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STATE OF FLORIDA 
DEPARTMENT OF OFFENDER REHABILITATION 

':A STUpy OF RECIDIVISM FOR 
INMATES. RELEASE,D FROt-1 CUSTODY 

DURING OCTOBER THROUGH DEcm·1BER, 1972 

Summary 

Data were analyzed for all inmates released from the 
;;::::::=---==::-::-,:,:::-.=:::::::=::'::;::;;':'-';::'-::::;:::;;:;-.;.;,:::'. ~", ': 

custody of the Florida Division of Corrections during'the 

Ii 
if 

fourth quarter. of 1972 to determine how many had,,"recidiviated" 
--"':.--=. , , 

during the ensuing twenty-four month period. Recidivi.sm was 

defined as recommitment to the Division of corrections!). within 
.~ 

twenty-four months following release by expiration of sentence, <, Ii 

parole or mandatory conditional release. Of the '938 persons~i'F''''' 
:::::::: 

I~ 

released during the study period, 160 (17.'07%) were returned 
") 

to the custody of the Florida Division of Correc~~ons within 

the twenty-four month period. '.? 

. Data are not presently obtainable in a routine manner con-
. ..-:? 

cerning release.es who are arrested and subsequently recommitted 

on a felony charge to correctional institti'Eions outsl.de of 
II I, 

Florida. Moreover I" pe!:,sons :with outstanc;1$.n.9 w.a.rrant$ for their 

arrest under. conditional release terms, bydef:i.ni'tion 

classified.as recidivists, although subsequent legal 

"result inrecommit!!l~n t. 

Findings of interest from the study inc;tude the following: 

1. !)Males . haP. a higherG'recidivist rate per 100 relea'~~s 

than females (17.8 vs.8.6J. 
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ii. \) 

2. Black males had a higher return rate per 100 

releases than white males (21.3 vs. 14.6). 

3. Persons originally charged with property crimes 

had a: higher return rate per 100 releases than persons 

charged with person crimes (23. 1 vs;:_ 12.4). 

4. Persons released by mandatory conditional release 

had the highest rate of ,return per 100 releases (24.3). 

The return rate was 16.6 per 100 releases for parolees 

~ and 14. 9 for persons released by expiration of sentence. 

, 5. There,\was very little difference in return rates per 

100 releases for persons released from vaxious types of in-
• ::1. 

stl.tutl.ons. 

6. .~ Recidivists had ~e,%n released on the average of 11.7 

months prior to being re,turned to the custody of the Division 

of Corrections. 

7. More than half (61.9%) of all recidivists ,were recommitted 
i', . , 

to the custody of the Division of CorrectionS . ."Ylithin a year;. 
\,\ 

8. The average time between release and recommitment was 

10 .. 8 months for parolees, 12.4 months for mandatory conditional 
-

releasees, and 13.9 mqnths for persons released by expiration 

ofs.entence • 

. ,. Of all recidivists, 36.9% were returned for technical 
,~ 

violations of conditional rel.ease agreement (parole and mandatory 
;'1 

oonditional r~lease). 
l:? * 

10. Comparing offense at recommitment with of!ense at 

original,·cornmitme,mt, there was a pattern of persons released 

after commitment for a property offense to be recommitteo, for 

6:~an offense against.a person. 
, 
'f 
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iii. 

11. The recidivism rate for Florida--as defined in this 

study--is much less than recidivism rates popularly reported in 

the ne\OlS media. 

12. The selection criteria used by the Paro-!-s Commission-­

overall--are no more effective than the criteria wh'ich results in 

a person being released by expiration of sentence. 

l~. Special attention needs to be focused on individuals re­

leased from maj()r institutions by Mandatory Condr:~ional Relea~e--

since thi's cohort of releases 

1/ 

o 

consfiEi tutes the 'highest risk group. 
\ . G 
~ -

14. Additional analysis 

action effects of signiriQant 

and stt1\dy is needed to pinpoint inter-
10 

variabl~s, to extend the scope of the 
'\\ 
I) 

",' inquiry by enlarging the' definition of recidivism, apd to determine 

.• 

. , 

which aspects of work release--possibly the provision of greater 

fina.ncial resources--contribute to a reduction in recidivism. 
<) 

p:r.epared by: 

Research and Statistics Section 
Bureau of Planning, Research and 

Staff Development 
f( Augus't 3(n l 1975 '\~, 
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,j 

Note: 'rhe rssponsib'ij.lities and authority of the Florida Division of 0 

cort'~c'l\~'ons"",)..were tl;'.ansf'er.red from the Departmex:t of Heal thand ." 
Rehab~l~tat~~\l~ serv:~s:es?~t.p .. ~!1e !lewly crea"t::d Department of Offender 
RE:l,hab~l~tat~G\n _pr;z:::::{July J~·i.97 5.. , 
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A STUDY OF RECIDliVIS~1 FQR 
INMATES REJ...IEASED 'PROM CUSTODY 

DURING OCTOBER THROUGH DECm"1BER, 1972 

I. PURPOSE 

This is i descriptive study of inmates rel~ased trom 

the custody of the Florida Division of Corrections during 

October thro~gh. December C?f 197210 
who subsequently' were re-

,," 

'V comntitted to the Division within a twenty-four month period. 

This stud,.y generates an overall recidivist or return rate for 
" 

the cohort (the group of persons studied) and analyzes select-

ed variables in terms of the relevan.t recidivist rate. 

This study of recidivism also serves as a pilot project 

to test ,computer programs, pr:ocedures, and methodology. 

II. BACKGROUND 

Previous analyses of persons co~Jitted to the Florida 

'Division of Corr~ctions have focused upon the ratios or per­

centages of inmates with prior felony commitments-~both in 

relation to theE-lorida Division of Correctic;ms and to other 

state or federal correctional institutions. This data, while 

suggestive, and. perhaps indicative of trends, does not produ,ce 
.:~ 

a "statistic which conforms to conventional ori teria for CtejEin-
<-:;-'! 

ing recidivism. 

.. There is no universal practice concerning t'he use of a 

reciq,ivism statistic in corrections, and even a greater variety 

1. 
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2. 

of opinion concerning how recidivism should be defined. 

It is frequently stated that at least'two-thirds of th-,~ 

inmates released from prison are later recommitted, implying 
• 

~ recidivism rate of 66.7%. This alleged recidivism ra,te in 

all probability is based upon a statistic derived from thee 
,. 

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

(~). 'rhe UCR data cited rearrests as the criterion variable', 

and were based only upon cases of inmates initially incarcerated 

for federal charges. Further, the UCR analysis did not dis­

tinguish adequately between those who were arrested and re­

leased without conviction and those who were subsequently con-

vic ted and recommitted. 

II 

m' . . ' 
. ,1 

mr 
~& 

In his book, The Effectiveness of a Prison and Parole 
MJ." :.' JIL 

~-~-=~:==~~-~ 

System (1964) I Dr" Daniel Glaser challenged the theory that 
\'\ 

two-thirds of the released offenders eventually return to prison. 

He identified a common error introduced by obtaining rates,from 

dissimilar cohorts. For example, a study of a cohortincarcer-. 
ated at one point in time will have a higher percentage of re-

peaters than will a c~hort of admissions for another given time 

period. This phenomenon is. caused by the accumulation in prison 

of second and third time repeaters who generally re,ceive longer 

sentences than first offendeJ;;'s. 'l'he'" error in" the two-thirds 

rec'idiv'ist theory is comp~unded,' Glaser contends, if recidivist 
(! 

rates are calcu~ated for spec:Lfic institutions which house a 

higher percentage" of repeaters. For inst@.noe, in California at. 

one time, 14% of Folsom's inmates were repeaters compartJ:\to 82%' 
~~[. 

of the Deuel population", 
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In support of his cont.ention, Glaser cites numerous 

studies which challenge the two-thirds recidivism statistics. 

The National Prisoner Statistics report issued in 1963 indi-
',. 

cated that 51.2% of the 149,617 inmates in state prisons as 

of December 31, 1960 had no prior criminal record. This 1n-

dicated 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 

recidivist 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 

J 
developed by Dt'. Vernon Fox in Introduction to Corrections 

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

a member of the correctional caseload, had been relea$ed , and 

had subseq'uently be.en readmitted to that caseload (p. 38). 

In January, 1973, the National Advisory Commission on 

Criminal Justice St~ndards and Goals published a definition of 

recidivism which was presented as a proposed standard for use 

in corrections. 

c 

Recidivism is m~asured by (1) criminal acts that resulted in 
conviction by a court, when committed by individuals who are 
under correctional supervision or who have been rele~sed from 
correctional supervision within the previous three years, and 
by (2) technical violations of probation or parole in which a 
sentepcing or paroling authority took action that resulted in 
an ad~ers~"phange in the oFfender's legal status. 

. . '. . 
, 

Recidivism is recognized universally as a useful criterion for 
correctional measurement, but there has been considerable vaJ;'­
iatJon in the \.,ay recidivism has been measured. A standard de.­
finitiCll:l clearly is needed. Three main factors should be con­
sicl'ered in deveJ .. oping recidivism statistics~ the nature of 
events to be .includ~d, the categorization of the behavior and 
degrees of seriousn~ss to be .:i.nGluded, and the d.uration of the 
follow-up period. 

. , 
I , 

I 
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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-; 

ve10ping a definition of recidivism which would be app~rcable 

in each state, the members of the OBSCIS cofr~ittee found it 

necessary to make a general statement of when recidivism occurs: 

J,: 

Recidivism occurs w.ith the renewal of offender status or ~ 
non-successful termination of either parole or m'aI)patory 
release. supervision within a specified time after"-discharge, 
pardon, conditional pardon, sentence corrunutation, or any of " 
the other releases from institutional custody. 

I; 

To further clarify ehis statement the 
D -

OBSCIS co~ittee 

o 

Ill' 
• J P 

II 

p~ 
,~ 

(1) Renewal of~ offender status will occur on arrest;; and con- //~I:';' 
a'dded three more definitions or conditions: 

viction for a crime, death during corrunission of crime; or re'" ./ . " 
corruni t~ent to a correctional institution. .,:?~ I 
(2) .A non-successful termination of parole or mandat?FY release ' , 
supervision .ilIlplies that a n~w of~ense is involved. ,llhe word 
"non-successful" rules out s~tuat~ons where, for eXa.o/ple, an 
offender might be recommitted. toa correctio!!g-L~~nority for 
surgery or medical treatment. 

(3) A specified, time period a~:t~ ,Ciischarge or other release from 
institutions simply means thatth6t",e is a time period following 
which offenders are considered to be rehabilitated. A offender 

'I 

who is not recommitted for twenty-fqpr months is considered to be 
rehabilitated for statutory purposes. 

::; 

For the purpose of this present study in Florida, a 
\) " 

recidivist is defined as one who (1) has been incarcerated in·" 

the Divis'ion of Corrections, (2) has been released by par()le, 
Ii 

mandatory conditi8na1,\ release, or 'expiration of sentehce,""and' 

(3) , has subsequently. been returned to the" custody of the 0 

Florida Division of Corrections within'two years of his release@! 

*OBSC!S (Offender, Based" State Correction'al Infp:bnation System). 
A copy of the OBscrs model may be obtained from Search Group~ Inc. 

'-~ G n .. 
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III. METHODOLOGY 

Limitations 

THe a,palysis of all variables which impact upon devianc"y 
\ . .';':~'.:~ 

and reinvolvement in the criminal justice system subsequent to 

release,· while highly desirable, is not possible at present due 

to shortage of staff and the limitations q:E a developing comput­

er technology in Florida.* Tpe cohort for this study was select­

ed and the study is circumscribed by the following limitations: 

(1) Only those items of information were analyzed which 

were routinely pr;,ocessed by the staff of the Florida Division 

of Correction. I.e., the study ~elected only those persons 

formally committed on a,fel?ny charge to incarceration under 

,the custody o£ the Florida Division of Corrections. 

(2) It studied an intact population of persons who were 

released from the Florida Division of Corrections by expiration 

of sentence, parole or mandatory conditional release. 

(3) It wa~ limited to a two-year follow-up period, 

primarily to expedite feed-back of .informationto policy makers 

and management. 

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

*If an"ideal information system existed, such as those described 
in the CDS. (Comprehensive' Data System) and OBTS/CCH (Offender Based 
Transaction Statistics/Computeri~ed Criminal History) programs, it would· 

',2\e possible to analyze post release performance of inmates in terms of 
number of arrests, types of offenses, intervals of time between release 
and sqbseque'n't rearrests, disposition of each charge, and commitment in­
formation--regarClless of whether the events occurred in Florida or in 
another jurisdiction. However, since such information was not immediately 
retl;"ievable 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 prqcessed by the Florida Division of Corrections. 
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detailed analysis, but small enough to be, manually process'ed if 

computer technolugy WeB not sufficiently developed to pr6=ce-ss 

historical data. 

(5) The cohort included a sufficient number of,persons 

released from Community Correct;i~onal Centers to permit preliminary 

"feedback to management concerning post~release performance for 

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 
t ,{ 

and percentages for inmates with no prior felony commi~m~ntsv 
Ii 

~=-:,~," 

or more prior felony (one year or more) and those witpj(yne 
1\-" 

I" commitments. 

The subject cohort for this study included 938 persons 
Ii 

released by the Florida Diyisi.:m of Corrections byexpir\htion 

of sentence" mandatory conditional release or paro;Le during 

october through December, 1972. 

Data Presentation 

The data is presented in three sections. Section I 

describes the recidivist subpopul~tion and t~e larger study 

cohort from which the recidivist group was drawn.' Findings 

are reported in terms of frequency dis.,tz;.*bution fors,elect,ed 

variables. Section II p:cesents a i more detailed analysis of 

the subpopulation of recidivists. . Findings, are presented in , ' 

crosstabularform. Section, III focuses on v~riables,,,and rates 

of return. 
/) 
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IV. FINDINGS 

Section 1: Description Of Cohort And Recidivists 

fi Race/Sex 
tJ 

The percentage distribution o~ race and sex for the 

study cohort and the lesser included group of recidivists 

is presented in Table I. Males constituted 92.4% of the 

cohort group and 96.4% of the recidivists . 

TABJ,JE I 

Frequency And Percentage Of Cohort And 
Recidivists By Race And Sex 

Race/Sex Cohort Recidivists 

White % 49.0 41.9 
Male n(460) ( 67) , 

White ~ a 3.5 1.9 
Female n (33 ) . (3) 

Black % 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' o~ the 

-=--=-~,.;:::::::::-'"~;';"-'. 

,.. ~- . --
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recidivists (43.8%). 

Type of Offense 

Table II presents the percentage distribution of the 

cohort and recidivists accord'ing to the type of offense 

for which they wer~ originai1y committed. Analysis in-

dicates that persons commi.tted for offenses <lgainst persons 

consti tuted a smalle.r percentage of the recidivists than the .. 

cohort (cohort: 24.1%, recidivist: 17.5%), whereas persons 

committed for prQperty crimes constituted a larger percentage 

of recidivists than the cohort (cohort: 49.4%, recidivists: 

66.9%). 

TABLE II 

Frequency and Percent of 
Co"hort and Recidivi~;ts 

By Type Of Original Offense. 

Type of 
Offense Cohort Recidivists 

Person % 24.1 17.5 
n( 22 6) (28) 

Property % 49.5 66.9 
n(463) (107) 

Narcotics % 2.3 2.5 
n (22) (4) 

Sexual % 18.1 10 .• 0 
n(170) ( 16) 

Other % 6.1 3.1 
n (57) (5) 

r;) 

Total %100.0 100.0 
n(91B)' I (160) 

- I 
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The propor{ion for narcotic qrlmes does not vary 
" ¢ 

noticeably. However, persons convicted of sexual and 

qther crime offenses constituted a larger percent of the 

coport than of thEt r.ecidivist group (cohort: sexual, 18.1%; 

other, 6.1% recidivist: sexual y 10.0%; other, 3.1%). 

Type of Release 

Table III presents data concerning type of release for 

the totai cohort and the recidivist sub-group. The majority 

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

recidivist: 63.1%). However, conditional releases. (parole 

and mandatory conditional release) constituted a higher 

proportion of recidivists than did end-of-sentence relea$'8's. 

'J 

o 

" 

TABLE III 

Frequency And Percent Of 
Cohort And Recidivists. 

By Type Of Release 

T:'i'pe Of " 

Releas.e o Cohort Recidivi.sts. 
I' . 

( ""L " 
, 

\'~ J \Jt, ( 

1>" 6'5 o~! 'parole 63.1 ·"Y l:, 

n (6,1'0) (101) . 
" /7;;-;;:::'/ 

" 

Mandatory " % 11.4 16.2 
Conditional n (107) ( 26) 
Release ., 

,. 

Expiration ,% 23. 'oc'c : ',_.'" J, ''\)\(f'~~-~~\ti' ... '6',: \ I: ,:_(\\1) 

':0'£ sentence n (221) (33 ) 

Total % 100.0 100.Q 
'.' n (938) (160) 

" 
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Type of Institution at Release 

Table IV·presents a frequency distribution for the 

cohort and recidivist sub-group according to institutions 

from which the offenders were origipally relea,sed. Types 6f 

,institutions were proportionat,ely represented in both the 

co4ort and recidivist group. 

TABLE IV 

Frequency And Percent Of 
Cohort And Recidivists 
By Type Of Institution 

, At Release 

, 
Type (/ 

Insti tution 'i Cohort Recidivists 

Major % 65.9 68.8 J Institution n (618) (110) r - -
Road Prisons % 7.5 6.9 

n (70) (11) 
n 
'I I, 

conunu6:ity % 24.7 22.5 
Corre'tioha.l n (232) (36 ) 
Centers 

0 . -
.,Others % 1.9 " 1.9 ',' 

n (18) (3) 
"', .' " 

Total I % 100.0 100.0 
I n (938) (160) 

Majol,; Offehsesc 
y;C' 

'" -

(! 

I) Tables Va-=' and Vb analyse the dai:,oa in terms of £ i ve most" 

frequently reported original offenses for potb the ~bllort ~nd re- ' 

oidi vist sUb-po,p,plation. In both groups, B&l!: ,and armed robbe~y " 
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" were,_~t:Qe~ two most frequent offenses~-,=~c,G~~tI1Sl __ :l-~_~J1y---"ll-~.p---c--. 

appeared in. both the cohort Clnq r!8cidivist rankings. Next, 

in order of frequency among "recidivistst auto theft and 

forgery were reported more' frequently; among the cohq!,rt 
, '. '~; . \.' 

• 
members, possession of narcotics and aggravated assault 

were more frequent. 

TABLE V 

Fr~quency And Percent For Coho~t And 
Recidivist By Five Major Original Offenses 

--V-a. Cohort V--b. Recidivists 

Major 
,= 

Major 
Offenses Offens~s -- . 

Breakihg. & % 22.6 Breaking & %34.4 
Entering 1l(212} Entering n(SS' 

" 

l'..rme<i Robbery % 10.7 Armed Robbery %11.2 
n(lOO) 

" 

~-.;:;;.~ n (18) 

Possession of % 8.1 Auto Theft % 8.8' 
Narcotics n (76) n (14) 

" 

Grand Larceny % 6.7 Forgery % 8.1 
. n (63) n(13} 

Aggravated % 6.3 Grand % 6.9 
Ass&:ult n (59) Larceny ~ n(ll} 

~\ion 2: Analysis of Recidivist Sub-Population 

,) !,ercentages of Types of. Release By Types of Original (''Dffense 

Tables VIa and Vlb present thE?~~:)percentages fOr the type 

of relense "by types of" original offense for the recidivist, 

su~-population. Th~ percentages for types of· release accord­

ing to.types of original o£ferises are presented in Table VIa. 0 

o 
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TABLE VIa 

o 
Percentage Of Type Of Release 

By Type Of OriginaJ Offense " 
For Recidivists 

I Persons 

Type Of Original Offense " 

Type of Proper- I Nar-
Releas.e ty Sexual I cotic Other Total 

---!--- .---f---

Expi- 3.6% 28.0% 0.0% 12.5% i 0.0% 20.0% 
ration I 

I 

of Sent. ~: " ~ 
I i " 

Parole 85.7% 54.2% 100.0% 75.0% . 60.0% 63.1% I i 
I I 

Manda- 10.7% 17.8% 0.0% 12.5% ! 40.0% 16.2% 
I I tory 

Condi~ , 
tional 
Release 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

For a large majo'l;"ity recidivists guilty of crimes 

'.:. against persons, (85.7%) were paroled. Among the 

recidivists guilty of crimes against propert~ approximately 

half (54. 2%) t-lere paroled. 

Table Vlb presents percentages for'th~ type of original 
'<\ 

\\ 

off~tse according t6the type of release. N\yarly all the 
,. 

recidivists who expired their sentences (90.0%) were committed 

to prison for property crimes. Also, the majority of the 

~l 

I:l 

, " ,,~-~~~~,==- l 
recidivists ~ho were r'ie1eased ,on mandatory conditional release d 

. b 

. ' 

(73.1%) were recommi.,tted to prison for c:i:-imes acf~inst property. 

Of those recidivists committed to the Division of~Corrections 

for crimes against persons, very few were released by expi-
i' • ' • 

ra.tion of sentence or mandat.orY conditiona~ release (expir-' 

ation: 3. O~; i~RC: LI..5%). 
o 

o 

o 

J 
J~' 

t 

" .~·c ':1 
.~, ",: . I 

,'~I 



: 

. 
Type of 
Original 
Offens,e 

Persons 

Property 

Sexual 

'Nar(.:otic 
0 Other 

Total 

> 0 

13 • 

. TABLE VIb 

Percentage Of Type Of Original 
Offense By Type Of Release 

For Recidivists 

Type Of Release 

Handatory 
Expiration Conditional 

! 

Of Sentence Parole Release 

3.0% 23.8% 11.5% 

90.9% 57.4% 73.1% 

O~O% 4.0% 0.0% 

6.1%' 11.9% 7.7% 

0.0% 3.0'?§ 7.7%. 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Time From Release To Recommitment 

Total 
Release 

, 
17.5% 

66.9% 

2.5% 

10.0% 

3.1% 
. 

100.0% 

h . f 1 - II 't t ( t' T e average t~me rom re ease'''t:o recomm~ men or ~me 

out) for the recidivist sub-population is presented in Tables 

VlIa,b,c,d. Less time is required to return supervised re-

leases (parolees and MeR) than is needed to return offenders 

who are not under a supervised type 6f\release. The difference 

in the· ease of return to custody of some offenders may account 
"'. -, 

f9~ some of the variation .. observed in 'l'ab!es. VI.~~LQ., and c. 
¥ =-

Table VIla presents,) data concerning the average time out 

controlling for the type of origil1al offense. There is little 

difference in time out between ~arious types of offenses-. 

Most recidivists were free on the average of one year before 

recommitment. 
I) 
' .. ' 

• 
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TABT .. E VIIa 

F~equency And Average Time Out FOr 
Recidivists By Type Of Or.iginal Offense 

Original 
Offense n Average 

G -
Time-Out 

Persons 28 1.040 years 

Property 107 1.010 years 

Sexual 4 1. 051 years 

Narcotic 16 0694 years 

Other 5 .746 years 

Total ,160 .976 years 

The type of offense for \vhich recidivists ,.,ere recommitted 

is analyzed in Table VlIb \'lith reference. to the average time 

out. Again, little difference was aPparent in the time Between 

release and recommitment for mos,t types of new offenses. The 

average time out for allrecidivis'ts was 1.00 years .• 
'( . 

~ " 

TAJ;3Li1 VIlb 

Frequency And Average Time Out for 
Recid! vist.s By Type Of Ne\-l OffenQe* 

J.\New,~ Violators 
].\lew With New 

\IOffense Com.rni tments 
" 
Commitments \( , 

n avg. n avg", 
" Persons 19 1.22 9 .71 

Property 34 1.15 ·18 :57 
" 

'1',,< I 

Sexual 3, 1.18 " 3 1.46 

Narcotics 4 1.02 
(\ 

1 .48 

.other 4 1.02 0-:' 6 .,9~ 
., 

" . 

Total 

n avg. 
28 1.06 

52 .9,S 

6 1.32 

5 .91 
.. ' 

10 .96 

Total 64 1~160 37 . .73 101 1.00 
-

II 
II 
i' 
.' 
Jo 

I" 



,~~::;iii'~·_Il1.Ii~""fI"":-"'-""--~;""""--:"-"""----~---::-')---""--'-~--~-~-.=,-",-,,-~--­

• 
I 

I , 
:J 
l" 
;5. - " '"",, 

O~ 

rI ! " 

'" r~~~ :. 
"I ~: ;~ 

,; 

I' 
" 

f 

t 
I~: .. 

,~ 

.... ; 
:...c 
I 

'I . , 
; 

,j 

I 
,::-'T 

l.· -
,. 

'" ~I, 

o 

15. 

Table Vllc presents the average time from release to 

recol'I\ITl5itment broken down by type of origin~l offense. Again, 

there appears to be li-etle significant difference between the 

various types of re1~ases. Recidivists released under 
() 
supervision returned in less time than did those inmates who 

were released by expiration. 

TABLE Vllc 

Frequency And Average Time Out 
For Recidivists By Type Of Release 

Type of 
Release 

Total 

n 
, 

101 I 
I 

26 I 
t 

33 I 
160 

Average Time-Out 

.901 years 

1.034 years 

1.161 years 

.976 years 

[lab3,.c VIld in a'cross tabular :::"cp!:'escntation of the 

preceeding three tabl-es. Table VITd presents .percentages, 

cumulative percentages, and the number of recidivists for each 

t±me period. As noted before, the supervised "t;-ypes of re­

'leases (paroles, ,and mandatory conditional release) tended to 

b~:I:r:ecommi tted sooner than did-t:-hose inmates released by ex­

piration of sentence. There also tended to be a trend for 

returns'to be reduced as time out increases. In other words, 

the longer the inmate was out of custody, the betterEhe 
,~. . 

chance that he would not recidivate. 

() 

[\ ."1 
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TA13LE VIld 

Frequency And Percentages Of Recidivists 
For I'ntervals Of Time Out 

By Types Of Release 

" 

Release 
rr TMr.' r)T1rr 

,0 ·f 
:r ~. .,., I' '. c::= 

~l 0 

),( 

01 
,,:~, I'" 

"0 "I, 
D ,,':( 119-24 0-6 7-12 13-,18 

Hdnths Months !I!ortths 1'1onths 0 

<' 

I - .-.- ,""- ,.-
Expiration £, c 9.1 39~4 27.3 24.2 0 I Of Sentence cum% I 9.1 48.5 75.8 foo.o 

I pa;Ole 

(n) 1 (3 ) (13) (9) (~ ) 
Ii 

% I 3 0.7 35.6 ! 19.8 13.9 
cum % 30.7 '66.3 

I 
86.1 100.0 

(n), (31) (36) ( 20) (14) 

Mandatory % ,19.2 42.3 J 26.9 11.6 
('Dndi tional cum% t9.f L;l. 5 

I 88.4 100.0 
Release (n) (5) (11) f (7) I (3) 0 

% '-r; 4 . 4l 37. 5 
, 

I 
u 

Total .,.22.5 15.6 
., 

cum% I 24.4 61.9 84.4 100.0 
(n) (39) i (60) (36) (25) 

Type 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 parolees 
If 

returned were charged with technical violations of their parole. 
/': -

Overall, 36.9% of t,.he recidivists were returned for techhical 
." 

violations under supervised'release (parole or MCR). The 

remaining 63.1% of the recidivists were returned as 'a result 0 

of tQIfi! commission of a new offense • 

. ' 

,I; '. 

". IJ 
" . ' 

I, 
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'rABLEVIII 

Frequency And Percentages Of TYRes 
.of Readmissions By Type Of Release 

For Rcci¢Uvists 

. New . Violators Violators II 
Type of Commit- >' Old New !I 
Release ments I sentence~. Sentences il Total 

End of I' % J.O~.O -1- % 0.0 C~I ~- 0.0 -f 100.0 

Sentence i n (33) ..J_~ __ (~~. ___ +_ n ___ ~~ n . {33} 

Mandatory ! % 38.5! % 26.9 I % 34.6 ]1 % 100.0 

~~~~!~!ona~L=-~~~_ _ .. :(:7) ___ .L~ __ ~ 9) .l n (2 
6

) 

I J ' I Parole III % 20.~ i % 51.5 j % 27.7 % 100.0 
[I n (2]~n (52) I n (28) ! n (101) 

F:--:::::T·-:::::o==~::::::al==s==.==fIIP:1 -=~ '4~~-~'-'r"~;~ 3~'~'~"" r-'~' ~3:i-'--- JI %. l(10. 0 I 
'--_____ ". L-.~ .. J 64 ~ ... ~ ... _ n ~.~ ~::. ) ... __ .... J ._E: ~_.~_~~_?._) __ n J 1 ~ 0 ) 

Old Offense and New Offnns8 

Tables IXa r b, present the relationship between the 

original offense and the new offense. One might expect that 
,. 

there could be consistency in criminal behavior. That is, 

offenders would follO\'7 patter.ns of behavior. 

Comparing the totals column, observe that crimes against 

persons constituted 16.8% of the old offense:s and 27.7% of the 

new: offenses. Percentages for property crimes declined from 

72.;;% for Qld offenses '1:.0 51.5% for new offenses. Among 

recidivists who were originally incarce.ra.ted for property 

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

~ crime against a person. 



New 
Offense 

Persons 

18~ 

TABLE ):Xa 

Fregue'ncy And Percentage For Type Of 
Old Offense By Type Of New Offense 

For Recidivists* 

Persons 

(nL 

47.1% 
(8) 

Property 

(n) 

23.3% ' 
(17) 

Old Offense 
Sexual 

(n) 

0% 
(0) 

Narcotic 

(n) 

30.0% 
(3) 

Other 

(n) 

0% 
(0 ) 

Total 

27.7% 
(28 ) 

Property 17.6% 
(3) 

63.0% 
( 46) 

0% 
(0) 

30.0% 0% 51.5% 
(3) (0) (52) 

~---------+----------~,~.~,------~--------+--------."~,~--------~----~~ 
Sexual 5.9% 

(1) 
4.1% 
(3) 

100% 
(1) 

10.0% 
(1) 

0% 
(0) 

5.9% 
(6) 

Narcotic G' 0 % 5.5% 
(4) 

0% 
CO) 

10.0% 
(1) 

0% . 
(0) 

5.0% 
(5) 

Other 

(0) 

29.'4%' 
(5) 

4.1% 
(3) 

0% 20.0% 0% 9.9% 
(0) (2) "(0) (10) 

~--------~~--------4-----------I~------~---------~ __ ------~--~"----~ 
Total 100.0% 100.0~ ,,100.0% 100.0% 00.0% 100.0% 

(17) (T3) (1) (10). (0) (101), 

*Excludes persons returned to cust$'dy for technical violations. 

T,able IXb presents the frequency distribution of the 

original offense and the new offense as compared to the 

origin~l cohort. The difference between the types of crimes 

on first offense and second offense was clearly indicated. 

mr 
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TABLE IXb 

Frequency And Percent By Type Offense 
For Cohort And Old And New Offense 

For Recidivists 

Type _', Recidivists* 
Offense) Cohort Old Offense New Offense 

Persons % 24.1 % 16.8 % 27.7 
n (226) n (17) n (28) 

Property % 49.4 % 72.2 % 51.5 
n (463) n (73) n (52) 

-. 

Sexual % 2.3 % • 9 % 5.9 
n (22 ) (1 ) (6) 

, . 

N~rcotic % 18.1 % 9.9 ct 5.0 -0 . 
n (170) (10) ( 5) 

Other % 6.1 % 0 % 9.9 
'n (57) (0) n (10) 

Total %100.0 %100.0 %100.0 
n (938) n(101) (101) 

*Excludes persons returned to custody for technical 
violations. 

Section III. Rate Analysis 

A major objective of this study was to develop rates 

for recidivism for various sub-populations. This section 

analyses the recidivist rates for selected variables. 
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Race and Sex hy Typo of: Original Off_~~ 

Table X presents re~idivism rat0s for various racial 

and sexual categories by types of original offense. Females 

had a much lower rate of r.eturnthC'n males (8.6 vs. 17.8). 
',' 

Black males had a higher rate of rc~t:'_lrn than ~vhi te males 

(21. 3 vs. 14.6). 

Recidivist Rates Per 100 Releases 
For Rape And Sex By Original Offense 

Type of Institution of Release by Type (If Release 

Table XI presents rate of return per 100 release:s for 

recidivists released by various methods as the type 9rf in­

stitu,tion release. It ~>J'as noted that the overall rat:~ was 

~ -17.1 recidivists per 100 releases. In other words(~ for 

every 100 inmates released, approximately 17 were expected to 
(.) 

return "as recidivists within a two year period. Releasees 
~ j if (;. ~ 

I' 

i' front Community Correctional Centers had a lower rate ~~f 

recidivism ,(15.,5), than\ dia. those releas0.8 from major institu .... 

tions (17.8 per 100). ,U~1andatory conditional release had the _., 
, 
ii 
II 
" 'J 

Ii 
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~,;';I,' '~ 
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~ 

co 
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of recidivism of all types of release (24.3 

Table XI presents rate of return per 100 releases 

for type of institutio? by type of release. 

(, 

Type of 

TABLE XI 

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

By Type Of Release 

------------ ,- ... -.. - .... ,-, ... --~--.• . 
T Y12: 

Institution 
Parole T~on~'~' ~~:{o~!:~$::~~l Man E~J.:p~rat~on 

At Release tio Of Sentence 
- _. . 

Major 17.2 2 8.0 14.5 
lnsti tu,tions 

-- . 
Road 14.9 1 4.3 18.7 
Prisons ._.{-.... _--
Community ;1.5.7 

. 
-- --" 

4.3 15.6 1 
Correctional 
Centers 

- -
Other 15.4 .J 5. 0 

.;;~= -
2 

To;ta! 16.6 2 4.3 14.9 
K_ ..... ---- - : 

V. DISCUSSION 

Race and Sex 

TotZtl 

17. B 

15.7 

15.5 

16.,7 

17.1 

Previous studies indicated that race was highly associated 

with type of offense. One analysis indicated that twice as many 

blacks ZtS whites were committed for crimes against persons. In 

this study, it was found that crimes against persons h~d a lower 

return rate than did crimes against property. Therefore, it might 

be expected that blacks would have a lower return rate than any 

::;;,~ 

, 
\, 
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other race. This assumpt.ion wal? not supported by the data. 

Black males in fact had thehighes·t 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

lea'se programs such as Community Correctional Centers would have 

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

slightly lower reQidivism rate tha~ did major institutions. 

Type of Release 

It was ·found that persons released under supervision 

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

released through expiration of sentence. Again, this finding 

is in conflict with the popular opinion that the hard-core 

incorrigibles are released by expiration of sentence and are 

mos.t likely to recidivate. These findings might be explained 

by the fact: that persons under supervision are of:ten returned 
H 

for technical violations of the rules of supervision whereas 

inmates released by ·expiratiop of sentence are not subject "to . 
these technical rules. Also it should be noted that persons 

. 
with short sentences are seldom paroled because of t;.he' time that" 

it takes for a parole hearing t·o he set up and fo!;' parole plans 

to be developed. 
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~lajer Offenses 

It is interesting to. nete that fer both the cehort and 

the recidivist gr.oups, the two most common offl-C;nses were for' 

breaking and entering and ar.med robbery. 

Association of Type of Release with Type of Original Offense 

There seemed to be :rio unexpect:ed relationship be'tween the 

type of release and the type of original offense. Mos!'; of the 

persons oJ:'ig,Jnally convicted of crimes a5Ja:,-nst persons were re­

leased by parole. This was quit"e logical and expected, since 

crimes -against persons usually carry longer. sentenc'es and conse-

queptly:::'release is most likely to be effected by parole. 

Association Bet'AJeen Offense and Time to Return 
,'1 

'£here appeared to. be Ii ttl'i:,.' p.ssociation beh'leen type of 

,~--=coffense and' length of time bet'veen release and return. Approx-
~" -:--.0. 

~>, 

:.Ai!t 

"" . 
~i 

Wrba'tely the same time out was spent.' L"lY all types of' offenders. 

Association by Type of Release w'ith Type of Re-turn 

As was indicated. earlier, a large percentage of persons 

'. on conoi tional release (parole and MeR) were returned to the 

Division" for technical violations • 
.;; 

.Associat:i-on of Original Offense with Second Offense ., --\.L 

Perhaps one of the most significant findings was that there 
'",,' 

was ne.qpparent correls .... ion between the qriginal' offense and the 
:;:s;<- •• -=f . ' 

o 

"second offense. As not.ed previously, however, there was a 

sJ ' 1 t trend for persons 't'Jho committed property crimes as an .' ·:1-91 
- \\',' II 

original offens.e to be recomrni t;t~d for crimesagainEit persohs dn 
.. "-) 

socond off.ense. 

I~ 
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Interaction of Type of Release and Type 'Bf lnst.i tution~:;:» 

Th4s study reflects a slight difference between the rates 
.\ 

--' 
of return for persons released from major institutions and . 

" those released from Commun;?,. ty Correctional ~erlters. "Noting 

this slight difference, it would be misleading to assume khat 
L: 

ther,e is no difference in program effecti'V'eness. There may be 

many forces influencing results which may obscure the trUe 

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

Com.'Uission selects the best candidates f;9r successful rehabil-

itation while the inmates are resident in a major institution. 

Those passed over by the Parole Co:mmiss~on as prime candidates 

for parole di~ectly from a major institution way either be 

placed on pre-parole work release in a Community Correctional 
'..0 

Center, cmay qualify for regular work release" plapernent in a 

Community Correc-t:ional Genter if 'they are within twelve months 
·0 ~: 

of. the. end of their sentence, may be relea.sed upon -expiration 
Q 

of their sentence, or may be relea.sed under Mandatory conditio~al 
o \:1 

Release.0' Thus, t,heselection process implies "a hi\~rarchy in 

terms o·f risk--from lowest to highest, wit:h Ma:~datory Conditional 

Release constituting the highestrisJ<: group. 
.' ~ : . 

Comparing ,releases-·from major .institutions with those from 
• . '0 " 

Community Correctional Cent~rs, it may be interpreted that the 
<7. _ 

programs of t~e Commurp_ ty Correctional Centers are more effective, 
-;; 0 <,' ," ,0 > ' 

reflecting an,overall lower recidiv~sm rate", although they r$q,eive 
~.' 

less 'c:1esirable subjects as participants i-~\the program. Moregvel;f 
"."' ; U I, 

particl-pants in the community COJ::'rectional,) c~nter, program inclUded 

o 
f.' 

1 
1 
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in this study cohort received the benefits from the program 

while it was in an early phase of its development. Although 

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

meet ever changing needs, it might be expected that subsequent 

program refinements tvil1 be even more salutary. Clearly, further 

study is needed to determine if the 'work release program does 

contribute significantly to a reduction in recidivism. 

VI. SU~~1ARY AND CONCLUSION 

The data .from this study indicates emphatic'ally that 

there is a much lower recidivism rate in Florida than is 

generally cited in the press--based on recidivism being defined 

as a return to do'rrectional custody within a twenty-four month 

period. Although definitions may varYt the data i"tself re­

veals that ~ecidivism defined as reincarceration contributes 
;:i 

negligibly to the overcrowding currently confronting corrections 

in Florida . 

Assuming that type of release from type of institution 

reflects specific selection criteria, "the study indicates that 

oecisions by the. Parol.e Commission are' no more effecti~e--as a 

whole--than the criteria which results in a man being released' 

by expiration of ·sentence. This observation holds true except 

for expirees from Road Prisons. 

Th~~' data indicates that sp~cialatt~ntion p.eeds to be 

focused on individuals who are released from Major Institutions 

. ,by Manda~ory Conditional Release. Clearly, this cohort of re-

G lea~~e$ const.itutes the highest risk group. For persons in this 
v,"') 
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risk group, program managers may profitably consider provid-

" ' 

'ing additional orientation in a pre-release program or assure 

more ext~~sive supervision following release. 

ViI. SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

As noted at the be~inning of this report, the study is 
o 

a very lifuit,ed inquiry into one aspect: ofreciilXtvism.' -Seve;ca-1.· 

lines of inqll'iry have been suggested \.;hich may serve as the 

basis for ,further study or analysis. 
,-

1. One suggestion for further study is to broaden the 

definition of recidivism to include arrest~ and convictions 
~ 

,,0 

as well as recomrtli.tments. Although the records are at present 
'\ 

quite incomplete with reg,ard to disposition of sentence, a stud:y 

ofdpost-release performance in Florida might be pursued us'ing 
();. 

records from the-Florida Crime Information tenter and the Florida 

Parole and Probation commission. 

2. Should resources permit, the study might be extended 

to include information about reinvolvement in the criminal 

Justice System for persons arrest.ed outside' of Florida. 0 

3. Addi tionalanalysis of existing data ma~r oe undertakE;}tl. ;,0 
(\ 

as time and staff reSOllrqes permit, 'to pick up possible inter-

action effects. 

4. .Attention needs to be directed specifically to a 

study of the effectiveness. of the wOJ;:k-relerase program ipre-
(I , 

. " 
duclng recidivism .. 
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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£or further study 

awaits a determination by program managers and policy ,makers 

conce~ning that line of inquiry which can best support the 

decision making process which impacts upon the total Criminal 

Justice System. 

, 
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