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

B 4 ;‘ . % I I f o
; * ’ ! H ’.‘, : : [T 5 : i B
. . L : . N . e -
S a . 7 . g 7 ) .

e Smﬁ,@ @ff E‘E@md&
N B@mmmem of iR o s
i @fﬁ@m@er R@mbﬂ tation

o

B % ri"’: 5% ;‘-@ﬁ o
Louie L Wamwnghﬁ NGJIRE s
 Secretary  qu 3B

A@QMMT&QNS |

A %mdy of Re@ﬁﬂwagm f@R‘

Emmﬁéﬁ@g R@E@&S@éﬁ fmm &M@dy , |
Bamﬂg @M@E@@E ﬁhmwgh D@Q@Hﬁ)@ﬁ" E@‘?’Z T

I

w

= Prepared by: |
 Research-and Statistics Sectmn | |
Bureau of Plannmg, Research amﬂ Stcaﬂ’ Develupment

December BS 1975 |

AR P

»

!

e D T G S el e e "?nh A




E',‘! VE

e

o

A STUDY OF RECIDIVISM FOR
INMATES RELEASED FRCM CUSTODY
DURING OCTOBER THROUGH DECEZMBER, 1972

-

. (("\"""
B

- DIZCEMBER, 1975

: . £
Y ! SN



&) STATE OF FLORIDA | | L
DEPARTMENT OF OFFENDER REHABILITATION = : -
“A STUDY OF RECIDIVISM FOR ST o
G INMATES RELEASED FROM CUSTODY ' ‘/ :
: DURING OCTOBER THROUGH DECEMBER, 1972 -~ = 5
;, Summary g L ¢; R,
fﬁ Data were analyzed for all inmates released from the ,
Ry custody of the Florida Division of Corrections during the-
<] . ;
' fourth quarter of 1972 to determlne how many had. "recmd1v1ated" o
gg during the ensulng twentv—four month perlod. Recidivism was 'é.
i 9
by defined as recommitment to the Division of Corrections| within RN
e twenty~four months following release by expiration of sentence, R
parole or mandatory conditional reilease. Of the 938 persons’mw ~
%g released during the study perlod 160" (17 07% ) were returned g
= to the custody of the Florida DlVlSlon of Corrections within s
~the twentyffour month perlod.~ g E
~Data‘are not presently obtainable in a routine manner con~ =
gg, : cernlng releasees who are arrested and subsequently recommltted
‘on a felony charge to correctlonal 1nst1tutlons outSLde of SRR Ve it
‘Florlda.o Moreover, persons w1th outstandlnq warrants for thelr N
lresu in reoommltment.,",iu#;!; ?d §*_‘ ‘ef ,‘ B ::;s‘r,i;,t {r
zﬁ - Flndlngs of lnterest from the study lnolude the followxng f
Tt 1. % Males had a hlgher~rec1d1v1st rate per 100 releases ”f'}f~iayff
than remales (17 8 VvSs. 8 6). “,Mfgeﬂ " fq'k‘; L
6 it Cp . . . ‘ e o : % L 0
7y . . x N a W : “
; ; l. - l : L O:
T | o .
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ii. | >
2. Black males had a higherfreturn rate pexr 100
kreleases than white males (21.3 vs. 14.6). : o R
3. Persons originally charged with property crimes- 4
had & higher return rate per iOO‘releases#than persons
charged'gith personpcrimesn(23.1 vs@,12.4;.‘
?, L . Persons released.by mandatory conditional release
had the highest reterofpreturn per 100 releases‘(24;3).
‘The return rate was 16,6‘per 100 releases for~psrolees
"Q’ﬁD,; ‘andpl4.§‘for persons released by'expiration of sentence.
f’&&s C;' 5. Therexwas very 11ttle dlfference in return rates per
- 100 releases for persons released from varlous types of in-
stltuflons.-"
F? -p ' »“ 6. Rec1d1v1sts had behn released on the average of 1l1.7
‘}p/ﬁ. montns pr;or to’belng re&urned to the~custodysof the‘DlVlslon
5 | okaorrections. ; |
| 7; More than half (61.9%) of all recidivists .were recomnitted
"15 ‘ to the custoéj of the DlVlSlon of Correctlonq w1th1n a year.
. 8, ‘The average tlme‘between release and‘reCOmmltment was
Lo 10. 8 months for’perolees, i2 4 months’for mandatory conditional
: | releasees, and 13.9 months for persons reJeased by explratlon

. ,of sentence.p

fg. Of all recldnv1sts, 36. 9% were returned forrtechnical

G

‘condltlonal release)

10. Comparlng offense at recommltment Wlth offense at
orlglnal commltment there was a pattern of persons released

"after commltment for a property offense to be recommltted for

g@an offense‘agalnst.a pérson.’

o b

&
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iii. R
11. The recidivism rate fcr Florida--as defined in‘this”
study~-ls much less than recidivism rates popularly reported in | , g ,<
the news media.
12. ;The selection.criteria used by the ?arole Commission--

overall--are no more effective than the criteria which results in

B2

o

a.perscn,being released by expiration of sentence.

13. special attention needs to be fecusedfcn individuals re-
leased from majcr institutions by Mandatory condi‘¢ional Release—-
since this cohort of releases constltutes the hlghest rlsk groun.

14. Addltlonal analysis and stucy is needed to pinpoint inter-
action effects of sxgnlfxcant varlabies, to extend the scope of the : AR
1nqu1ry by enlarglng the deiznltlcn OflreéldJVlsm, and to determlne
whlch aspects of work release—-pOSSLbly the prov131on of g*eater |

flnanc1al resources~—contrlbute to a reductlon in rec1d1v1sm.
AE , © B

o
L
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Prepared by: - SR = , | L .

Research and Statistics Section

Bureau of Planning, Research and -
' - Staff Development o S R
" augist 39, 1975 - w o o : Ce

U‘Note.‘ The responSLbllltles and authorlty of the Florlda D1v151on of
' CorreﬂQ}ons were transferred from the Department of Health and
ﬂ,aenabllltatmge Services to the newly created Department of Offender
ol Rehab111ta+sdn o”%Jk1y 1. ;975 ﬂ .
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“ A STUDY OF RECIDIVISM FOR
. , : INMATES RELEASED ‘FROM CUSTODY
jf . . DURING OCTOBER THROUGH DECEMBER, 1972

. 1. PURPOSE
This is a descriptive study of inmates released from
. thevéustody of the Florida Division of Corfections.during
October throaqhmbecember of 1972%who’subsequently(wefe re-
'ék' 'com;itted‘to the Division within a gwenty-four month pericod.
%‘ ’ - This stﬁdy genefates an overall recidivist or return rate for
the cohort (the group of persons studied) and analyzes seléct—
ed variables in terms. of the relevant recidivist rate.
’ This stﬁdy of récidivismwalso serves as a pilot project

'to test,computér programs, procedures, and methedologyl

II. BACKGROUND

. - Previous analyses of persons coﬁﬂitted to thé Florida
‘Division of,Cor;gctions have focused upoh the ratios or per-
centageskof‘inmates with prior felony commitments--~both in
relation ﬁo the ?loridakDivision of Corrections and to other

- state or federal correctional institutions.' This data, while

j R ‘-suggéstive; an&jperhaps indicative Qf trends;, does notuproduce

a“statistic'which ¢onfo£ms to conventional criteria‘for#ég%in~~

q\ing;recidiviSm, , - : . FEREETI ’ e
| ey . . : . . , '
i There is no universal practice concerning the use of a

recidivism statistic in corrections, and even a greater variety

Shew "
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of opinion concerning hOW»recidivish should be defined. R 'EEE@
It is frequently stated that at leasty£wo-thirds of the

inmates released froﬁ prison are later recommitted, lmplying '

va~re¢idlvism rate of 66.7%. This alleéed recidivism rate inig

all probability is based upon a statistic derived from the.

Federal Bureau of Investigation's:-Uniform Crime Reports,

(UCR). The UCR data cited rearrests as the criterion variable".

and were based only upon cases of inmates initially iﬁcarcerated
for federal charges. Further, the UCR analysis did not‘dise : gﬁyj
‘tinquish adequately between those who were arrested and re- | ,

leased without conviction and’those who were subsequently con- . VEE‘
victed and recommitted.

"

In his book, The Effectiveness of a Prison an&kPar01E'xf_%ﬁeew—

System (1964), Dr, Daniel Glaser challenged the theory that SRR ggv:
two-thirds of the released offenders eventuallv return to prlson. ';
He identified a common error introduced by obtaining rates. from b EE
dissimilar cohorts.\GFor'eXample, a study of~a cohort»incarcer—’ >‘ »é‘
0

ated at one point in time will have a higher percentage of re-

*

peaters than will a cohort of admissions for another glven tlme'
‘period. This phenomenon is,causediby‘the accumulation in prisOp:,,
of'second ard third time,repeaters who generally‘repeive longerﬁ
5enten¢es than first offenders.j Thewerror'in“the two—thirds

recidivist theoryﬂis compounded Glaser contends, if rec1d1v1st f’

K

rates are‘calculated for spec1f1c Jnstltutlons whlch house a

nigher percentage"of repeaters. "For 1nstance, in Callfornla atn o

[

one tlme, 14% of Folsom's 1nmates were repeaters comparef\to 8&“&.

;v. a

of the Deuel,popu Lgonrf

L
S
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In support of his contention, Glaser cites numerous

studies which challénge the two-thirds recidivism statistics.

The National Prisoner Statistics report issued in 1963Vinaif
cated that 51.2% of the 149,617 inmates in state prisons as
ofiDecember 31, 1960 ‘had no prior criminal record. This in-
dicatéd an implied recidivism rate of less than 49%.

At present there is no universally accepted definition

of'recidivism. In 1971, the Uniform Crime Reports defined a
rgcidivist as a person who had been arrested, had a fingerprint
card submitted to the FBI, and had subsequently been rearrested

(UCR, 1971, p. 36). This definition closely parallels one

deéeloped by Dr. Vernon Fox in Introduction to Corrections

(1968),‘ Dr. Fox defined a recidivist as a person who had been

o

a member of the c¢orrectional caseload, had been released, and

m;ﬁhad subsequentiy been readmitted to that caseload (p. 38).

In January, 1973, the National Advisory Commission on

Criminal Justice Standards and Goals published a definition of

g

recidivism which was presented as a proposed standard for use
in corrections.

Recidivism is measured by (1) criminal acts that resulted in
conviction by a court, when committed by individuals who are
under correctional supervision or who have been released from
‘correctional supervision within the previous three years, and
by (2) technical violations of probation or parocle in which a
sentegéing or paroling authority took action that resulted in
an adverse. change in the offender's legal status.

». e W e

Recidivism is recognized universally as a useful criterion for
correctional measurement, but there has been considerable‘va;-
iation in the way recidivism has been measured. A standard de-
finition clearly is needed. Three main factors should be con-

.. sidered in developing recidivism statistics: the nature of

events to be included, the categorization of the behavior and
degrees of seriousncss to be ingluded, and the duration of the
follow-up period. R RPRC . :

&

- Sl pa e

S S e i i 7 e A A e



4.

The problem of defining recidivism for corrections was

recently addressed by the oBscis® project committee of Search
Group, Inc. in May, 1975. Recognizing the difficulty of de:y "a . Eg“
veloping a definition of recidivism which would be applfcable‘

in each state, the members of the OBSCIS cofimittee found it

necessary to make a general statement of when recidivism occurs:

Recidivism occurs with the renewal of offender status ox a 4
non-successful termination of either parole or mandatory o
release, supervision within a specified time after\dlscharce,
pardon, conditional pardon, sentence commutation, or any of .
the other releases from institutional custody.

I . ,
To further clarify this statement the OBSCIS‘committee

added three more definitions or conditions:

(1) Renewal ofioffender status will occur on arrest and con=
viction for a crime, death during commission of crime, or re=~ /////
commitment to a correctional institution. R
. , ﬂ/f‘(_
{2) A non~successful termination of parole or mandatcry release
supervision. implies that a new offense is involved. %he word
"non-successful” rules out situations where, for example, an
offender might be recommitted to. a. correctlonalfaaerorlty for
surgery or medical treatment.-

‘{3) A specified time perlcd aftxr discharge or other release from

institutions. simply means that th*ve is a time perlod follow1ng

which offenders are considered to be rehabilitated. A offender

who is not recommitted for twenty-four months is considered to be -

rehabilitated for statutory purposes.

For the purpose of thls present study in Florida, a :
o

i
o - L

reC1d1v1st is deflned as one who (1) has been 1ncarcerated in-

he D1v1s10n of Correctlons, (2) has been released by parole,‘

H

mandatory condltlonal release, or explratlon of sentence, and

{3) has subsequently - been returned to the custody of the°'
)7

'Florlda DlVlSlon of Correctlons w1th1n two years of his releaseﬁ//

Q*OBSCTS (Offender Based State Correctlonal Informatlon System)
A copy of the OBSCIS model may be obtalned from Search Group, Inc.
. ‘ e o
AN
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/ ~ III. METHODOLOGY

Limitations

N

The Qgélysis of all variables which impact upon deviancy
and reinvleement in:thé criminal justice system subsequent to
release, while highly desirﬁble, is not possible at present due

gﬁkto sho;tage of staff and the limitations of a developing comput-
‘vér technology in florida.* T@e cohort for this stady was select-
| ed and the study is' circumscribed by the following limitations:

(1) oOnly those items of information were analyzed which
.were réutinely processed by the staff of the Floridé Division
of Correction. I.e., the study selected only those persons
fdrmally committed on a - felony éharge to incarceration under
ﬁthé»custody'of,the Florida Division £ Corrections.

(2) It studied an intact population of persons who were
feleasad from the.Florida Division of Corrections by expiration

% of éentence, parole or mandatory conditional release.
{3) It wad limited to a two-year follow—up period,
primarily to expedite feed-back of information to policy“gakers

- and management.

*
*

(4) The population size was of sufficient size to permit

*1f an’'ideal information system existed, such as those described
in the CDS (Comprehensive Data System) and OBTS/CCH (Offender Based
‘Transaction Statistics/Computerized Criminal History) programs, it would-
«Z:e possible to analyze post release performance of inmates in terms of
number of arrests, types of offenses, intervals of time between release
and sybsequent rearrests, disposition of each charge, and commitment in-
formation-~regaxdless of whether the events occurred in Florida or in
another jurisdiction. However, since such information was not immediately

O retrievable on a broader scale for use in this study, the focus was re-

stricted to data about persons returned to correctional supervision for
whom information was processed by the Florida Division of Corrections.

N
3
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detailed analysis, but small enough to be manually processed if
computer technolicgy was not suff1c1ently deveJoped to proc sé‘

historical data.

(5) The cohort included a sufficient number of, persons | '1V;

released from Community Correct Lonal Centers to permit preliminary

‘feedback to management concernlng post-release performance for o Eix
that sub-group of releasees.

‘Study Cohort

Previous studies of return rates have focused upon
persons committed to the Florida Division of Corrections

during each fiscal year. Reports have presented.ratios'
; e
and percentages for inmates with no prior felony commitm#ntsé;

4 \//‘

(one year or more) and those wwthlpne or more prior felony

\\

commitments., A

The subject cohort for this study included 938 persons
released by the Florlda Division of Corrections by explratlon
. of sentence4 mandatory conditional release or parole during

October through December, 1972.

kData'Presentation“
fﬁebdata is presehted.in,three gsections. Section I
describes the recidivist subpopulstion;and the larger study
t‘cohort from which the rec1d1v1st group was drawn. Findian a
| are: reported in terms of frequency dlstr;butﬂon for selected
varxables,( Section xI presents a more detalled analysxs of |

the subpopulatlon of rec1drv1sts. Flndlngsfare presented in -

crosstabular form. Sectlon III focuses on varlables and rates

of .return. - . i W ; g
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IV. FINDINGS

Section l: Description Of Cohort And Recidivists

Race/Sex

| The percentaée distribution of race and sex for the
study cohort and the lesser inclﬁded group of recidiﬁists
is presented in Table I. Males constituted 92.4% of the

cohort group and 96.4% of the recidivisté.
TABLE I

Frequency And Percentage Of Cohort And
Recidivists By Race And Sex

"Race/Sex Cohort | Recidivists
White 2 49.0 43.9
Male | n(460) (67)
White %2 3.5 1.9
‘ Female . n (33) (3)
Black R 43.4 54.4 ,
Male | n(408) (87)
Black % 3.9 1.9
Female n (37) (3)
Totals %100.0 100.0
n(938) (160)

Subjects were distributed proportionately by race in
both populations. Whites represented a little more than one-

half of the cohort (52.6%) and a little less than half of the



recidivists (43.8%).

- Type of Offense

Table II presents the percentage distribution of the

cohort and recidivists according to the tvpe of offense

for which they were originaily committed. Analy ysis in-
dicates that personS‘commitﬁed for offenses aggainst pefsdhs
censtituted‘a smaller percentage of the recidivists than the_
cohort (cohorf- 24, lb, recidivist: 17.5%), whereas persons ’
'commltted for property crimes constituted a largexr percentage
of recidivists than tke cohort (cohort: 49.4%, recidivists:

66.9%).

TABLE II

Freguency and Percent of
Cohort and Recidivists
By Type Of Orlgwnal Offense

Type of
Offense Cohort Recidivists
Person % 24.1 17.5
n(226) (28)
Property [ % 49.5 65.9 ,
‘ n(463) (107) ) o
Narcotics|{ % 2.3 . 2.5 Yoo o
. n (22) (4) R
Sexual % 18.1 o 10.0 PR
B n(l7q) (16) - ‘ .
Jother  |& 6.1 3.1
- n {57) R (5) \
Total | %100.0 ioo.o
n(938) »,(160) -

5 o &
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T?e prbpoféion for'nafCGﬁiEwQ?imés dogsihot vary
;noticeéglf; However, peréons‘coﬁvicted of sexual ana

other crime offenses constituted a‘largerfpercent‘of the
do@ortwthén‘of the recidivist group=(cohdrt: sexual, 18.1%;

other, 6;1% recidivist: sexual, 10.0%{Qother, 3.1%).

Type of Release - - AL
Table III presents data concerning@type of release for

“the total cohort and the recidivist sub-group. The majority

o

of both groups were released by parole (cohort: 65.0%;

freCidiVist:‘63;l%).' However, conditional releases (parole

and mandatory conditional release) constituted a higher

proportion of recidivists than did end-of-sentence releases.

TABLE III b
) FrequencyVAnd Percent Of
e ' Cohort And Recidivists
I By Type Of Release -
Type Of o o ,
-Release- Cohort Recidivists
w Y ) 19 > : /// . ’
e Parole {7 65.0 | 63.1
‘ ' . . n (620) (101)
o o : ) /},/;—’;’// »i, C T
’ Mandatory | % 11.4 16.2
. | Conditionall 1 (107) (26)
{Release B
Expiration | % 23 T e (VN T R
“fof Sentencel N (221) | - (33) : L
Total ©  {%100.0 | 100.0 [ e
@ oo v no(938) |, (160) ,ﬂiﬁﬁ
“,/y, k o —:;)‘ B Es = \)//'
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Type of Institution at Release SR , ' B E§ 
Table IV presents a frequency distribution for the - ST AT

cohort and recidivist sub-group accordihg“to institutions
from which the offenders were originally releqsed} Types‘df '

institutions were proportionately represented'in:both the

cohort and recidivist group. M
TABLE IV L e e e
Frequency And Percent Of
Cohort And Recidivists o
By Type Of Institution ' S : .
At Release ‘ ; -
Type o
Institution, Cohort [ Recidivists
‘Major s 65.9 |  68.8 J )
Institution | n (618) (110){,/
Road Prisons| g 7.5 6.9 &
ﬁ | n (70) (11)
’ s/ . ‘ : o
Commu +ty s 24,7 .,‘22.5 oy
Correctional| n (232) - {386) R -
,Qenters - o ;
lothers le 1.0 | . 1.9 |
« n (18) A(3) R d
Total 6 100.0 |  100.0
' i n (938) - (160) - %
Major Offensegr e R  '.-' ’m* “ _ RS e 9i‘
a Tables Va/and Vb analyse the data in terms of flve most

frequently reported orlglnal offenseq for. both the cehort and re~f5;ew;?%¥

c1d1v1st sub—popplatlon,’ In both groups, B&D and armed robbery

2 T P

B
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o

wereﬂghgutwo_most frequent offensesrr Gregéz larce n¥ Aalso

appeared in. both the cohort and recidivist ranklngs. Next,
e .
in order of frequency among recidivists, auto theft and

nforgery‘were reported morejfrquently; among the cohqrpr

. . . 4 . )
members, possession of narcotics and aggravated assault

-were more frequent.

TABLE V

Frequency And Percent For Cohort And
Recidivist By Five Major Original Offenses

V-a. Cohort I'| v-b. Recidivists
Major © I'f Major
Offenses _Offenses
Breaking & = % 22.6 || Breaking & = $34.4
Entering n(212) || Entering n (55}
- Armed Robbery % 10.7 ~Armed Robbery %11.2
- n{l100) : e M (18)
Possession of % 8.1 || Auto Theft $ 8.8
Narcotics - n (76) | , n(l4)
Grand Larceny-% 6.7 Forgery % 8.1
‘ n (63) n(1l3) :
‘Aggravated % 6.3 Grand % 6.9 B
 Assault - n {(59) Largeny = n(ll)

Section 2:- Analysis of Recidivist Sub—Populatien

“2ercentages of Types of Release By Types ef Originaleaffense

‘ ' \(/.
of release by types of original offense for the re01d1v1st
( sub—populatlon. The pereentages for types oflrelease accord-

~ing to types of original offenses are presented’in’Table VIa.®

. : i o ; o
»\\ ) . ; .
o \\' % : ’ L . . cw
: it - o W



12.
o TABLE VIa
o /.
Percentage Of Type Of Release
By Type Of Original Offense
For Rec1dlv1sts ‘
Type Of Original Offense

1 Type of | Proper- Nar-

‘v Release Persons | ty ‘Sexual | cotic Other -} Total
Expi- 3.6% | 28.0% 0.0% | 12.5% | 0.0% | 20.0% |
ration ‘ ‘ '
of Sent.
parole | 85.7% 54.2% | 100.0% | 75.0% ; 60.0% | 63.1%

; , 2
Manda~ 10.7% 17.8% 0.0% 12.5% | 40.0% 16.2%
tory B B
Condi-~ ,
tional |
Release ;
Total 100.0% {'100.0% 100.0%"100.0%‘ 100,0%' 100.0%

For a large majority recidivists guilty of crimes

_;Qpagainst persons, (85.7%) were paroled.  Among the

recidivists guilty of crimes against propertx approximately
.‘half (54.2%) were paroled.

Table VIb presents percentages for the type of orlqlnal

e

) ofxonse accordlng to the type of release. Nearly all the

re01dlv1sts who expired thelr sentences (20.0%) were commltted o

to prison for property crlmes.‘ Also, the majorlty of the

‘recidivists who were released on mandatory condltlonal release

(73 19) were recommltted’to prlson for crlmes agalnst property. o

Of those rec1d1v15ts commltted to the D1v1s10n of: Correctlons o

o

for crlmes agalnst persons, very few were released by expl~

“ratlon of sentence or mandatory condltlonal release (explrw E
3 E . . 0’5’ '5) .
3.0%; MRC: ;1,5%). .

oo T . ’ . . N Pt 5
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“ recormitment.

k,;f : L 13.

“TABLE VIb

Percentage Of Type Of Original .
Offense By Type Of Release
For Recidivists

1

Type Of Release

Typé of Mandatory -

- Original |Expiration | Conditional || Total
 Offense Of Sentence] Parole| Release " Release
Persons | 3.0%8 | 23.8% 11.5¢ |y 17.5%
Property' 90.9% 57.4% 73.1% 66.9%
Sexual 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 2.5%
'Nérgotic o 6.1% 11.9% 7.7% 10.0%
dther 0.0% 3.0%]. 7.7%. 3.1%2
Total 160.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Time From Releasé To Recommitment

The average time from release&to,recommitmentf(or time
out) for the recidivist sub-population is presented in Tables
ViIia,b,c,d. Less time 1is required‘to‘return supervised re-—
leases (paroleés and MCR) than is needed to retﬁrn offén&ers
who are not under a supervised type of\release. The difference
in the:ease of return to custody of some offenders may account

for some of the variation observed in Tables ViIa,b, and c.

~Table VIiIa presentsydata concerning the average time out

‘cdntrolling for the type of original offense. There is little
difference in time out between various types of offenées,

Most recidivists were free on the average of one year before
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TABLE VIIa

,,,,,,,

Frequency And Average Time Out For
Rec1d1v15ts By Type Of OrJanaJ OfLense

Original , :

Offense n Average Time-Out
Persons 28 | 1.040 years
Property 107 l.DlO years
Segual 4 1.051 years
Narcotic L6 c694'yeeﬁs
Other | 5. .746 years
Total -160 .976 years

The type of offense for whlch re01d1v1sts were recommltted

is analyzed in Table VITIb with reference to the average time

out. Again, little dlfference,was\aPparent in the time between
; release and recommitment for‘mdst types of new offenses.  The
average time out for all rec1d1v1sts was 1.00 years._
\ ¢
TABLE VIIb
Frequency And Average Time Out for
Recidivists By Type Of New Offense*
/ :Violators
| New. // New ~With New
QOffense Commitments | Commitments Total
, ‘ n avg. n avg. on avq.,
V”persons | 19 | 1.22 9 | .72 1 28 | 1.06
Property | 34 | 1.15 | 18 ;57',”,“;52'" ».957_5 |
- | sexual S3f1as | 3 frae | 6 132]
' Narcotlcs 4 ,3.62, 1] .48 : 5 i ';9; " ?
other s 1.02 | -6 o2 | 10 | .96 |
' qotal 164f,‘1 160 | [37w 1.73rf*‘ 101 f 1.00 |

”*Excludes persons returned to custody for technxcal vxelatlons..vff
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Table VIIc presentskthé average time from release to

recommﬁtment broken down by type of origingl offense. Again,

there appears to be liﬂtle-significant difference between the

variocus types of releases. Recidivists released under
o ' ; ‘

e supervision returned in less time than did those inmates who

were released by expiration.

TABLE VIIc

Frequency And Average Time Out
For Recidivists By Type Of Release

Type of
Release n Average Time~Out
Parole § 101 i . 901 YGars
g ' ,

Marndatory 26 1.034 years
Conditional !
fRelease

Y . Fo
Expiration 33 1.161 years
of Sentence
Total | 160 .976 years

A}
I

@able VIid is a~crossftabular'representation of the

preceeding three tables. Table vVIiTd presents -percentages,

time period. As noted before,‘the supervised ;ypes 6f réf
~1eases—(§aroles, Ahd mandatdry conditionél release) tended to
béjpecommitted sooner than did those iﬁmates released by ex~
 piratiQh of’sehténce. There also tended to be a trend for
:f ‘? iéturns;£6 be reduced as t;me out iﬁcreases. In other‘words,

fthe‘lbngér the inmate was out of custody, the betterrfhe 

P a (;ﬂ N
" chance thgt he would not recidivate,

L : ) . : . g
- SR ; L ;
L L . . S

£

i

cumulative péréentages,‘and the number of recidivists for each
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TABLE VII&

Frequenhy And Percentages Of Recidivists -

For Intervals Of Time Out
By Types Of Release

i

D ";

Pt

Type o
Release — L IME_OUT
0-6 7-12 | 13-18 | 19-24
Honths [Months | Months | Months | g
Expiration . % | 9.1 |39.4 | 27.3 | 24.2
Of Sentence cum%|f 9.1 | 48.5 75.8 | 100.0
(n) (3) (13) (9) ’ (ﬁ)
Parole s |l 30.7 [35.6 | 19.8 | 13.9
: cums || 30.7 | 66.3 ; 86.1 | 100.0
(n) (31) (36) (20) (14)
Mandatory s [l'19.2 |42.3 | 26.9 | 11.6
¢opnditional  cum¥y 19.2 | 61.5 88.4 | 100.0
‘Release (n) (5) | (11) (7) (3) .
Total s || 24.4 |37.5 | .22.5 |.15.6
‘ cumg || 24.4 | 61.9 84.4 | 100.0 .
(n) (39) | (60) (36) (25) °

ﬁType of Release by Type of Return

Table VIII presents the percentages for the type of
release by type of return. Over half (51.5%) of all Darolees
returned were charged with technlcal v1olatlons of thelr parole.

' Overall 36 9 of the rec1d1v1sts were returned for technlcal

v1olat10ns under superv1sed release (parole or MCR). The
'remalnlng 63 1% of the rec1d1v1sts were returned as a result

of the commlsslen of a new offense.

e T A
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TABLE " VIII
Frequehcy And Percentages Of Types
‘ - 0f Readmissions By Type Of Release
- i For Recidivists
s . New ‘Violators | Violators
P | Type of ‘Commit- ,| 01d New
: ' Release ments Sentences Sentences Total.
" - | Ena of % 100.0 g 0.0 % 0.0 g  100.0
‘ - | Sentence n  (33) n (0) n (0) n  (33)
B  Mandatory || % 38.5 % 26.9 % 34.6 % 100.0
G Conditional n. (10) n (07) n (9) n (26)
o - Release
: e t
Parole % 20.8 % 51.5 i & 27.7 % 100.0
n (21) n (52) 1 n (28) n  (101)
. 1 . T ey Pucry Seymprent it TS g =
- Totals | 8 40.0 | % 36.9 L5 o23.1 5 100.0
‘ . ' on o (64) | n (5% 4 m (37) n (160)
. 0ld Offense and New Offonse
Tables IXa, b, present the relationship between the
original offense and the new offense. One might expect that
i - there could be éonsistency in criminal behavior. That is, .
offenders would,fqllow patterns of bebhavior,
'*“~‘“ ‘ Comparing the totals column, observe that crimes against

persons constituted 16.8% of the old offenses and 27.7% of the

pew:¢ffenses. Percéntages for proéefty crimes declined from
w" ; ' ’ 72.2% for old offenses to Si.S% for new offenses. Amoné,
” recidivists,who were’originally,iﬁcarcgrated for propertyk

crimes, 23.3% were committed for a new offense involving a

]

crime against a person.
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TABLE JXa - | o
Frequency And Percentage For Type Of :
01d Offense By Type Of New Offense
For Recidivists*
New ‘ , . - 0ld offense ' ‘ , | : | R
' Offense Persons Property | Sexual Narcotic Other Total Egg‘f
o _ (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) '
- Persons 47.1% 23.3%~ 0% 30.0% 0% 3 27.7% EE
7 (8) {17) (0) (3) (0) © o (28) : ’

Property 17.6% 63.0% 0% | 30.0% os | s1.5% | §§ ‘
» (3) (46) . (0) - (3) - (0) o (52) | SRR
Sexual 5.93 © 4.1% | 100% 10,08 | o0z | 5.9% ' Eg
| (1) (3) (1y - (1y | 0y (6) 5 A
Narcotic G 0% 5.5% | % ~10.0% 0% .  5.0% : !ggg
4 (0) 4) | <0 R 5 R () B A ) M
other | 29.4% |  4.1% 0% 20.08 | 0% 9.95 | . uwE
(5) 3y 4 oy (2) +(0) - (10) ‘ Egé

Total | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%| 100.0% |00.0% | 100.0%

' (r7y - (732) ;L . (10). (0) 1 o(1o1)

*Excludes persons returned to custody for technical violations.

Table IXb presents the frequency distribution of the
original offénse and the new offense as compared to the
,;original‘cohdrt.vkThevdifference between the types of crimes

" on first offense and second offense was clearly indicated. G

% ) N
b} . .
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. i TABLE IXb
B ' Frequency And Percent By Type Offense
g For Cohort And 014 And New Offense
3 For Recidivists
b Type w' ' Recidivists* ,
A offense’ Cohort |0ld Offense | New Offense
bag | Persons % 24.1 % 16.8 % 27.7
T n (226) | n (17) n (28)
SR Property 5 49,4 g 72.2 $ 51.5
7 n (463) n {73) n (52)
L | sexual 5 2.3 | %8 .9 g 5.9
= ‘ n (22) (1) (6)
Narcotic % 18.1 $ 9.9 3 5.0
: n (170) (10) : (5)
Other g 6.1 g 0 g 9.9
| | ‘n (57) (0) n (10)
Total %100.0 2100.0 . %100.0
‘ n. (938) § n(l0l) {101)
*Excludes persons returned to custody for technical
N v1olatlons. ~
. Section ITI. Rate Analysis
A major objective of this study was to develop rates
Sl v@“ for recidivism for various sub-populations. This section
analees the récidivist rates for selected variables.
i P
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Race and Sex by Type of

20.

Original Offcnse

Table X presents recidivism rates for various racial

and sexual categcries by tvpes of original offense. Females
hed a much lower rate of return then males (8.6 vs. 17.8).

Black males had a higher rate of return than white males

(21.3 vs. 14.6).

TABLE X

Recidivist Rates Per 100 Releases

For Race And Sex Ry Original Offense

o >mm;;h'Pan and €ex“v:;*__~ﬁ_mj
Original || White | White Black | Black |
Offense || Male | Fermale g Male o FeﬂaTe || Total |
Persons 11.1 0 % 14.7 ' 5.0 f 12.4
Property | 26.] 21.4 7 26.4 ' 25.0 | 23.1
| Sex 8.3 | 0 | 30.0 i 18.2
UV 3 E SO ..;,. e e P .,._;;..._,,. wmeimg M‘"""i""“';‘—“-v-—n-»m.., .
Narcoticss 7.2 0 , 20,0 i 0 9.4
o SR SRR RN .
Other Ho10.8 ! 0 3 5,9 : 0 i 8.8
{ Total I 14.6 | 9.1 ; 21 3 § g.1 i 17.1

‘Type of Institution of Relecase by Tvpe of Release

Table XI presents rate of return per 100 reTeaSes for

re01d1v1sts released by varlous methods .as the type of in-

stitution release.

17.1 recidivists per 100 releases.
every 100 inmates‘released, approximately‘l7 were expected to
o : L

return as rec1d1v1qts within. a two year perlod

rec1d1v1sm (15. 5) than did thoce rcleasos from major LnStltU“

tlons (17 8 per lOO)‘ ,Mandatory condltlonal release had the o

S
: j

!
9 .

g

'In other wordss

from Community Correctlona1 Ccnters had a lower rate of

Rel“asees

It was noted that the overall rate was

i

for -

¥
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B “
highest raqp of recidivism of all types of release (24.3

i
Pl

. per 100).
Table XI presents rate of return per 100 releases

 for type of institution by type of release.
TABLE XTI

Recidivist Rates Per 100 Releases
According To Type Of Institution At Release
By Type Of Release

.|Type of —_Type Of Release _
Institution Mandatory Expiration »
At Release Parole Conditional Release Of Sentence Total
Major 17.2 28.0 14.5 | 17.8
Institutions ‘ g

[rRoad I 14.9 14.3 18.7 It 15.7
|Prisons | ’ |
Community 15.7 14.3 15.6 15.5
Correctional :

Centers

Other 15.4 25. o | 16.7
Total 16.6 © 24.3 B 14.9 [ 17.1

s

*,b«return,raﬁe;than did crimes against property. Therefore, it might

V. DISCUSSION

Race and Sex

| Previous studies indicated that réce was highly associated
with type of offense. One analysis indicated that twice as many
blacks as whites were committed for crimes against personé. »in

~ this study, it was found that crimes againStvpersons had a lower | o

bé’exbected that blacks would have a lower return rate than any

e
g
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other race. This assumption was not supported by the data.

Black males in fact had the highest return rate of all race/sex

categories.

Type of Offense

As expected, crimes against property show the highest rate

of return.

Location of Release

It was expected that persons released through some pre-re-

- lease programs such as Community Correctional Centers would have

a lower return rate. This is the case. CCC's in fact had a

orce
P

slightly lower recidivism rate than did major institutions.

e

Typevof Release

It was found that persons released under supervision

e

(parole, or MCR) had higher rates of return than did persons

released through expiration of sentence. Again, this finding

is in conflict with the popuiar opinion that the hard-core
incorrigibles are released by expiration of sentence and are

.most likely to recidivate. These findings might be explained

by the fact that persons under supervision are often returned

for technical violations of the rules of supervision whereas

23

I
inmates released by éXpiration‘of sentence are not subject to :
these‘technical ruies. Alsc‘itiﬁhOﬁld be néted that persons ;"k '§§§f
wifh short sentencesgare seldom paroled becéusé‘ofktheztime‘that@ “<y3& 7
it takes for a parolé hearing tg befset gp and for parcle plans‘ ‘

‘to be developed.

o



i \ajor Offenses’ o . ’ I
It is interesting to note that for both the cohort and
the recidivist groups, the two most common of fiznses were for -

.preaking and entering and armed robbery. ' L

+

Association of Type of Release with Type of Original Offense

There seemed to be no unexpec ted relationship bet tween the
type of release and the type of original offense. Mos% of the
persone'oxiggnally convicted of crimes against persons were re-
leased by parole. This was quiée‘logical‘and’éﬁpected, since

Vcrimes"aéainst'perSOnsvusually Cafiy idnger sentences and c¢onse-

~quentl§&release is most likely to be effected by parole.

B

- Association Between (Qffense and Time to Return

-

There appeared to be_little‘gssociation between type of

¢O£fense and length of time between release and return. Approx-

Eﬂatelyyihe same time out was spent{by ail types of' offenders.

)

e -
b . - F
T

L Association by Type of Release with Type of Refurn

As was indicated earlier, a large percentage of persons
,*on conditional release (parole and MCR) were returned to the
Divisioﬂ*fbr technical violations.

’-Asq001atlon of Orlglnal Offense with Second Offense

erhaps one-of the most 51gn3flcant flndlngs was- that there

) 3

; ot
.. second offense. As not cd prev1ously, however, there was a

;sjlght trend for perqons who commJtted property crimes as an.

W

orlglnal offense to be recommltted for chmes‘

alnst persons on

hé‘second ofﬁenseu

" was noﬁapparent correla+1on between the Qr;glnal'offense:and‘theju

)
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$h%s study reflects a slight dlfference‘between‘the rares‘
of return for persons‘released from major institutions and -
those released from Communitv Correctional Cengers. Notlng
this sllght dlfference, it would be mlsleadlng to assume that
there is no difference in program efﬁect1Veness. There may be
many forcges influeocingireSults which may obscore the true

picture. For example, it must be assumed that the Parole

i

B wEE evet e e

e

Commission selects the best candidates for successful rehabil-
. ' . ' ' ' : : e [
itation while the inmates are resident in a major institution.

" Those paSSed over by the Parole CommissionLas prime candidatesr ;’,l
for parole dlrectly from{a major insti tutlon may‘elther be
placed on pre—parole work release in a Communlay Correctlonal

ey

Center, may quallfy for regular work release placement in a

:

o

: Communlty Correctlonal oenter if they are w1th1n twelve months;
R

fof the end of their sentence, may be released upon explratlon_:

of thelr sentence, or may be released under Manuatory Condltlonal

of

Release.j Thus, the selectlon process 1mpr1es a hlerarchy 1n'fﬁ

terms of rlsk~—from lowest to hlgheSL, with Mandatory Condltlonal
_Release constltutlng ‘the nlghest risk group.;l

Comparlng rele:ses from major 1nst1Lutlons w1th those from

lCommunlty Correctlona] Centers,; - it may be 1nteroreted that the : ol@;'

.

programs of the Communlty Correctlonal Centers are more effectlve,rq»
reflectlng an’ overall lower rc01d1V1sm\rate, although they recelvei
‘less d051rable quhjects as part1c1pants Jn\the program.' Moreover,

“  participants in the Community c«vrrectmnal, Center program included .

G

Y BRI / S ‘ v ' SR X
R . e G o ; S
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inlthis study cohort received the benefits from the program
while it was in an early phase of its development. Although

the program is a dynamic one, evolving and being molded to

meet ever chanﬁing‘needs, it might be expected that subsequent

program refinements will be even more saiutary. Clearly, further

study is needed to determnne if the ‘work relsase program does

‘contribute significantly to a reduction in recidivisn.

[

VI, SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The‘data from this study indicates emphatically that

there is a much 1ower recidivism rate in Florida than is

‘7generally cited in the press——based on recxd1v1sm belng defined

as a return to cdorrectional custody within a twenty-four month
period. Although definitions may»éa:y, the data itself re- ”
veals that recidivism defined as reincarceration contributes‘
negligibly to the overcrowding currently confronting cp;rections
in Florida.‘k ’ |

Assuming that type of release from type of institution

~reflects specific selection criterie,4the study indicates that

decisions by the Parole Commifsion are“nb more effective——as a

whole-—than the crlterla Whlch results in a man belng releasedf

by‘expiratlon of,sentence. This obcervatlon holds true except

for expirees from Road Prisons.

The data 1ndlcates that special attenelon needs to be

'°”,focused on 1nd1v1duals who are released from Major InStltUtlens

by Mandatory Gond;glonal Release. Clearly,kthls cohort of re- .

adt’

' leasees constitutes the highest risk group. TFor persons in this
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risk group, program managers may profitably~oonsider provid-
*ing additional orientation in a pre-release program or assure o

' more exteusive supervision following release.

VIiI. SUG‘GESTIONS FOR FURTHER ' RESEARCH
" As noted at the beglnnlng of thls report, the study is

a very llmit?d 1nqu1ry into one aspect of- $QCllelSm.”’seVerai”f'ﬂ“%i**

llnes of lnqulry have been suggested which may~serve as the

basis for further study or analysis.

[+ T "

1. One suggestion for further study is to broaden the , - . .

definition of recidivism to include arrests and convictions R fg_
. \/ Sl e ¥ o
as well as recommitments. Although the records are at present ‘

‘ quite incomplete with regard to disp051tlon of sentence, a study

. 4

offpost-release performance 1n Florlda mlgh% be - pursued us1ng
records from the Florida Crime Informatlon Eenter and the Florlda
Parole and Probatlon‘Comm1551on. |

2. Should resources permlt, the study mlght be extended
\to ‘include 1nformatlon about relnvolvement in the Crlmlnal
Justice System for persons arrested out51de of Florlda. o el

3. Addltlonal analy51s of ex1st1ng data may be undertaken,‘
as tlme and staff ‘resources permlt, to pick up 00551ble inter~ |

. action effects. o 3 | [ L - “k"k s
- 4. Attentlon needs to be dlrected speclfltally to a

stud§‘ofkthe-effectlvenessvof thetworx~rerease programHln re{df(

ducing recidivism.

e & Sy

xvé! o
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5. Trend data may be derived by replicating the
present study using a different cohort from a comparable
time period.

The allocation of limited resources for further study
awaits a determination by program managers  and policy{makérs
conicerning that liﬁe of inquiry which can best support the

decision making process which impacts upen the total Criminal

Justice System.
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