTERS DURING 1972-1973

Prépared by:

Daniel P. LeClair
Social Science Research Specialist &

 Massachusetts Department of Correction -

Frank A. Hall
Commissioner

August, 1975

3130 |



1I.
ITI.
IV.

VI.

VII.
VIII.

IX.

"TABLE OF CONTENTS

PAGE
Introduction «..eeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininenvans eeaaas 1
Massachusetts Program .....cciiieiiiiiicercennncnenas 3
MethodoTogy «vvvivinriinennreocesnroentsondonesnnsans 6
Findings vueiiieiiiiineienieaereocoonsnsasnsannsnaes 12
Differential Treatment Effects ........ccoviivivan.s. 21
Discussion ....... e eda et e se s e e é6
APPENATX T 4evriireirennenneneennennennns cedienesean 32
e L § O 43
Appendix III ...uvuivnanen reeessecasiserer e et 56
RETEIEACES v iviiiriiieneneterenerensnanrsoanonanonons 60

A .



ABSTRACT

The present study is an attempt to make a contribution to the 1iterature
concerning the effectiveness of community based pre-release programs in achieving
the goal of reducing the repeated criminal behavior of individuals who have exper-
ienced prison incarceration. For this purpose, a research evaluation of two
experimental pre-release correctiona1 programs operated in the State of Massachusetts
was carriea out.

The research eva1uatioﬁ resulted in two major findings. First, it was found
that individuals who had completed the combined pre-release programs under study
had significantly Tower rates of recidivism than a control group of similar types

of inmates who had not participated'in a pre-release program; and a significantly

Tower actual recidivism rate than their derived expected recidivism rate. Secondly,

a series of inmate types which seem to be disproportionately helped by pre-release
program participation was tentatively identified.

Both findings are believed to be tentative findings pending the completion of
further reserach, now currently in progress.at the Massachusetts Department of

Correction.
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This report is a summary of sections of the doctoral dissertation of

Daniel P. LeC]aiﬁ: Preparing Prisoners For Their Return to the Community: The

Evaluation of the Rehabilitative Effect1veness of Two Pre-Release Programs Operated

in Massachusetts; Tulane University, Ju]y, 1975.




INTRODUCTION

In June of 1972, following a series of prison‘déstufbances and a general
state of prison unrest, the Massachusetts State Legislature passed the "Correctional
Reform Act" authorizing the establishment of several correctional programs to be
operated outside the confines of the existing traditional correctional facilities.
One type of these newly authorized programs was the Pre-Release Centers. In
these programs, the‘1egis]ature allowed state prisoners who were within eighteen
months of their parole eligibility date to be placed in small residential centers
to serve out the remainder of their prison sentences.

The new Massachusetts Pre-Release Centers took ‘as their model the programs
originally initiated by the Federal Government by the Federal Bureau of Prisons,
known as “Pfe—Re]ease Guidance Centers". These federal programs were first estab-
Tished in Chicagq, New York, and Los Angeles in 1961. Later they were extended to
several other cities in various parts of the country. Although the first programs
were those operated by the Federal Bureau of Prisons, it was not long before several
independent state and county correctional agencies began adopting the model to
their own systems. Massachusetts is, therefore, one among many states that is
experimenting in the adaptation of the federal Pre-Release Guidan;e Center model.

The purpose of the Pre-Release Guidance Center is to provide a mechanism
whereby a more gradual process of societal reintroduction for prisoners completing
their sentences would occur, and thereby reduce the rate of reincarceration. This‘
process is accomplished in several ways. First, thé selected inmates live in a.
reihtegra£1on residence located outside of the waTied institution, and often in the

area of the community where they are to gventua]]y return. ’Presumab1y, this action
’separates thé inmates from what has been céT]ed "the anti-réhabi]itative inmate
social system"yWithin the total institution of the walled prison. Secondly, most
- of the inmates work af,jobg in the community during the day and return to the
Pre-Release Center to spend their non-working hours. This allows for:interaction

with non-inmates at work in the community as well as provides the bpportunity for
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the offender to participate in major economic roles. In addition to accumulating
savings frcin their wages, residents in the program are participating in economic
roles by paying statekand federg] taxes; by paying for social security benefits,
and by paying for the cost of their room, board, and personal expenditures even
though they are still technically incarcerated inmates. - Furthermore, a portion

of their pay is often allocated to support dependents or to pay off debts or court
costs accumulated before incarceration. When released from prison, the inmate
receives his accumulated earnings less the deductions for room, board, taxes,
personal expenditures, and outside allotments. The remaining accumulated earnings
provide an additional resource for the inmate's reirtegration into the community
when he is released. .

Third]y; inmates have the opportunify to enlist in educational programs 1in
area schools and colleges by attending classes during the day or evening and
returning to the Pre-Release Center during non-school hours. This allows the
inmate to interact with individuals 1n’the free community as well as to allow the
inmate to re-establish ties with the educational system prior to his release on
parole. In most instances, the centers are able to secure funds to support this
actiVity. |

Finally, the Pre-Release Centers are able to meet the need of graduai reintegration
to the community by such programs as continued vocational and educational counseling,
drug counseling, resource identification in the community, home furloughs, and
job development and‘placement. In summary; the Pre-Release programs provide needed
supervisibn but at;the same time allow the offender to continue to perform major
societal and economic rb1es. Hopefully, the program eases the often difficult

transition from prison to community by prov%ding an intermediary step.
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.THE_MASSACHUSETTS PROGRAM : | -

The two programs operated by the Massachusetts Department‘of Correction to

be studied here are the Shiriey Pre-Release Center and thevBoston State Pfe-ReTease
Center. Though both facilities operate according to the general Pre-Release program
concept as developed by the Federal Bureau of Prisons and outlined above, 1ﬁportant
differences in terms of urban versus rural Tocation and client eligibility exist
between the two programs.

- The Shiriey Pre-Release Center received its first client in November 6, 1972.
Its originé1 bed capacity was 35. However, the program gradually expanded to a

capacity of 70 men. Geographically, the center is ]ocated in the town of Shirley

which is in north central Massachusetts about forty-five miles northwest of Boston.

The town population is approximately 4,900 individuals. The minimum security
physical plant consists of 1000 acres of land containing modern industrial shops
for instruction, classrooms, a gymnasium, an auditorium, a recreation hall, chapel,
a kitchen and dining area, and several residentﬁa1 cottages. The facilities were
originally used to house a youth reformatory no longer run by the state because of
recent legislation eliminating youth incarceration.  Ironically, some of the
Pre-Release residents that were to come to the Shirley Pre-Release Center had
previously done time at Shirley as juvenile offenders. o

The Shir]éy program was originally designed to service men with a history
of drug use associafed wifh their criminal careers. Other eligibility requirements
are: (1) preferringmen under 23 years of age; (2) no existing outstanding warrants
or detainers from the‘COUPtS Todged against him; (3) not deemed sexually dangerous
by prison psychiatfic unit;,(4) not having a recent record of severe disciplinary
offenses within the sending institution, and (5) being eligible for parole or
discharge within the next eighteen months. |

,Specific program operations included intensive éroup therapy designed to tie

“in c]oSe]y with the utilization of community resoufces;'work and/or education
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release programsi home furloughs; and vocational training. Because of the drug
related criminal history backgrounds of the residents, the Pre-Release concept of
providing a transition from the structured environment of prison life to the
relative freedom of community life is interwoven with a more specific goal of
providing residents with an awareness that will lead to drug-free adjustment in the
community. This was to be achieved by special drug therapy and group counseling
programs. Whenever possible, community groups are encouraged to play a role in the
functioning of the Center's programming. In addition, residents are encouraged to
utilize community resources for their particular needs by taking advantage of
program release provisions. |

The second program under study is the Boston Pre-Release Center, a minimum
secufity réesidential facility accommodating fifty men. The center is Tocated on
the grounds of Boston State Hospital which is in the Dorchester section of Boston.
The center borders on a densely popﬁ1ated lower class residential area containing
a large Black population. The original design of the program specified an urban
location and a location in which a large percentage of Massachusetts Correctional
Institution releasees had originally come from so that it would be possible to
select residents that would be returning to the same area when released from the
center. This feature constitutes an important difference from the Shirley program.
Since the Boston Pre-Release Center is actually located in the approximate setting
where its residents most probably will reside when released, the work and’educétion
assignments as well as other community resources that the resident has begun_to
uti]ize'can continue subseqhent to release from'the center. There are ‘two other
differences between the two pﬁograms. Boston Pre-Relzase does not restrict clients
to those with a criminal career associated with drugs, though most of the residents
are chgracterized by such careers; nor does Boston Pre-Release set an age requirement.

The center is housed in a single two story building on the grounds of the
Boston State Mental Hospital. ‘Thevbuilding contains offices for staff, five

residential rooms, and two recreation rooms and a snack kitchen on the first f]oof,,.;:

~

wpT



-5-

and a larger group of residential rooms 6n the second floor. Residents utilize
the same dining and medical facilities provided for the State Hospital patients
but otherwise the center 1is not involved with the State Hospital plant.

Each prospective resident participates in an orientation program while still
at the sending institution. Individual planning and specification of goals-occurs,
at which Egjgt the center's rules and policies are made clear to the inmate. Upon
arrival ét the center, residents participate in additional orientation sessions,
receive work and/or educational placements in the community, participate in counseling -
proﬁrams, and are made aware of various community resources. These community
resources include such services as drug and alcohol clinics, emb]oyment counse11ng"
and job placement services and community health resburces. Home furloughs are
also provided as part of center programming.

Aside from the requirement that residents of the center are selected from
those in the institutional population that will be returning to the Boston area
after their incarceration, three additiona] eligibility requirements exist. These
include: (1) the client must have no current outstanding warrants or detainers
from the courts lodged against him; (2) the client must not be deemed a sexually
dangerous person by the 1ega1-medica1 apparatus at the sending institution; and (3) the
client must be eligible for parole or discharge within a period of eighteen months.

These three requirements also apply for the Shirley Pre-Release Center.




METHODOLOGY

The present study was begun in January of 1973 and was designed with the purpose
of evaluating the outcome in terms of4fates of recidivism of particiﬁants>in |
the Shirley and Boston State Pre-Release programs outlined above. The study
includes those participants who entered the Pre-Release programs and who were
released from the programs during the first fourteen months of operation. Thus,
‘the study includes all inmates who participatedin the Shirley and Boston State Pre-
Release programs from the time of the inception of the programs in November of
1972 who héd completed the program and had been released to the community as of
‘January 1, 1974. In addition, the study also includes all inmates who were assigned
to and participatedin the programs for a given period of time, but who were
-subsequently removed from the program and returned to their respective sending
walled institutjons within the same time span of the study -- November, 1972 through
'January 1, 1974. This second group consists primarily of "in-program failures",
,’those who had been returned to their sending institutions for reason such as:
failure to adjust, infraction of house rules, serious disciplinary problems, actual
or attempted escape, consistently returning late from work or educational release
time, or commission of a new crime while on release time in the community. However,
a few individuals were returned to their sending institutions for non problematic
reasons, such as their own request or‘for reasons beyond their control such as
medical problems that could better be serviced in the walled institutions. Because
of this factor, the sub-sample will be referred to as "program non-completers"

rather than as program failures.

A total of 228 individuals participatéd in and were released from the two
Pre~Release centers collectively during the specified time period of the study.
One-hundred-eleven residents were released from Boston State and 117 from Shirley.

Of the 111 residents released from Boston State, 75 were program completers and q

7 '8 A 1] i Y i g et b o e s vy f
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were released to the community either as parolees or as having received a good
conduct discharge at the termination of their sentence. ’Thirty-six individuals at
Boston State were returned to their sending walled institutions to complete their
period of incarceration there. Of the 117 residents released from Shirley, 62

were program complieters and 55 were program non-completers.

 The overall design included the collection and processing of commitment

variables, personal background characteristics variables, and criminal history
variables on 1015 males released from Massachusetts Correctional Institutions during
the year 1971. This data has already been published as separate Massachusetts
Department of Correction reports. (LeC1air, 1974 and 1975) The total sample of
1015 male releasees was collected to serve as a control group population for the
Pre-ﬁe]easé evaluation. The year 1971 was purposely chosen because it represented

a releasee population taken in a pgriod in time prior to the introduction of
community based-corrections in Massachusetts and at fhe same time being close td

the beginning date of the Pre-Release programs under study. Since the State of
Massachusetts operates a variety of other Pre-Release programs, offers post-re]ease'
Half-Way Houses, offers work release programs, offers educational release programs,
and offers Home Furloughs to the total institutional population; a control group

had to be drawn in a period of time prior to the introduction of these programs

to avoid interaction effects.

R IR S TR e Sy e e Py



Research Questions:

The Study will address the following two research questions:

(1) Are those inmates who ended their terms of incarceration in a Pre-Release
Center less 1ikely to be reincarcerated within one year of their release thén are
similar types of inmates who did not participate in a Pre-Re]gase program prior to
release?

(2) - Are certain types of inmates who ended their term of incarceration in a
Pre-Release Center less likely (or more likely) to be reincarcerated within one

year of their release than are similar types of non-participants?

In measuring the reduction of further criminal behavior, the standard used
will be recidivism rates. For both the Pre—Re1ease centers' population and the
control group, é recidivist will be defined as any subject who is returned for
whatever reason to a Federal or State prison or to a County House of Correction
or to a jail for 30 days or more. The follow-up period will be éxact1y one full
year from the date of the subject's release from the Pre-Release centers, for the
treatment group, or directly from the state prisons for the control group. It is
important to note that a person can be returned either as a parole violator or
as a person cohvicted of a new offense. |

Because of the‘possible existence of a non-random selection process in
the assignment of clients to pre-release programs, an additional comparison
between the treatment and control samples will be made. Specifically, Expected
Rates of recidivism will be constructed frdm'the control sampie and épp]ied‘to the
treatment sample, The Expected Rate of Recidivism for the treatment sample will
be compared with its Actual Rate of Recidivism. In this way, the possibility
that a Tow or high risk population may have been chosen in the process‘of selection

for the program will have been controlled for.
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The second research question extends the inquiry of the effectiveness of the
Pre~Release programs as a correctional device by specifically addressing the issue
of what types of inmates are particularly helped or adversely affected by program
participation. Past criminological research has consistently demonstrated that
no rehabilitative program can be expected to work well with all offender types.
Analysis of differential impact, therefore, will be carried out in order to identify
the inmate types who have high, moderate, or low success/failure outcomes as
preﬁrelease program participants in comparison to the same offender types not
participating in pre-release programs.

The specific methodological technique to be utilized in<thfs effort will be
multivariate analysis. A series of background variables will be collected on
each pre—ré]ease participant and for each non-participant in the centrol group
(personal history background characteristics, and criminal history background
characteristics). These background variables will be used as the independent
variables in the running of the multivariate analysis. The dependent variable will

be the recidivism rate of the individuals in the treatment and control samples.

Samples:

The treatment sample will be drawn consisting of all inmate participants in

the Shirley Pre-Release and the Boston Pre-Re1ease.centers from the inception of

the program in November, 1972 and who have also completed the program and released
tokthe community as of January 1, 1874 or who had been in the program and“returned

to sending institutions as prqgram non-completers. Thus, two subsamp]és of treatment
exist: (1) program completers, and (2) program non-completers.

A control sample will be drawn from the population of inmates released from

Massachusetts Correctional Institutions in the year 1971. Female releasees were
excluded from the population in that both of the Pre-Release centers under study
do not admit females. The total control group population contains 1015 individuals.

As stated above, this population was chosen because it represents a period just

Y
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prior to the introduction of communnity based corrections in Massachusetts

It was decided to exclude program non~completers from the part of the eval-
uation design dealing with the measurement of treatment effects for two reasons.
The first is a practical reason, when an individual is returned from a pre-velags.
program to the.original sending walled institution it is usually for a serious
Often this reason is attempted or actual escape or for a new arrest, all of
which involve the possibility of new sentences. Therefore, many of the program
nonncomb1eters are still in prison and thus could not be researched in terms of
recidivism. But even when a new sentence is not received, the fact that a person
"failed" in the pre—re]ease.setting may prolong the date of receiving a
parole, and this would mean tha® the individual would not be released from prison
" before the cutoff date for follow-up. | ’

The sécond reason for excluding program non-completers from the analysis of
treatment effects is a theoretical one. The main goal of a pre-release program is
to provide an intermediary step between confinement in a maximum security walled
institution and the relative freedom of the generd1'commun1ty. A person who fails
to successfu11y complete that intermediary step but instead is returned to the walled
institution from where he is to be subseqUent1y.re1eased, in the author's judgment,
has not experienced graduated release.

However, those individuals in the non-completion samples who could be followed -
for recidivism outcome were followed-up, and will be included in the discussion

~on findings.



-11-

TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF SAMPLES

NUMBER
I. Control Group 1015
II. Shirley Pre-Release

Completions 62
Non-Completions 55

Followed-up 20
Still in Prison 35

Total Shirley Sample | , 17
III. ~ Boston State Pré;Release

Completions 75
Non-Completions 36

Followed-up 15
Still in Prison 21

Total Boston State Sample » 111

Déta Collection:

Data collected for both the treatment and contro]l samples consists of:
(1) criminal history variables; (2) cucial background variables; (3) history of
present offense variables; (4) history of present incarceration; and (5) recidivism
variables. This material was cbl]ected from the Massachusetts Department of
Correction central office files and from records provided by the Parole Board and
the Board-of Probatfon{j In addition, program participation variabls& were co]]ected
on the treatment sample. The source of tais data was the client files ket by
the Pre-Release centers. A full-listing of‘the variables collected and utilized

in the analyses that follow can be found in Appendix I of this study.

~1 The author wou]d 11ke to acknowledge his indebtedness -and appreciation for the
careful work that the following individuals provided in the collection and coding
of data used for the analysis: Ira Baline, Linda Collims, Donna Gurski,

Denise Huffman, Carolyn Jackson, Russ Kerr, Joe Landolfi, Chris Mackey, Therese Pink,
and Ellen Weiner. He would also 1like to acknowledge his indebtedness and appre- -~
ciation for the computer processing aid of Andy Gr1ff1tns, Robert Patrician,

‘Tom Cannon, and Ed Callahan.
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FINDINGS
RESULTS OF RECIDIVISM FOLLOW-UP ANALYSES

A. Treatment Completion Samples Compared to Control Group

Of the 137 individuals who had participated in and had successfully completed
either of the two pre-release programs under study, 120 individuals were not
returned to a county House of Correction or jail or a State or Federal prison for
30 days or more within one vear of follow-up. The remaining 17 individuals were
reincarcerated during this follow-up period. Thus, the overall recidivism rate
for the combined pre-release program completion samples was 12.4%.

For the Shirley pre-release program completion sample, 11 of the 62 releasees
had been reincarcerated for at least 30 days within‘one year of their release;
the recidivism rate for the Shirley completion sample, therefore, was 17.7%.

For the Boston State pre-release program completion sample, 6 of the 75
releasees had been reincarcerated for 30 days or more within one year of their
release. Thus, their recidivism rate was 8%. N

For the cbntro1 group pobu]ation, of the 1015 re]ea;ees from Massathusetts
Sﬁate prison; in 1971, 770 were not reincarcerated for 30 days or more within one
year of their release from prison. The remaining 245 releasees were reincarcerated
during this follow-up time period. Therefore, the recidivism rate for the control

group was 24%.

The recidivism rates for each of these samples are summarized in Table II below.

TABLE T1
DIFFERENTIAL RECIDIVISM RATEé FOR TREATMENT AND CONTROL SAMPLES

) RECIDIVISM
SAMPLE NUMBER RECIDIVISTS NON-RECIDIVISTS RATE
Shirley Completions 62 1 51 17.7%
Boston State Completions 75 6 69 8.0%
Total Pre-Release

Completions : 137 17 120 ~ 12.4%

Control Group 1015 245 7170 24.0%
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From Table IT it can be seen that the control group sample had the highest
observed recidivism rate. The Boston State pre-reiease completion sample had the
Towest observed recidivism rate: In terms of statistically significant differences,
the Boston State pre~release completion sample, taken singuTar]y; and the combined
pre-release compietion samples, taken as a whole, had significantly Tower recidivism
rates than the control group. Even though the recidivism rate for the Shirley
completion sample is Tower than the control group, the differences were not found
to be statistically significant. Similarly, the differences in the recidivism
rates between the Boston State and-the Shirley pre-release completion samples
were not statistically significant. The results of %hese statistical tests are

[

summari zed 15 Table 111 below.

TABLE TIT
X2 TESTS OF SIGNI%ICANCE BETWEEN RECIDIVISM RATES OF THE TREATMENT AND CONTROL SAMPLES

PROBABILITY
COMPARISON CHI SQUARE LEVEL
Boston State vs. Control Groﬁp | 10.26 | (.01
Shirley vs. Control Group ’ 1.32 - >.05
Total Pre-Release vs. Control Group 9.45 ( <.07
Bos ton Statg vs. Shirley , >2.96 | \7.05

(1 df for all X° tests)

- Expected Rates of Récidivism were derived for the two pfe-re]easé samples

| and for the two sampies combined. (See Appendix I) It was discovered that the
Shir1ey pre-release sample had a higher expected recidivism rate than the actua]
recidivism rate of the control group; thaf %Hé Boston State pre-release sample had’
a 1ower expected recidivism than'the‘éctua1 recidivism rate of the control group;
and that the combined'pre;réiease population had an expected recidivigm rate
almost identical éo the actual recidivism rate of the contro] group. Jhekefore, f

while we have confidence that the combined pre-re]ease'compietion sample has not
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been biased in terms of the recidivism risk potential of members selected for
pre-release, there is some doubt concerning the recidivism risk potential of the
samples taken separately. Even though the differences between the individual
pre-release programs and the control group were not found to be statistically
significant, because they approach statistical significance, the use of Base
Expectancy Tables was thought desirable as a second, perhaps more sensitive, measure
of recidivism risk potential.

Even without the application of the Base Expectancy Table to the pre-release
samples, however, we can make a major conclusion at this point in the analyses.
When the two pre-release treatment groups are joined to form a single pre~re1éase
program completion sample, the results of the recidivism outcome of this group

as compared to the recidivism rates of the control group reveal that pre-release

completers have a statistically significant lower rate of recidivism than

of individuals who have not participated in pre-release programs.

B. Expected Rates of Recidivism Cocmpared to Observed Rates

 Analyses (presented in Appendix IT) resulted in the derivation of sets of
expected recidivism rates for the pre-release sémpies. It was found that the
expected recidivism rate for the Shirley completion sample was 30.9%; and the
expected recidivism rate for the Boston State completion sample was 21.5%. The
expected recidivism rate for the total pre-release completion sample was found to
be 25.7%.

Comparing these expected recidivism rates with the recidivism rates thgt
actually occurred, we find that both the Shirley and Boston State‘samples, when
taken individually, and the pre-release sample, when taken as a whole, had
.actua! rates of recidivism that were substantially below their expected rates.

These findings are summarized in Table IV below.
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TABLE IV
EXPECTED RATES OF RECIDIVISM COMPARED TO OBSERVED RATES, COMPLETION SAMPLE

EXPECTED OBSERVED
SAMPLE RECIDIVISM RATE T RECIDIVISM RATE
Shirley Completions 30.9% 17.7%
Boston State Completions 21.5% ' 8.0%
Total Pre-Release Completions 25.7% 12.4%

From Table IV it can be seen that the Shirley completion sample had both the
highest expected and observed rates, though the observed rate is 13.2 percentage
points Tower than the expecﬁed rate. For the Bostom State completion sample,
the observed rate was 12.5 percentage points Tower than the expected rate; and,
for the total pre-release completion sample the observed rate was 13.3 percentage
points Tower than the expected rate. A1l of these differences are statistically
significant.2 The results of the tests for statistical significance are presented
in Table V, below.

_ TABLE V
X2 GOODN&SS OF FIT TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE BETWEEN o
EXPECTED AND OBSERVED RECIDIVISM RATES FOR PROGRAM COMPLETION SAMPLES -

SAMPLE 7 CcHI_SQUARE PROBABILITY LEVEL

Shirley Completions 5.03 . .02
Boston State Completions 8.09 01
Total Pre-Release Completions 12.68 .001

(a1l siénificant; 1 df used for all three computetions)

7 To determine statistical s1gn1f1cance the X ; goodness of fit test was utilized:
2 (observed- expected) R . ,
X = “expected )

e
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From the data presented in Tables IV and V, above, it can be seen that the
actual recidivism rate for each of the pre-release completion samples are below
their expected recidivism rate, and that these differences are statistically

 significant. We conclude, therefore, that individuals who have participated in, and

have successfully completed, either gf:jﬁe two pre-release programs under study

exhibit Tower rates of recidivism than do similar types of inmates who have not

participated in pre-release programs.

C. Treatment Non-Completion Samples Compared to the Control Group

As stated above, there were 91 individuals who had participated in either the
Boston State or Shirley pre-release programs who hag failed to complete these
programs. Instead, these individuals werekreturned to their sending institution
from which they would eventually be released. Even though it was decided not to
use these individuals in measuring the effectiveness of pre-release programs, a
bart of the group will be included in the recidivism analyses as a side point of
interest. |

Of_the 91 program non-completion sample members, 35 individuals had been
,'subsequent1y're1eased from their wa11edk1nst1tutions before the cut-off period
necessitated for recidivism follow-up. Because these are the only program non-
completion sample members for whom‘recidivism fp11ow-up could be conducted, the
term, program non-completion sample, will refer only to these individuals in the
ana]ysés that f011oﬁ.

0f the 35 individuals in this program non-completion sample,. 7 had been
reincarcerated within one yeaf of their release from pkison. The remaining’28 |
 1nd1v1dua1s had not been reincarcerated withjn the same fime period. The fecidivism
~rate for the non-completion sample, therefore, was 20%. Of the 20 non-completions
in the Shirley program, 5 were reincarcerated resulting in a recidivism rate of
25%. “For the 15 Boston State non-completions, 2 were reincarceratéd Within bne

 year kesu]t{ng in a recidivism rate of 13.3%.

b R e ik et e R gl i



-17-

As can be seen in Table VI, below, while the combined pre-release non-
completion sample has a recidivism rate below that of the control group, the
recidivism rate’for the Shirley non-completion is almost identical with that of
the control group; and the recidivism rate for the Boston State non-completions |

is below that of the control group.

TABLE VI

DIFFERENTIAL RECIDIVISM RATES FOR TREATMENT NON~COMPLETION SAMPLES
COMPARED 70 THE COMTROL GROUP

A _ RECIDIVISM
SAMPLE NUMBER RECIDIVISTS NON-RECIDIVISTS RATE
Shirley Followed Up ' '
Non-Completions 20 5 ‘ 15 25.0%
Bostén State
Followed Up Non-
Completions 15 2 13 13.3%
Total Pre-Release
Followed Up Non-
Completions 35 7 28 20.0%
Control Group 1015 245 770 24.0%

In terms of statistical significance, however, none of these differences is
significant. Therefore, we conclude that, on the basis of these results, the
pre-release program non-completers did not have s%gnificant1y higher or 1owér
rates of recidivism than the contrél group. The results of the tests of statistical
significahce are présented in Table VII, below. | | f

From‘the resulis p}esented‘in!Tab1és VI and VII ve have concluded thgt Ho |
statistically significant differences exist.betweén fhe actual recidivigﬁ'ﬁateskof
the followed-up non—comp1eti6n samples and the recidivism rates of the contro]
~group. -Participation in pre-release prbgfams when not followed thhough to cohpietion

does not lead to reduced recidivism rates.

T
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TABLE VII

X2 TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE BETWEEN NON-COMPLETION
FOLLOWED-UP SAMPLES AND THE CONTROL GROUP

COMPARISON CHI SQUARE PROBABILITY LEVEL
Shirley vs. Control Group 0.12% > .05
Boston State vs. Control Group 0.45* > .05
Total Pre-Re]eése vs. Control Group 0.32 - > .05
Shirley vs. Boston State 0.18 > .05

(1 df for all X2 tests)

* Yates Correction applied

As a further test of this relationship, we dectded to uti]izé the Base
Expectancy Tables in order to make adjustments for recidivism risk levels in the

" treatment and control samples.

D. Expected Recidivism Rates of Followed-Up Treatment Non-Completion Samples
Compared to Actual Recidivism Rates

Analyses determined (see Appendix II) that the expected recidivism rate for
the total non-completion followed-up pre-release sémp]e was 30.8%; for Shirley
,ndn—comp]etidns the expected becidivism rate was 31.1%; and for Boston State non-
comp]etions the expected recidivism rate was 30.3%.

‘A1l three of these expected recidivism rates are above the actual recidivism
rates of the control group, suggesting that the pfogram non-comp]etion followed-up
popu1ation contained a higher recidivism risk group. However, when tests of

ifwﬁiatistical significance}were run it was discovered that none of the differences

were statistica11y significant.sv

3 When the Chi Square statistic was utilized to,determine whether or not these
differences were statistically significant, X“'s of 0.03, 0.01, and 0.004
were found for the Total Non-Completion, Shirley and Boston State samples
respectively. (1 df, p >.05, for all three samples).

®
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Because the differences between the program non-completion expected recidivism
rates and the actual recidivism.rate of the control group were not significant,
the tentative conclusijon presented in part C above could stand as a final conclusion.
That 1is, that there are no statistically significant differences between the
recidivism outcome of pre-release program non-completion participants and the
control group. However, the Base Expectancy Table derived rates were compared
with the actual observed rates for the treatment non-completion samples. The

results of these comparisons are presented in Table VIII below.

TABLE VIII

EXPECTED RECIDIVISM RATES COMPARED TO OBSERVED RATES
PROGRAM NON-COMPLETION SAMPLE

EXPECTED RECIDIVISM ACTUAL RECIDIVISM

. SAMPLE RATE RATE
Shirley Non-Completions | 31.1% 25.0%
Boston State Non-Completions 30.3% 13.3%
Total Pre-Release Non-Completions - 30.8% 20.0%

From Tab]e VIII it can be seen that the EXPECLEd Recidivism rates are higher
than the Actual Recidivism Rates. This is most pronounced for the Boston Stat«
non-completion sample, with its actual recidivism rate 17 pércentage points L«low
itsiexpected recidivism rate. For the Shirley non-completion sample, the_actua]
recidivism rate was 6.1 percentage points below the expected reéidivism rate.

For the combined non¥comp1etion fo?]owed—up sample, the actual recidivfsm~rate was
10.8 percentage points below the expected

In terms of statistical significance, again none of the d1fferences were

found ﬁo be significant. The results of X2, goodness of fit statisticaT tests are

presented in Table IX, below.

4 See footnote 2, for statistical formula used.

X
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TABLE IX

2
X__GOODMESS OF FIT TEST OF SIGNIFICANCE BETWEEN
EXPECTED AND OBSERVED RECIDIVISM RATES FOR PROGRAM NON-COMPLETION SAMPLES

SAMPLE ' CHI SQUARE PROBABILITY LEVEL
Shirley Mon-Completions 0.33 > .05 .
Boston State Non-Completions 1.99 ; >.05

Total Pre-Release Non-Completions 1.94 .05

- (a1l three not significant, 1 df used)

We conclude from the preceding analyses in parts C and D of this chapter
that individuals who have participated in pre-release programs but who have not
succéssfu]iy completed those programs have recidivism rates that are similar to
the recidivism rates of similar types of individuals who have not participated in
pre-release programs at all.

The ‘above finding should not be considered surprising. The very goal of the
pre-release program is the gradual introduction of individuals back into the
community as opposed to an abrupt direct release from the walled prison. Since
program non-completers are returnéd to their walled institutions and eventually
released from these institutions directly to the community, they are experiencing
a release similar to that of the control group, In contrast, the pre-release
program completers are gradually reintroduced to the community.

Therefore, the recidivism outcome of the program non-completion samples
actually strengthens the conclusion reached in part B of this chapter: that
individuals who have pdrticipéted in, and have successfully completed pre-release
programs , exhibit lower rates of.recidivism than do similar types of 1nd1viduais

who have not participated in pre-release programs.
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DIFFERENTIAL TREATMENT EFFECTS

The 2nd research question that the present study seeks to address concerns the
existence of possible differential treatment effects for pre-release program
participants. While the above analyses have demonstrated that pre-release program
completers obtain Tower rates of recidivism when compared with similar non--
participants, we are now concerned with the differential performance of specific
categories of individual participants. The question now becomes: Are certain
types of participants disproportionately helped or adversely affected by participation
in pre-release programs? For examp]e, if we hypothetically take the category of
history of previously khown drug use, are individuals known to Eave had a prior
history of drug use more 1ikely or less likely to recidivate when compared to a
control grbup of similar non-participants; than individuals without a known
history of drug use, when compared to a control group of similar non-participants?

As stated above, this question extends the inquiry of the effectiveness of
the pre-release programs as correctional devices by specifically addressing the
issue of differential treatment effect for specific categories of participants.
Past criminological research has consistently demonstrated that no single rehab-
ilitative program can be expected to work well with all offender types. Often what
instead happens is that the specific rehabilitative programs may work well with
certain categories of inmates, may not work &t all with other categories of
inmates, or may even actually do harm to certain categories of inmates. Therefore,
in this section we address ourself to this issue of differential treatment effect.

In ordevr to attempt to determine if a differential treatment effeét exiSts,
it was necessary to incorporate a control group. This ‘involves a comparisdn of
the recidivism rates of treatment and control groups with various factors held

constant.
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The specific methodoTogical technique utilized in this investigation was
multivariate analysis. A series of background characteristics variables were
selected for each pre-release participant and for each member of the control group.
(These variables are summarized and defined in Appendix I). The background
variables were used as the independent variables in running the multivariate
analysis. The recidivism rate for the individuals in each sample was taken as
the dependent variable. Individuals in the Boston State and Shirley Pre-release
programs were combined to form a single sample since we have previously demonstrated
the.comparabi1ity of the combined pre-reiease program completion samples with the
controi group, and since there were very few recidivists in the‘treatment samples,
the decision was made to deal with a combined pre-rélease sample rather than the
indiQidua1'program samples.

Each of the independent variables was individually taken and dichotomized
according to a series of possible splits in both the treatment and control samples.
The split that produced the highest chi square when comparing recidivism outcome
between sample on one half of the dichotomy, if statistically significant at the
.05 P Tevel or better, was selected as a prssible indicator of differential
treatment. The X2 was computed for each half of the dichotomy between treatment
and control group samples. If it were demonstrated that one part of the dichotomy
resulted in a statistically significant difference between treatment and control
and the other part did not, differential treatment effect was thought to exist. 1If,
on the other hand, both parts of the dichotomy produced a statistically significant
difference, or if both parts of the dichotomy did ndt produce a statisfica]]y
significant difference{ evidence of differential treatment effect was thought
not to gxist. |

Upon completion of this analysis, the variables tentatively selected as
indicators of dffferential treatment effect were Subjected to an additional statis—
~tical technique. Specifically, the chi square scores on each part of:the

- dichotomy were converted to phi scores. If the phi coefficients that were obtained
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for each part of the dichotomy were similar, the variable was no Tonger considered
as a possibte indicator of differential treatment effect. On the other hand,

if the phi coefficient was high for the part of the dichotomy where differential
treatment effect was thought to exist, and low in the alternate portion, the
variable was selected as an indicator of differential treatment effect.

Differential treatment analysis resulted in the tentative selection of 23
variables thought to demonstrate differential outcome. Upon running @.coefficients,
6 of these variables were rejected. The remaining 17 variables were viewed as
clustering around seven categories of variables: Tevel of school attainment;
length of ‘job history; type of present sentence; age at beginning criminal career;
Tength and type of criminal record; number of prior ‘incarcerations and paroles,
and Tength of present incarceration; and finally, history of alcohol arrests.

Pre-release participants who had completed the eighth grade of schooling or
better seemed to be disproportionately helped by the program when compared to
participants who had not completed the eighth grade and when compared to both
categories of the control group.

Pre~re1§ase participants who had very short prior periods of employment at
any one job had disproportionately reduced recidivism rates following program
participation.

Individuals participating in pre-release programs who received a single
charge on their present offense and/or who had no special condition attached to
their sentence (such as "from and after") also seemed to be disproportionate]y
helped by program participation. .

| When we consider the age at which an individual began his criminal career,
pre-release participants who begén their criminal career at a slightly older age

were Qisproportiénate1y helped by program participation.

5 The statistical tabu]at1on for each of the variables originally selected are
ava11ab1e upon request at the Massachusetts Department of Correction, Research Un1t

-,

e
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A series of indicators clustering around the length and type of prior
criminal record also demonstrated a group disproportionately helped by pre-release
nepgram participation. Individuals that were disproportionately helped tended
to have shorter ccurt records and a Tower number of total offense charges; tended
not to have had a previous charge for an offense against the person; and to have
fewer (6 or less) prior offenses against property.

Anothe» grouping of indicators of differential treatment effect relates to
the number of previous incarcerations and paroles and the length of the present
incdrceratjon. Individuals who had been previously incarcerated less frequently
and/or who had not previously experienced a parole, were disproportionately helped
by pre-release participatioﬁ. In addition, individuals who served a shorter
peribd of time on their present incarceration had a disproportiohateTy Tower rate
~of recidivism following pfe—re]ease program participation.

‘ A final category of diffe%entia1 treatment effect was prior history of arrests
for drunkenness. Individuals Who had been previously arrested for drunkenness
appeared to be disproportionately helped by pre-release participation.v

Throughout the analyses, no evidence of a negative treatment effect was found.
That is, when compared to the control group no indicator was found to demonstrate
| that pre-reledse program participation disproportionately increased recidivism
for any particular type of inmate.

Variables found as indicators of a positive differential treatment effect

are summarized in Table X below.
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TABLE X
SELECTED TNDICATORS OF POSITIVE DIFFERENTIAL TREATMENT EFFECT

- Indjviduals whose previous educational Tevel attainment was the eighth

grade or higher.

Individuals who had not previously held a job for more than G months.

Individuals with a single charge on the present sentence.

Individuals with a simple sentence type (i.e. not having a “from and
after," or a "forthwith," etc. attached to their sentence).

Individuals who had not been arrested before the age of 16.

Individuals with no more than 12 previous court appearanbes.

Individuals with no more than 10 previous chéarges.

Individuals with no more than 6 previous offenses against properiy.-
Individuals not having had a pvevidus offense against the persén:
Individué]s with no more than 2 previous incarcerations (either juvenile
or adult). ‘

Individuals with no previous paroles (either juvenile or adult).
Individuals Serving 9 or less months on present incarceration. '

Individuals with one or more previous charges for drunkenness.

#



DISCUSSION

The present study was designed with the purpose of evaluating the correctional
effectiveness of two community-based pre-release programs operated by the state
of Massachusetts. The programs had emerged out of the current national treatment
philosophy characterized as community-based corrections. This treatment pkilosophy
argues that the series of stresses that accompany the transition from the rigid
controls of traditional penal institutions to the relative freedom found upon
community re~entry, infringe upon (or actually negate) rehabilitative gajins made
through instituticnal treatment programs. Therefore, the community-based treat-
ment philosophy advocated the establishrent of supervised graduated release
centers to be located outside the confines of the péna] institutions and to be
directly Tinked to the major social institutions of the outside community. It
was considered crucial to re-establish (or, in fact, to establish for the first
time) ties between the releasee and the legitimate social institutions in the
community to which the inmate will eventually return. This process, 1t.was-
hypothesized, would reduce the present high levels of recidivism of correctional
institution releasees. The Boston State and Shirley Pre-Release Centers were
established in Massachusetts to meet this goal.

Ir reviewing the literature reporting research evaluations of pre-release
programs in other states that have thus far appearéd, one is not left with a clear
or consistent picture. Vhen recidivism is used as an evaluation criteria, some
studies report successful outcomes and others report no difference in outcome at
all. It is evident that more research must be done before a judgment cén be made
as to the effectiveness of pre~ré1easeprograms in meeting the goals of thé
community—bésed correctional proéess.

The present study, therefore, represents an additional attempt at contributing to
the research evaluation literature on the effectiveness of pre-release programs by

teSting the degree to which the Massachusetts programs were successful in meeting



~27-

their program goal of reducing the repeated criminal behavior of individuals who
have experienced prison incarcevation.

Two research questions were addressed to accomplish this task:

(1) Are those inmates who ended their terms of incarceration in a pre-release
center less 1ikely to be reincarcerated within one year of their release than are
similar types 6f inmates who did not participate in a pre-release program prior to
release?

(2) Are certain types of inmates who ended their term of incarceration in
Pre-Release Center less Tikely (or more likely) to be reincarcerated within one
year of their release than are similar types of non-participants?

When the two pre-release completion samples wete joined togéﬁher to form a
single total pre-release program completion sample, the results of the recidivism
. follow-up for this group when compared to the recidivism follow-up for the control
group revealed that pre-release completers had a statistically significant Tower
rate of recidivism. Whereas, individuals who had completed a pre-release program
_had a collective recidivism rate of 12%, similar types of inmates who had not
participated in a pre-release pregram had a co]]eétive recidivism rate of 24%.

' Wthen taking each pre-release program separately, using the expected recidivism
rates derived from Base Expectancy Tables, it was found that the actual recidivism
rate for each sample was statistically significant below the expected rate. MWe
.therefore concluded that»pre—re1ease’program completers at Boston-State and
Shirley, when taken as two separate populations, both had statistically significantﬂ
reduced rates of recidivism than similar types of inmates who had not pdrticipqted
in pre-release programs. “

If we are to go.beyond this conclusion to a statement that pre-re]easerartif
cipatjon alone caused the reductionrin recidivism, we must dd so with éxtreme
~caution until other research, currently in Operation in the Massachusetts Department

of Correction, is comp1eted.‘ While we can clearly state that pre—re1eaée’part1cjpants

a2
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who successfully completed their programs had lower recidivism rates than the
control group or their derived expected rates would have indicated, to attribute
this feduction solely to the operation of the pre-release program would tentatively
be risky for at least two basic reasons.

First, since the control group was selected from releasees from Massacﬁusetts
State prisons in 1971, and since the expected rates were also derived from this
1971 population, an overall system change might have occurred by which recidivism
rates dropped for all correctional releasees in the years 1972 and 1973. In the
years 1972 and 1973 a wide variety of correctional reform programs were introduced
in addition to pre-release programs, such as: home‘fuw1oughs, work and education
release programs, half-way house programs and special impact programs (supported
work). Until research is completed on the overall recidivism rate of 1972 and
1973 releasees and these results compared to the overall recidivism rates of years
prior to the introduction of these prograns, one will not be able to answer the
question as to whether an overall system change has occurred. When this question
15 answered, then the answer to the question of which. particular programs were
main1y responsible for the reduction can be attempted.

A second ihpondérab]e that stands in the way of a direct attribution of the
10wer recidivism rates of pre-release participants to the program operation is
the Parole system. One has to ask the question: Has there been any OVeraﬁ1
changes in the administrative functibning of the Parole Board in Massachusetts
during the time period of the follow-up in the community. For example, one change
known to have occurred was the abi]ity‘of a potential parole revokee to have legal
representation at a formal hearing before the revoke process could be completed.
Since the majority of the pre—re]eése releasées were on parole status following
pre-re]ease completion, and since the majority of all recidivists are parole
revokées, this administrative change if leading to a reduction in the number of

individuals revoked would influence the recidivism outcome of the pre;release

! :
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samples. This effect, and other parole system changes, is also being subjected
to research. Therefore, the question as to whether or not the pre~release programs
actually "caused" the reduced recidivism must be held as tentative pending these
future research findings. ’

One piece of evidence uncovered in the present study, however, that seems
to be in support of the attribution of reduced recidivism to pre-release pfogﬁam
completion was the experience of the program non-completers. For those individuals
who began pre-release participation but subsequently failed to complete the program,

recidivism follow-up revealed that they did not have statistically significant

Tower recidivism rates, either when compared to the ‘control group or when compared
to their derived expected rates. However, since the samples here are very small
in that the majority of the program non-completers were still in prison at the
time of f011ow~up, and thus could not be included in this analysis, these results

are very tentative.

In determining differential treatment effect--the second research question
that the presént stqdy_addﬁesged——a series of variabies which indicated that a
particular tyﬁe of indiviauai had been disproportionate]y helped by pre-release
participafion were se]ected. Seventeen variables Weregée1e¢tgd as indicating
typeg_bf'{nmates diépropoﬁtionate1y helped by pre-re1easeipr§gmam comp1etibn when
compaﬁed to a control group of non-participants. For the most part, these se1ected,
variables identified individuals who were at earlier stages in the criminal careef
pattern; .Inmates diéproportionéte1y helped were those with shorter court records,
with fewer prior incarcerations and pa?b]es,,and with a shorter period of time
served on éheir present sentence. These f{hdings are not surprising in that one
would expect that individuals less deepiy imbedded 1n'a criminal careef would
- respona more favorab]& to qommunity reintegration than individuals more deeply

imbedded in a criminal career pattern. . : ‘ *

S &
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However, two categories of positive differential treatment effect found were
somewhat surprising. First, pre-release completers who had more severely sporadic
employment histories were found to be disproportionately helped by program
completion. That is, individuals who had not previously held any job for longer
than 6 months had disproportionately lower recidivism rates than individuals who
had held a job more than 6 months, when compared to a control group of non-pre-
release participants. Secondly, individuals who had histories of prior arrests
for drunkenness were found to be disproportionately helped by pre-release program
participation. Both of these variables point to individuals possibly helped by
pre-release reintegrative programs because these programs serve a need not other-
wise met when releasing individuals directly from tfaditional penal institutions.

Again the reader must be warned that the results of the differential treatment
effect analyses myst be regarded as tentative. As further research is conducted
on future releasees from pre—re}ease centers in years subsequent to 1972 and 1973,
a large sample of treatment groups will be possible. If the same variables
continue to demonstrate a differential treatment effect, then we can be more
confident as to their validity, and thus their utility. Until such time, these
early research findings should be viewed as tentative and exploratory in nature.

In conclusion, the present research evaluation of the {wo Massachusettts
pre-release programs has resulted id two major findings. First, it was found that
individuals who had completed either of the tWo pre-release programs under study
had significantly lower rates of’recidivism than a control group of similar types
bf’inmateé‘who had not participated in a pre—re]eage program; and, significaht]y
lower actual recidivism rates than their expected recidivism rates. Secondly, a
series df inmate types whfch seem to be disbroportidnate]y helped by pre-ke]ease
program participation was tehtative1y identified. |

| These findings a}e believed to be tentativé findings pending the comp]etibn

of further research, now currently in progress at the Massachusetts Department of
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Correction. At the completion of this research, if the above findings still stand,
one would then be able to conclude that the reintegrative philosophy of the current
community-based correctional treatment movement has resulted in the development

of an effective rehabilitative process.

e
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APPENDIX I
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PART 2.

VARIAB ES USED "N ANALVSES

A, Commitment Var!ablies

Irstitution of Original Commitnent¥

Number of Jail Credits

Age at cmmd:mcrt

Present OJ;ffense (rost serious charge)*

Nuwriber of Chargenr Involved in Present Offense *

Type of S‘"@-:-;_tenc*.e‘*

B, Personnel Background Characterigtics Vaviabl=g

10
2.

%
o

Awminal History Varizpies

Race®

Marltal Status®

Military Sez:vicé"i

Logt Clvilian Adcrass¥

Energericy Addressec®

Oca upat lonal Fileld*

Length Of Empl oyment at Most Skilled Pos ition
Longest Time Fmployed at Any One Job

Last Grade Conpleted¥ ‘ —_

History of Drug Use*

" Aje at First Druwk Arrest

—

"Age ai Fivst Arvast

Ag: at First Doug Arrest

"An asterik indicates variables t’han will be .LOl'I"ld.] Ly
defined in Parit B of this Appena:l.x. *

A



D,

17

18.
Lo,
20,

~34-

+

t

Total Number of Court Appealrinces

Numbexr
.N.urr;b ca
Number
Nunmberr
Nuubex
Nurber
Rumberr
Wumber:
Wambeasr

Nuiber

C Nurbex

«

Numberr
Wuarihex
'J:‘Ju.rfibgr
Honbexr

CWunber

Releas ing

&

of Cowxt Appearances for Perscn Offensey

of Ceurt Appearances f£or Prorerty Offenses

ofi Court Appearances for Sex Offenses

of Court Apprervanceas for Nawcotic Of-lenses
of Court Appearances for Drunkennzgys Offenses

of Court Appearances for Lscape Oifenses

off Juvenlle Comuiltments

of Houge of Correction. Commitments
o;t":. Prior State of Federal Comnitients
of &ny Incarcerationg

of Juvenlile Paroles

of Adult Parolds

aff Aoy Parcles

of Juvenile Parole Viola:i; ions

of Adult Parocle Vioclations

of Any Parole Viclations

Variables

la

Age at

2. Length

Releage

of time served on pr:sent incarceration

3. Type of Release.”

Recidivism Variable

A

F



. PART B

FORMAJ, DEF INTT IONS O VARIABIEY

A~-L 3 ,t itution of Osiginal Comm’enent

a. Walpole

b, Concoxd

¢, Praminghamn

d. Other iﬂﬁtiﬁuti@ns

A4, Present Offong

7 ]

e Offenses Against the Person (Gnap‘er 2645 %

Murder, lst degree (seetion 1)
Mwrder, 2nd degree (scction 2)
Mans Laughior (gection 13}
Assaults with Intent To commit 1murder
xncludoq agsault with intent to wurder, main, ete, ;
@agsault Lo commit nmurder; assault with @ Jeadly
weapon with intent to murder; agssault with intent
to kill (section 15)

Attenpted murder

includes 211l attempts to comuit murder, other
than agsgauvlts: attempted murder, attempts to commit
murder by poisoning, drowning, or strangling
(zection 16) :
Arned Robbery (section 17)
Unarned Robhary

includes roobery, robbery-not being armed,
obbery by force and violence. (section 19)

Asgaults with intent o rob, etc., Being Armed
includes assaulc with a dgadly weapon with intent
to rob. (section 18)

Agsaults with irtent to rob, etc. Not Beina Axmed
includes assatl® to rob, n.osault wiktl fntent -o
rob, assault wikth inkent to rob by force and v. “olencs

(section 20)

N Confining or }1Lting in fear a persgon for the picrpose
' of ateallnq
“includes b,eaking, burnilag or biowing up a safe,
(section 21)

it oo e |+ A —— &% | ——

*
Chapters and sectlons refer to the General Laws
of Massachusetts.,

s e R e
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Zrmed Rssaviss in dwelliny houges
the acsw miy be an actaal assault or an
attempt, (section 18R), ' .

Asgault ard Z‘ssau 1t and Battery o

‘ne ludes - essau Lt‘, asrsault and betts ry, assault
on wn officer (gc"' fous 134 wud 130)

Assailt and Battery with Dangerous Weapon (sectlcn
T5A) _ ;
Ag saL'lL v meins of a Dangerous Weapon

v o e b s

TNO LGSR armed agsauit, (section 4513 )

M__yhcn (cection L4}
Agsaullts not k-fore mentioned

includes assauwlt with intent to commit man-
slavghter (section 29)

Kidnapping :
inclodeg abduction, holding hostages. (section 26)

mrtonti cm

includes atbLompbs to extdrt money, threats.
(sectlon 25% .
Conspiracy

where poc,c“, ille do not code case here,. but under
the specific crime that the subject LO:JST’LCPG o

‘comult, That ig, consplracy to commit larceny shouwld

1

[\

be coded as (522) Lerceny.

Sey Offenses - Against the Pergon (Chapter 265}

s

Rape (section 22)
Aggault with Irtent, to Comundt Rape

includes altempts o vape, indecent assault on
an adult, iudecent assault and battery on an adult,
indecent asgault on an adult with intent to rape
(section 24}

Rape of Femnle smder Sixteen (qeu‘..lon 225.)
Rape of Child

inciludes cargpal abuse of a child, carnal abuse
of a child undex "x" years, statutory rape
(section 23)

Agsaualt o1 Fenale ander Siwteen with in’ent to
comnu.t Raae

“Includes attemdts to carnally abuse, assault on
c¢hi’d under the ace of consent, indecent assault
on a minozr (s,ection 24B)

Indecent Asgault tnd Battery on Child “nder 14

_ includes indecunt assault and battely on & miror
trection 13B). \

g
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natural and Lascivious Acts (Chahtc'" 272)
:mcludc,c' Lnnacut'a.u Acts, lascivious acts,
agssaulte o commit un.“acural sex acts (sectilon 45)

-

~Unnatural Hctks with Zhild unider 16 (section 31) ' .

Sodemy aid Bu {f*c._._y; {section J4)
Tncest (seztion 17)
Othe. &ex Offenses
T includes dd\utPVy, fornication. ind=acenc exposure,
lewd lassivicus orhabitation, lewiness, open
and grogs lewdnecs:. (sections 14, 16, 18, 53)

Crimes Bgainst Puoperty (Chapter 266)
Arson

includes buraing of houses, woods, e
and anv attempka. (gectionss 1,2,5,5A,7.8,9.10,
108, 109, 1.1.18)

Burglary, Being Armed or Making an Assanl

incudes armed bm’cr.Lary{ hreaking ani entering
with incent to assault with danger ous weaon (sec~-
tion L
Bm"oiu}‘} :

Jn’“‘ ludes hrecking and entering (both night and

dayi, attempt to break and enter, breskisc and

entering and Larceny, burglary, beoak i ing nd entering
with intent larceny. breakmg and entering wn,th
intent larceny and lareeny. (sections: 5, 16,162,
17,18, 19) ‘

Pogsession of Burglary Implements (section 49)
Stealing

inc ludes stealing in building, ship, at a fire,
ete. {(gections 20,24

Larceny from the Person (section 25)
Larceny
includes attempted “Larc:muy, (section °0)

Theft of a Motor Vehicle .
includes larceny of a motor vehicle, owaration
witheit avthor ity of owun:r after suspension, opera-
tion without avchority uf owier, tse vithout

authority (sect.ion 28‘

Forcecy ard Uttering
T include fo.‘:gerv, vtterineg, councerfeiting
(sextion 37 and 37A and Chasjster 267, sections 1-31)

comnon and Ncrorvious Thisf (sect:n.on 4.0)
F.a. iuQ

includes embezzlement (s ect ions: 50-59)
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Rezeodving Stoelon Goods
inciudes Loth fhe wnceiving and the buymg of
stolen goods (section o) .

comon Recaiver of Stolen Gords (sect:on 62)

Malizious or Vanton Injwiles to Property

Ime Lude s Ghe destruction, qofoo sment, wilful
mijucy, e"DlO“:LO'U of both puklic cr pr ivate
*sroput.;w maliziovs mischief ‘sectiona: v©4-114,
124-:30 S

Other Offenses (Chapter 268-273)

Jgcanze .
includes gn.;w.rqﬂ.w aggieting in, acscessory to
(Chaptes 268-Ser:ions 15, 16, 164, 17)

Weapons Odfenses o

:i.nclunm, crrtying or poasession (Chapter 269-
Section 10} T

Honsuyaort L
inc Lades descertion (Chepter 273-Section 1 thiu 10)

‘P ;tyoamv
C U inclwies bigony (C‘lm)*er* /’72*-&,» stion 15)

Stykmory Child
includos runsway, common night walker ‘Chupten
272-8ection 53) :
Deriving Support frowm Prostit wto (Chapt 2= 272-Scction
B
Digturbing the Fease
includes 161c¢ snd disorderly (Chaptes 272~
Sectiovn 53) , N
Progtituticn (Chapter 272-Section 53)

.

Tliegitinocy (C‘happcr 273-Section 11-19)
Aborticn ( prer 272-Section 19)
Gam.n-ncr

tnc]udes thae manufectuce, possession,. or sale of
gaming impleunents: keeping common gaming house
(Chapter 271-Scotiuus 1 48)
Moter Vmhisle Cffonses

T incTudes all motor vwahicla offenses other than
larceny off a notor vohl*le, operstion without
authority »f owner after guspens.on, operzcion
without av:hocity of owners, use wilhout auathority.
Contempt of Court

include= wvezjury (Chapter 268} section !
Bribery

includes both accepting and offcrlng (Chapfer
268h-Sections 1-24)

mt
.
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Drankenness (Chapter 2 'z ~Section 46)

Possiession 9.?-1 farc o v Drun s -
: ’incl des the possession of all rawcotic drugs othex
than hcv'o:’r or.ly where the ,mle of the dxrug is nat

- L3 & .
_»,;.;C' A !.1, :,.14.

. we e T A -
il.f\. IT ,u [xR .t.._,_.}“p PRI Sl i) 3\\‘;\»

prosassion of navcot o drug:'s, nare stic drugs found

q

‘n possession (Chopter S4-Scctica 103)

1ogses glra of YMoercin

o vt o o ot s Ll

T ornly whare 1Uhe sale of the drur is not iInferred
or explinitly staced. (Chapter 94-Jection 212)

Stealipy Nercotic Drug
oni'f where i sale of the drug is not inferred
or explicitly s-cted (Chapter 94-Section 217C)

Belng PF’(“‘:{‘_’{_LL 1_**_".1_(1 e Hercetic Drug Tllegally d {n]m:

mc_.ucxr“ narcoiie drug Lev violotion, conspil
to violwte navcot dog dvug low, and 2ll c¢horgoes in-
volving "Weing tiasent" whexo 1‘*23‘(.,()1.’.5':‘ L’*l ugs are
illegallyv kept. (Chapler 94- Bection 213s

i}

Ky

k"

'k

Possegrion of Hywpoedenmic ‘chmcrn
e adn : €~"“;J")11 m. mm sdermic necdle, or
any ingtouns apted for the admin Jielrotion OF
narcotic dru Chapter 94-Section 2L1)
Inducing Ane L’hreg; to Violate ;Tcm cotle Drur Low
inc J.U.”G J'.n N ing & minor to violale nercotic

drug law (Chaptern 94-Section 21.74)

Sale of Hovaoin

PP P irabady

incTvdies posascssion of heroin with intert to
gell, unlawful p}sse“ sion of heroin with intent
to 8e.), salae of hex

oin (Chapter $4~2122)
Sale of Wangotic Drucs

includes Lhe sale of all naccotic drugs other
than hercin. TFor exomple: unlawful sale of narcotic

drugsa, sale of narcotic drugs (Chapter C’-Section 217)

Poggession of Narcotic Drugs with Inten. to Se¢ L];
Tincludes tlhie possession of all narcotic drug

SEEs 2
othnr thon heroin with the intent to gel. (C'hapte::
94. ction 2178)

Operati g a Motor Vehille Unri\.,. Irnflucnce of Narcotics

controlled Sub:stanca

T inciudes e manufescuring, d:stribution, dis-
",_;em;ing or possession with ntent vr manufwcture,
cistraibute 2r dispense a controlled substarce,

»
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]

2resent Cffmnse

-

Wu e of Charges Xwwolved in

The totual mmber of clarges involved in the pre sent
co;nmit).xcnt For ex ?«*nple,, 1f an dndividual is com—
mitted Towr Buxglaxry, Arvsopn and Asspuli, three charges
are rc::cu"*‘"", \'.‘n"‘e"qe:,c* ghoulc nok he contused with
courts. An individuzl noy bo comeitted on 16 oounts
for the single chuavge of Burylary.

PERE S bt A

Type of Sentence:

4

Simple - one sentence is being served.

Concuritent ~ mare then one sentence ls being sexrved
(a.ll scrved coterminous)

Agoreoate - meve i: an one sentence s bol sc::ved
‘bhut the sentences are added toc crt}x and
not gerved cobetivinou.,

Fertiwith - a sentence whinh supercedes an esrdsting
sentence,

Prom ard After - & ;,cfai'i'c:rwc. which hegan eftwr an

individuel had boen r (_‘.lem.&: cd from an
axisting sentoncc. :
Ruce/Rithnle Oricin ‘
White Asiatic
Black Spanigh
Z‘;Jﬁ(fr:' ican Indian
Meard 3 Stotus
Marx fod W idowead
Single Common  Law
Divorced Separateoed

.

Mllitary Sexvice

Norne

Honorahle Disciarge

Dishonorablie Nischaryc

Bad Conduct discharge, Othes thi~ Honorable,
General, Ondesirablz

Medical

In Armed Sexvires, but the type of discharge
not listed on the Br ok Ino Shest.

-y

ke
»
ol

-
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Tegt Civilicn Iddress 3 .
Boston

Northern Boston Suburhs

Reme ining Metrowoliten poston
Lowe Ll-Lavrence Alea

Wew Dedford ~ Fall River Arceo
Qrringfield Area

Worcesber Arac

Other Mawzsachigetis Areas
Outslie Magsad husctls

Frergency Addressely Name lListed by the immate as the
pergon to conteact should an enexgency occur. Cate~
gories includced weres

Father Other Relatize

Mother Non-Relative

Spouse - No emccgency sddrasses -listed.
&

oado o ...;' & oy
Oueumaticongl Field

Ledior 3w S -

Profegsional ~ f{e.g., lavyers, doctors, engineers,
clerngy) .

Business/Manogcrial - owneiship of managencnt of a
buriness valued at $10,000 or moxre.

Clerisal/sales - (e.g., sales mamagers, life insurance
B - snles, bhookkeeper, clerks). o

Gkilled Mamual -~ le.g., master tradesman, machiniat,

Eaatory foreman) .

Semi-Skilled Manual - {d¢.0., apprentise crafismen,
automobile meghanic, assenbly Line}.

Unglkilied Manual - labon tasks reguiring little train-

. g or skill.
Service ~ (e.g., bortender, waiter, taxi drivew,
janitor) . !

Faucation (Last grade Completed)

the last gradz of education which the subject con-
pleted. Bouh a high school graduate and a G,E.D. grould
be coded as 1lZ. An individual who has conpleted one
vear cf college ghoulid be coded 13. Two y=ars of college
in «oded ag l4. Itcetera. : ‘

>
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B-10 Rmigtowy of Ixrug Use -

. . I3
Data c¢ollectad from inmate files deternining whether:.

- -

No mentio: of Duoug vas,

Drug User (no specific drug mentioned)

Drug 7Tsar (mertiun of heroin use)

Drug User (mertion of the use of any drug other
than heroin ov merijusna - the exclusive use
of Marijuena)

Prug User (Marijusna only drug mentioned)

V-3, Tywe ¢f Releage

Parale .

Discharge
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CONSTRUCTIGN OF BASE EXPECTANCY TABLES

A predictive attribute analysis was run on a population consisting of é]T
releases from Massachusetts Correctional Institutions in 1971 (the control group
in the present study). The total population of 1015 males was divided into two
equal sized samples by randomly alloting cases into}a Construction sample (N=508)
and a validation sample (N=507). From the computerized data base of the information
system of the Department, 46 items of information w§re extracted (see Appendix I
for a list of items extracted and the official definition of those items), a11 |
descriptive of the releasee, and his criminal history up to the date he was
released from prison on the then present incarceration. A 47th item, the criterion
Variab]eurecidiQism, was collected and added to the other items. A computer program
referred to as "Max-chi Square" was utilized to carry out the succéssive splits of
the predictive attribute analysis.6 The completed analysis resulted in the

development of the Experience Table presented as Table XI below.

6 The Max-chi Square computer program was first developed by Andy Griffiths and
later revised by Tom Cannon; both ‘are on the Research Staff at the Massachusetts
Department of Correction. . Tom Cannon actually ran the Base Expectancy analysis.

&



TABLE XI

The Experierce Table Developed on Construction Sample

Construction

Sample
1671 Male

Releasees

Number = 508

Recidivism
Rate = 25%

12 or more
Prior Court

Age 27 or Younger .
at time of re-

Two or more Prior Charges
for Drunkenness

Appearances lease . N =56 RR = 59%
oo N = 104 (x* =5.72
RR = 48% One or Fewer Prior Charges
.for Drunkennegs
(%% = 14.28) N = 48 RR = 35%
; Total Number of Charges
N = 215 Age 28 or Older 34 or more .
. = R =
4{"RR = 35% at Time of Nz 2L RR = 48%
. = 8,45
: Release (x 8.45)
Total Number of Charges
N o= 111 33 or Less
RR = 23% N = 90 RR = 18%

e e A s s S

¥

it s o e

(x? = 21.29)

11l or Fewer

Prior Court

Appearances
N = 293
RR = 17%

Age 25 or Younger
at Time of

Total Nurber of Charges
- 7 oxr More
N = 104 RR = 32%

(x? = 8,00)

Release
N = 189
RR = 24%

of Release

_9-‘7-
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The Experience Table was next fitted on to the validation sample. That is,

the validation sample was subdivided according to the same calagories of splits
. . 2 . .
developed in the construction sample; X 's were run on each successive split.

Table XII1, below, iliustrates how the validation sample was fitted to the

Experience Table of the construction sample. The sample size and recidivism rate

is given for each of the sub-samples created by the splits. The X2‘s between

splits are also given.



Experience

TABLE XII

Table Applied to Validation Sample

validation

Sample

1971 Male

Releagees

i

507
23%

N
RR

i

12 or More
Prior Court

Appearances
N = 194
RR = 29%
(x? = 5.50)

Age 27 or Youwnger at
Time of Releage-

N = 94
RR = 39%
(x2 = 8,01)

Two Ox More Prior Charges
for Drunkenness
N = 44 RR = 41%

(%2 = 0.83)

One or Fewer Prior Chargesg
for Drunxenness
N =50 RR = 353

Age 28 oxr Oldex
at Time of Relecase

N = 100
RR = 19%

Tocal Nunber of Charges
34 or more

N = 21 RR:T;’,;
(x? = 0.00)
Total Nuxber of Charges
33 or L.ess

79 RR = 1973

b

‘11l or Fewer
Prior Court

Appearances
N 313
RR = 20%

Age 25 or Younger at
Time of Release

N = 189
RR = 24%
(x% = 4.81)

Tetal Number of Charges
7 or More
N = 108 RR = 3179

L (2 = 6.32)

Total Huwber of Chiaxges
5 or Lessg
N =81 RR = 15%

Age 26 or Older at Time of Release

N = 124

= 14%

L
?

_.Li?...
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As can be seen from Table XII, two of the final splits did not validate.

~

Whereas in the construction sample 2 or more vs. T or less prier charges for

2
drunkenness produced a X~ of 5.72 (p<.02, 1 df), in the validation sample the
2
same dichotomy produced a X of only 0.83 (p ».50, 1 df). SimiTarly, whereas in

the construction sample 34 or more versus 33 or less Total Number of Prior Charges

produced a X2 of 8.45 (p{.01, 1 df), in the validation sample the same dichotomy
produced a X2 of 0.00 (p >.95, 1 df). These two categories were therefore dropped
from the table. Since all the remaining splits did validate, they were retained
as the final validated Base Expectancy Table. This final Base Expectancy Table

is presented below as Table XIII.



TABLE XIIT

Validated Base Expectancy Table

Total Sample

RR = 25%

Twelve or More

Prioxr Court

Age 27 or Younger at
Time of Release

RR = 487

Fewer
Prior Court

Appearances
RR = 17%

Appearances .
Age 28 or Older at Time
RR = 35% of Release :
RR = 23%
Age 25 or Total Number cf
Younger at Charges 7 or
Eleven or Time of More .
Releaze RR = 327

RR = 24¢% e -
R “ Total Nunber of

Charges 6 oz

., ILess RR = 147

Age 26 or Older at Tima
of Relcage
RR = 6%

-6~
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The completed and validated Base Expectancy Table yielded 5 basic risk cate~
guries. These will be used to determine the expscled rates of recidivism for
the treatment samples. A rank ordering of these 5 categories in terms of their

visk Tevel (G.e. recidivism rate) 1s swgarized in Table XIV below.

TABLE XIV

Base Expectancy Risk Cateyories

Category . Description Recidivism
Numbeor K Rate
I Age 27 oxr younger at time of 48%
release, 12 or more prior court
appearances
IT Age 25 or younger at time of 32%,

release, 11 or fewer prioxr cowurt
appearances, and total nuaber of
chargeg 7 Or more

ITIT Age 28 orx older at time of - 23%
release, 12 or more prior court
appearances

v Age 25 or yeunger at time of 14%

releasc, 11 or fewer prioxr court
appearances, and total number of
charges g or less

\Y% Age 26 or older at time of release, 6%
11 or fewer prior court appearances
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The two treatment samples, Boston State Shirley Pre~Releass participants,
were now taken and divided inte three subsemples ezch: T, Program Completions,
II. Program Non-Completions released from prison in time for follow-up, and
1II. Program Non-Ceupletions not voleased in thn for followsup. Subsomple T widl
provide the main samples that will be used to test the eifzctivencss of the pre-
release progrem. Since indivicuals in subsampies TI and III did not complete
the program and were not released to the community divectly from the community
integration stage of the pre-release program, they cannot be considered to have
actually experienced treatment. In additicn, subsample III cannot be used in any
case beca&se these individuals were still in prison after the cut-off date of
January 1, 1374 for f911ow;up. However, expected rates for all three subsamples
for each pregram as well as combinations will be constructed for background and
informaticnal purposes.

The formu1a for constructing an expected recidivism rate for a particular
sample is:

(Expected rate of category x Number of individuals in category)
Total number of Individuals in Sample

For example, 1f we take Shirley Pre-Release Sample I (i.e., program cempletions),

the expected rate for this sample would be calculated thusly:

Risk Category Expected Rate Number -~ Computation

I | ‘ 48 9 ¢.12
I1 .32 24 7.66
111 | .23 | 0 0
oo | 14 15 2.10
y | 06 4 0.24
| 62 19.14

Expected Rate = 19.14

62

Expected Rate = 30.9%



In these curputetions, the rish cutreoory is the povticulor Base Expecrancy

il Caveanvy doviveo dyen the construciicn of the Base Lxpectuincy Teble for the

control group (see Table XIV above for specific listing and description of the

your «

five risk cotegories),  The expecind rete is the appropriate exnccted recidivien

rate for the indivicual risk category (see also Table XIV above for specific

veiers to the nunber of indivicuals in the sample for which an

Y‘t:"i,ﬁ;)‘ LL_ ey

-

expected rete 1s being calculated that fall into the particular risk category.
Fnd Tofel Hther s the total number of individuals in the sample for which an

grpocled el 1% being detemvined.

i

The cxpected rates for each of the sepearate and combined subsanples of

AL

tresignnt groups evce prescnted belew as Tables XV," XVI, and XVII. The specific

o

conputetions made Tor each of these derived Expected Rates ave found in Appendix

IIT.

ThollE XY

FRASTSERERR

Bupected Recidivism Rateg for Shivley Pre-~

Samples Numpar xpected Rate

Shirley T ‘ : 62 30.9%
Shirley 1T 20 31.1%

Shirvley 111 : 35 : 35 . 8%

et s ettt e

Total Shirley L7 32.00%




TRELE  XVT

Expected Recidivism Rates Ffor Boston State Pre-
Release Samples

ey ore e pria ety T vt ey

Sanple haeher Buproted Raute
Boston State I 75 2L.5%
Boston State II 15 30.3%
Boston State III 21 28,29
Total Boston State 111 24, 0075
TARLE  XVIL
Expacted Recidivism Rates for Total Pre-
Release Samples
Sample Nunber ‘ Expected Rale
Total Pre-Relesse I 137 25, 7%
Total Pre-Relecase 1T 35 31, 0%
Total Pre-Release III __ 56 33.0%
Total Pre-Release 228 28. 0%

From Table XV it can be seen that the Shirley Pre-Release sample, when
taken as a whole, has an expected recidivism rate of 32% which is above the actual
recidivism rate of the control group (24% .7 This suggests that the Total St Mley

Pre-Release Sample was a higher recidivism risk group then was the control group.

7 In terms of statistical significance, this difference is not significant at the
.05 level, though very close. It is statistically significant at the .10
level. (X%=3.43, p .05, p<.10, 1 df). |
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On the ctlier band, from Table XVI i% cap be seen that the Doston State Pre-
Eeloose Sarple, when telon as @ whole, hes en erpecled vecidiviss rate of 289
which is identicel to the actuaf recidivisn rate of the cuntroi group (245).

Here we car conclude thai the {we samndes have fthe saue rocidivism risk potential.

Bhen the Shivtoy st Duston Pra-Boieces Seondes, both tabon din their entivety,

are combired (zee Tekle MVIT) thoy have an expected recidivisme rate of 287

u—v

which is above the ectual recidiviem rate of the control group (24%). Hewever,
this difference ig not significant.a We cenclude thet the recidivism risk potential
of the corbined treatwent sarples is siwmilar to the recidivism risk potential of
the control group. In tevws of vecidiview risk potential, random selection has
occurred for the coubined program population.

What is perheps most important to determine heve are the differences between
the pre~relesse prooram comp]eticn pertions ¢f the treatront sarnles (subsample I)
and the control group. It is this portion of the sawples that will be used to test
program effect.  From Teble XV it can be seen that the expected recidivism rate
for the Shirley cempletion sample (subsemple 1) is 20.9Y which is above the act&aT
récidivism rate of the control group (24%). This dffference, however, is not
statistically significant, 2

For the Boston State completion sawple (subsample I in Table XVI) it can be
seen that the expected recidivism rate is 21.5% which is lower than the sctual
recidivism rate of the control greup (24%). However, again this difference is
not statistically significant.

And finally, when we take the .total Pre-Release Population (Boston State and
Shirley samples combined) of prdgram completers (subsample I) as a whole, it can
be seen in Table XVII that the expected recidivism rate is 25.7% which is very

. e s 11
similar to the actual recidivism rate of the contrel group (24%).

§ In terms of staixst1ca1 significance, this d1fTerence is not statistically
significant. X¢=1.47, p;> 20, 1 df.

9 In terms of sta§1stica] significance, this difference is not statistically
significant. 1.47, p >.20, 1 df. ""' :

10 In terms of sta§1st1ca1 s1gn1f1cance, this difference is not statistically
significant. =0.27, p>.70, 1 df. T

11 These sampTles do not d1ffer in terms of statistical significance.

X2=0.16, p »,70, 1 df.



By d

. . ,‘ 6.

Therefore, we conclude that the progrem comnletion samplec do not differ
from the control group in tevms of the recidivism risk characteristics of their
populations; and, for all practical purposes, we can assume a process of random
selection for the program camp?eﬁ?on'sampies. This Jends contidence to the
employiient of the control group when measuring program effects for indivicuals who

successfully cowpleted pre-release progrevs.
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TABLE AVII} .

‘Mathematiczl Comput-tion of Bgxpected Recidivisit Rates for

Sub-Categoxries ol Sni- v bre-Raloand Wreatment

wwade o veator

b

Sample Rigk categazy Ixpected Rate Numier

Computation

Shiriav I I .48 18
L 032 24

JIT .23 0

KAy - L4 5

A4 .« 06 ‘ 4

9,12
7.68

0
2,10

&
- Ryl o . o b e e
“'“:.“ﬁ"‘""’ s .iﬂ:.?uy'{,}.";.c‘:v:l,;f‘:}){é Pabae = 30, 0%
A S bt

Xy T .48
) 32 2
TEI .23 0
v .14 9
o

0

Shivley LI

v . ¢ QG !

il

T200 7 “W”“wééﬁmgkg§
Shirley ILT T .48 15
L - .32 - 15
ITT L 93 o
I\? ) o 14 ’ 3
4 | 06 o

~ . .
HEZ2S = papected Rwote r: 35, 6%
35 Bl gt - ;.-f

Uipotal ghivley T . . L 48 43
S aﬂl}?.ﬂ.@. : I o N . ‘ ~ry ) 4-;
. 23 0

AR ' o L4 27
\% : .06 - 6

7.20
4,80

17
e = Expested Rate = 32% s
117 Expected {4 & 32%

37.90
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R
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¥ . ot s

Mathematical Commut ations on ipooted Roeldivism Rates o
for Sub-Categorres of Boston State Pre-Rzlesse Treatment

LS O T T

Samplo

" LDERRALST T e AR NWEL L SNSRI S TR il R

Nunfwer Conemabion

9 &332
16 5.12
16 3.68
12 L.68
22 1,32
6. 12 . 5 16,12

N .
TR fppoathod Rate = 21,.5%

Boston SLate I

5
N2
]
~
ul
L

Bogton SLate IT X o 48
' T .32 4 Te 25
11z o 3

v o L 0

SEE™ = Ewpooled Rute = 13.3%

Boston Stealie TIX I 48 G AR

Tottal oston X - .48
Stute Samnple

H

2

8 H

N

W N

[ e

& U o
4o

E-8 -~

[ i o

NSO

v .06 3 1. 80
’ L1L 2z, 50

N
[6))
A

o
o

‘( 5

S

Ixpected Rate = 24%

=
=
-
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TMJ% i :
Mathemat ical Cowpat ation of Expected Recidirism Rateg

for Sub-Categorias »f uha Zowh ined Prennplouse
] ~~ C"s 71x~.~. .
‘w, :) ‘i”‘

positdboersrsoumamia i g e

Sample Risk Buypected Wumbe Compotytions
Ceegory .. . Rate
Totas Fro- I .48 S 13. 44

Release I TT .32 Q) 12.80

IIT .23 16 3.68
v . 14 27 3.78

v .06 26 1.56
5

La?c B ¢ oy &
~137 = Rzpected Rate = 25.7%

Tohal Pre- .

Roleagae 1L L - 48 14 6,72
L o 32 & .92
TIX .23 T3 00
v - 14 9 1.26
T .06 © 3 .18
35 10. 77
}ngj = pwposted Rate = 31%

Yotal Pre- I A8 21 10,08
Release TIX 1T .32 20 6.40

LiX 023 5 1,18

< 2
o o

Qe
Gy
~3 W
3 e

i
e

18.47
- 56 _
Total Pre- T LLE ¢3 3
Releage ATY o . Uy
Samples : 66 e

it
8
P
o
feT}
5
(-5—‘
B
it
a2
1
N

oo L3

it . o

v o 14 -39
v .06 ‘36

0
3 L

wonbined TI% .2 24 5.52
| | | 1 B b
2
4

228 6
64.50

zzo” = vaccteﬂ Rate = 33%
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